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Executive Summary 

ES 1.0 Introduction 

Development of the Mobile Area Transportation Study (MATS) 2040 Long Range Transportation 
Plan began in 2012 un der the guidance of the Mobile Urban Area Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO).  The study was conducted by the South Alabama Regional Planning 
Commission with the assistance of the Alabama Department of Transportation, the Mobile County 
Engineering Department, the WAVE Transit System, and the City of Mobile Transportation, 
Planning, and Engineering Departments.  Funding has been provