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SECTION VIII
RECOMMENDED 2030 HIGHWAY PLAN

One of the most important aspects of any plan is that it can be implemented.  Dozens of
factors affect a highway plan's implementation — growth rates and land use patterns,
physical and topographic features of the land, impacts on the urban and natural environ-
ments, public involvement, politics, and funding.  Probably none has as great an impact
as funding. Without money, projects simply cannot be built, regardless of the degree of
need.  For this reason, long-range plans must be developed within a context of probable
and defensible funding levels.  Both construction and maintenance costs should be
considered to determine the realistic long-term commitment made when a project is
undertaken.  The cost of a new freeway does not end with the $1,750,000 per lane-mile
construction cost;  it also includes annual maintenance expenses for the life of the road
(at least 30 years).  Similarly, commuter rail and bus system expenses include more than
their capital and construction costs - net annual operating expenses (losses) can be huge
and unanticipated, especially if ridership trends do not develop as projected.  All of these
costs need to be evaluated prior to the adoption of a long-range plan to get a true idea of
the financial impact of the plan or an individual project within it.  On the other side of the
equation, revenues should be analyzed to determine whether there will likely be adequate
funding or a shortfall for the plan under consideration.

Federal and state funds have always played a primary role in the construction and
maintenance of major roads in the State of Alabama, including the Mobile urban area;  it
is therefore reasonable to assume that this will remain the case for the foreseeable future.
Local road projects have generally been approached from a "pay as you go" basis, with
limited use of bonds for this purpose.  This financing method is efficient and economical,
but it does limit the size and type of project that can be constructed to the amount of cash
on hand at a given time.  It is also very sensitive to economic cycles since Mobile area
governments tend to depend very heavily on general sales taxes and lightly on property
taxes.  This makes anything other than year-to-year planning for capital improvements
extremely difficult and virtually eliminates the opportunity to locally plan and finance major
projects such as urban expressways.

Based on the scenario outlined above, future highway funding sources and levels have
been projected to continue similar to today's, i.e., federal/state funding for major projects
and moderate amounts of local funds for match, smaller capital projects, and maintenance
work.  Since Alabama has no formula or official mechanism for distribution of federally-
funded highway projects, the underlying assumption (which appears to be corroborated
by recent trends) is that over long periods of time, distribution of federal dollars will
approximate the distribution of road-users (population) and gas tax revenues (also
generally based on population).  Further assumed is that Alabama's federal and state
funding levels in real dollars and Mobile's proportion of the state's population will both stay
constant over time.  Based on these assumptions, and as detailed in Table 16, the MATS
area can be expected to receive about $74.25 million per year ($1,856 million over 
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the 25-year planning period) in federal, state, and local transportation funding, for both
capital and maintenance purposes.

Table 15 and Figure 31 in Section VII show the estimated costs of each of the alternate
plans.  Estimated maintenance costs for all of the plans are within a relatively small range
from $238 to $317 million (about a 25% variation).  But on the construction side, the
estimated costs vary from a low of $0 for the E+C system to $970 million for Alternate 9.
The financial scenario used here would provide adequate funds for all of the alternates
considered.

After evaluating the E+C system and Alternates 2 through 10 in regard to traffic service,
cost, user benefits, and impacts on the community, the Mobile Area Transportation Study
Technical Committee recommended the selection of Alternate 9 to the Metropolitan
Planning Organization.  That alternate provides good overall traffic service (congestion,
average speed, etc.), high user benefits, reasonable cost, and lower disruption of
established development when compared to the other alternates.   Figure 32 and Table
17 summarize the recommended projects, their estimated costs, and recommended
implementation priorities. 

A major focus of this MATS highway plan is to develop a better basic framework of
freeway facilities in the region and to maintain acceptable traffic service levels on the ones
now in place.  The I-10 corridor is experiencing tremendous traffic growth from both
regional movement (through traffic) and local trips to and from high growth areas;  the I-65
corridor is becoming congested primarily from local traffic, but it too carries a significant
amount of through traffic.  This plan proposes to add lanes to the existing Interstates
where feasible and to construct a semi-circumferential freeway to both aid local suburb to
suburb trip movements and to divert through trips from the interior freeway system.  The
major improvements to existing freeways should include two additional lanes on I-10 from
I-65 west to the Mississippi state line and on I-65 from SR 158 north to US 43.  Additional
lanes will also be needed on the I-10 Bayway well prior to 2030, but that project is not
included here since it is outside the MATS area.  However, additional capacity must be
added across the Mobile River, which is in the MATS area, in order to effectively utilize the
capacity added to I-10 in other areas.  All of the alternate systems evaluated in this
update, including the recommended 2030 Plan, include a 6-lane freeway on a high-level
bridge structure in the I-10 corridor over the Mobile Harbor;  all cost estimates are based
on that concept, and at approximately $194 million, this project alone accounts for a
significant percentage of the construction cost of each of the alternates.

The other major freeway project included in this plan is the Outer Loop.  The road as
proposed would serve three primary purposes:

C As a bypass for through trips between the areas north, west, and south
of the study area

C To directly link suburban portions of the study area together and 
reduce circuitous trip patterns between them

C To directly link the Mobile Regional Airport to the Interstate system north 
and west of the urban area to minimize circuitous trips and to divert 
traffic from its principal access roads already overloaded with other trip purposes
(e.g., Airport Boulevard and I-65). 
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The Outer Loop should be a limited access 4-lane road on new alignment linking US 98
in the Semmes area with I-10 in the Grand Bay area.  The road as proposed is about 21
miles long and would cost about $209 million to construct.  Interchanges should be located
at US 98, Tanner-Williams Road, Airport Boulevard, Jeff Hamilton Road (Cottage Hill
Road), and Dawes Road (Three Notch Road); access to the Loop should also be provided
to the arterial system from the I-10 interchange.  The freeway can be built in stages as
funds are available. First, from I-10 and then from Airport Boulevard to US 98, 

Second in importance only to the development of a better freeway network is the need to
address capacity problems in the portion of the study area west of I-65.  The existing
demand and projected growth in the Airport Boulevard corridor (bounded generally by
Zeigler Boulevard to the north and Cottage Hill Road to the south) requires the addition
of 6 or more lanes of east-west arterial roadway between now and 2030.  In order to
provide additional capacity for through trips, Grelot Road should be extended both east
and west from its current termini.  It should be extended east from University Boulevard
to Michael Boulevard east of Azalea Road.  Michael should be widened from the Grelot
extension east to Montlimar Drive, and a new interchange should be constructed on I-65
in the vicinity of Cottage Hill Road;  this new route and interchange would help reduce new
demand on Airport (it is shown as project 8 on Figure 32 and Table 17).  On the west end,
Grelot should be extended from Schillinger west to Snow Road — initially as a 2-lane road
with provision for eventual widening — and should be connected directly to the entrance
to Mobile Regional Airport with a new north-south road west of Schillinger Road.
Widening (two additional lanes) is proposed on the westernmost end of Airport Boulevard
from Mobile Regional Airport west to the Outer Loop, on Zeigler Boulevard from Springhill
Avenue west to Tanner-Williams Road and on Tanner-Williams west to the Outer Loop,
on Old Shell Road from Hillcrest Road to Schillinger Road, and on Cottage Hill Road from
Schillinger Road west to the Outer Loop via Jeff Hamilton Road.  

A new 4-lane arterial is proposed from the study area boundary north of Big Creek Lake
to extend to I- 65.  This east-west improvement proposed is intended to be used in unison
with the arterial Schillinger Road Loop as mentioned below.  It is proposed that the US 98
designation be removed from Moffett Road to this new 4-lane facility.  Not only does the
future traffic demand such a facility, there is a high fatality rate on Moffett Road due to
conflicts with land-use/access versus a high percentage of truck traffic on Moffett Road.
This proposed road once designated as US 98, should divert truck traffic coming from
Mississippi off of Moffett Road.  This proposed road will not only aid east-west move-
ments, but save lives as well. All of these east-west improvements would work in concert
to improve access to I-65 from the west and provide some relief to Airport Boulevard in
terms of continued growth in through traffic.

In addition to improving east-west traffic flow, the 2030 Plan proposes the continued
development of three principal north-south arterial corridors west of I-65.  These are
Schillinger Road, Hillcrest/Rangeline Road, and University Boulevard.  Plans for
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Figure 32
MATS 2025 Highway Plan
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Table 17
Recommended Highway Projects, 2000 - 2030

Est. Cost Dist.      Lanes            ADT
Map No.         Project (millions) From: To: (mi.) Exist Prpsd    2000 2030 Priority*

1 Airport Boulevard $    6.3 Mobile Airport Snow 1.8 2 4 17 000 30 500 1
$    5.5 Snow Outer Loop 1.3 2 4 10 000 24 500 3

2 Celeste Road $  11.3 I-65 Oakridge Lane 2.5 2 4 15 200 21 800 2

3 Cody Road $    2.5 Pine Run Cottage Hill 2.5 2 3 13 800 16 000 1

4 Cottage Hill Road $ 6.8 Schillinger Dawes 1.5 2 4 15 000 26 200 1
$ 13.5 Dawes Outer Loop 3.0 2 4 6 000 24 500 3

5 Dauphin Street $    3.3 Sage Springhill Hosp. 1.0 4 6 37 000 42 400 2

6 Florida Street $  10.8 Springhill Government 2.5 New/2 4 16 000 25 100 2

7 Grelot/Airport Conn. $    2.5 Leroy Stephens Airport 1.3 New 2 3 000 1
Grelot Road (West) $    4.4 Dawes Snow 1.7 New 2 6 400 2

8 Grelot Road (East) $  11.1 University Montlimar 2.2 New 4 32 500 3
$    2.8 Montlimar I-65 .4 New 4 41 300 3

9 Hillcrest Road $    3.6 Airport Old Shell .8 2 4 13 100 19 300 1
$    6.2 Halls Mill Crk Three Notch 1.5 2 4 8 800 21 500 1

10 I-10 $194.0 Bridge over Mobile River 2.7 New 6 63 300 1
$  16.5 I-65 SR 193 3.3 6 8 80 800 126 100 2
$  65.7 SR 193 SR 188 13.1 4 6 58 000 81 200 1
$  21.1 SR 188 MS State Line 4.2 4 6 38 000 74 500 2
$    6.0 University Interchange New 3

11 I-65 $  32.9 SR158 US43 6.6 4 6 40 200 77 600 2
$    6.0 Grelot Interchange New 3

12 McDonald Road $   5.0 US90 Half Mile 1.4 New 4 15 200 1
$   0.8 Old PascagoulaNew Alignment .2 2 4 5 300 17 900 1
$ 11.6 Three Notch Old Pascagoula  2.8 2 4 6 500 15 700 3

13 McGregor Avenue $    1.9 Dauphin Eslava Crk .5 2 4 16 100 29 100 2

14 Mobile Street $    3.5 Springhill USA Med Center .8 2 4 11 900 21 400 2

15 Old Shell Road $    9.0 Hillcrest Schillinger 2.0 2 4 16 800 25 000 1

16 Outer Loop $209.3 I-10 US98 21.0 New 4 47 400 3

17 Schillinger Road $ 13.8 Howells Ferry Moffett 3.1 2 4 15 600 30 100 1
$   9.4 Lott Moffett 2.1 2 4 9 200 21 800 2
$ 24.6 Cottage Hill Old Pascagoula 5.5 2 4 13 000 25 000 2

18 SR158 $   9.3 US45 I-65 2.7 2 4 13 000 33 000 1
$   6.4 I-65 US43 1.8 2 4 14 200 37 600 2

19 SR193 $   5.1 Canal Laurendine 2.5 2 4 8 600 21 400 2
$ 21.3 Laurendine Fowl River 3.9 New 4 18 700 2
$   5.1 US90 Hillcrest 1.22 New 4 23 500 1

20 Shelton Beach Road $  11.2 US43 I-65 2.5 2 4 14 000 23 300 3

21 Th.-Dawes/Hamilton $  22.7 I-10 DIP 5.1 2 4 13 000 27 000 2

22 Three Notch Road $  19.1 Schillinger Outer Loop 4.2 2 4 8 500 19 200 3

23 University Boulevard $    5.5 US90 I-10 1.0 New 4 28 000 3

24 US45 $    9.2 Wilson I-65 2.0 2 4 20 000 21 800 2
$    9.6 Springhill Craft 2.1 2 4 16 200 21 800 2
$    7.6 N of Lott SR158 2.0 2 4 6 800 20 200 3
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$  32.6 SR158 Roberts Rd 9.3 2 4 13 200 25 900 3

25 US90 $  12.5 S of Bellingrath McDonald 3.3 2 4 17 500 20 700 2

26 US98 (New) $  21.1 Schillinger Bid Creek 6.0 New 4 27 300 1
$  19.3 US45 Schillinger 5.5 New 4 28 200 1

27 Zeigler Boulevard $  12.2 Springhill Cody 3.5 2 4 17 600 27 800 1
$  18.5 Cody Outer Loop 5.3 2 4 13 600 22 000 2

TOTAL (millions) $970.0

Priority 1  (2005 - 2010)      $383,200,000
Priority 2  (2010 - 2020)      $245,000,000
Priority 3  (2020 - 2030)      $341,800,000

* These priorities were determined by the Mobile MPO and are subject to change.

Schillinger Road call for completing its widening to four lanes throughout its length — i.e.,
from Lott Road south to Howell’s Ferry Road and from Cottage Hill Road south to Old
Pascagoula Road.  This in itself would improve access to the Regional Airport and other
major destination points in west Mobile, but the plan also recommends the development
of Schillinger Road as part of a 4-lane arterial loop through Mobile's suburbs.  The north
part of the loop is formed by the extension of Schillinger Road north and east from Lott
Road to US 45  where it intersects the existing alignment of Industrial Parkway (AL 158).
The  south end of the loop is formed by widening Theodore-Dawes Road from Schillinger
Road, east to US 90 at the Hamilton Boulevard intersection.  Hamilton will eventually be
widened from US 90 east to Dauphin Island Parkway.  This loop is made  up of projects
18, 26, 17 and 21 (proceeding north to south) on Figure 32 and in Table 17.

The second major north-south corridor, Hillcrest Road, would be widened to the north and
to the south as part of the 2030 Plan.  A 4-lane connection would be built from south of
Halls Mill Creek to Rangeline Road at US 90.  The 2-lane section of Hillcrest from Old
Shell Road south to Airport Boulevard will be widened as will the section between north
of Halls Mill Creek and Three Notch Road.  On Rangeline Road, two additional lanes will
be constructed from south of Hamilton Boulevard to Laurendine Road.  Rangeline should
be extended from Laurendine southward to Fowl River on new alignment as a 4- lane
arterial.

Since the last update, there have been two improvements to University Boulevard;  2-lane
extension of Highpoint Road from Lott Road to US 45 and the 4-lane extension to
Demetropolis with additional lanes on Demetroplois to US 90.  This further justifies that
University Boulevard should be considered as a north-south principal arterial from US 45
south to I-10.  As future traffic needs dictate, the 2030 Plan proposes the extension of
University Boulevard (a.k.a. Demetropolis) on new alignment from US 90 south to a new
interchange at I-10, located north of the Halls Mill Creek flood plain and south of the
Riviere du Chien bridge.  This interchange would provide no access to the area south of
I-10, but would provide a more direct freeway route between the southwest corner of the
City of Mobile and the CBD, therefore providing some relief to the south end of I-65 which
currently carries a large number of those trips.  Opening the interchange will require two
additional lanes on I-10 between I-65 and Rangeline Road which might not be needed
otherwise.
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Other recommended improvements in the southern portion of the planning area include
extending McDonald Road from US 90 south to Padgett Switch Road and additional lanes
on McDonald Road from Three Notch Road to south of Old Pascagoula Road.  The E+C
network  included an interchange at McDonald Road and I-10  (which opened in January
of 2005) and a connection to US 90; this would be a continuation of that project.  Also in
the area, additional lanes on US 90 from south of Bellingrath Road to Padgett Switch
Road are needed. Further north, lanes should be added to Three Notch Road from
Schillinger Road west to the Outer Loop (via Dawes Road) and . 

In the northern portion of the study area, US 45 will need additional lanes as suburban
residential development continues west of Saraland and north of Prichard; it appears that
two more lanes will be needed at least as far north as Roberts Road by the end of this
planning period.  Two lanes should be added to Shelton Beach Road from US 43
southwest to the I-65 interchange and to Celeste Road from I-65 northwest to Oakridge
Lane.  Industrial Parkway (AL 158) should be widened to four lanes from US 43 west to
US 45 as part of the previously discussed suburban arterial loop (Schillinger Road).

Two major projects are proposed in Mobile east of I-65 — St. Stephens Road (US 45) and
Florida Street extension.  St. Stephens Road continues to be overloaded, even after I-165
has been opened, and shows no evidence of abating in the future.  St. Stephens Road
should be widened to four lanes from Springhill Avenue (US 98) to I-65 in Prichard.  The
second project, Florida Street extension, would utilize both existing and new rights-of-way
to construct a continuous north-south arterial from the USA Medical Center area south
across Airport Boulevard to US 90.  Parts of both Mobile Street and the existing Florida
Street alignments will be utilized by the proposed corridor.  The only other proposed
projects in this part of the study area are two additional lanes on Dauphin Street from
Sage Avenue to west of Springhill Hospital and on McGregor Avenue from Dauphin Street
south to Eslava Creek.

As implementation of this plan progresses over the years, it is critically important not only
which improvements are made, but also when they are made.  Development trends are
never uniform throughout an area and rarely consistent over a significant time period.
Therefore, timing of projects relative to specific need is important and is sensitive to
change due to unforeseen events, so some degree of flexibility in priorities is necessary.
Construction of a major road project will almost always have significant impacts on other
roads, either through temporary displacement of normal trip patterns during construction
or permanent shifts in demand after opening.  The completion of one project often leads
to the need for another — so plans must consider the sequence of implementation along
with the ultimate need.  Finally, the availability of funding will often dictate when a project
can be undertaken, so optimum scheduling of construction is not always possible.
Conditions are constantly changing, so the priorities are continuously evolving.   

With those constraints in mind, Table 17 includes suggested priorities that dictate to some
degree the relative importance of individual projects to current and anticipated needs.
Three levels of priority are suggested — those projects needed now (2005-2010), over the
intermediate term (2010-2020), and longer term (2020-2030).  These priorities were
developed with regard to the urgency of need, available funding, anticipated impacts of
the improvement, and expected development patterns.  First priority projects are generally



77

being programmed for construction now.  However, the priority levels are advisory only
and all of them are obviously subject to change as noted above.

The recommendations contained in this report address only major projects of regional
importance which will add significant capacity to the highway system;  the proposals are
general only and do not represent specific alignments or locations.  Many other road
projects will doubtless be constructed by developers and local governments between now
and the year 2030;  conversely, some of the projects described in this report may never
be constructed.  Prior to construction, specific studies will be conducted for each project
to determine environmental, social, and economic impacts.  For those determined to be
in the best interest of the public, studies will be completed to finalize engineering details
including specific location and necessary rights-of-way.  Further, the recommendations
made in this report will be reviewed and updated periodically in future years as changing
social, economic, or technological conditions warrant, and the appropriate changes as
then determined will be incorporated in new, updated plans.  The Year 2030 Highway Plan
as detailed herein is not proposed as a rigid, inflexible blueprint, but rather is intended to
guide decision-makers' actions within a regional context and thus maintain system
coordination across the various political boundaries which divide the MATS area.


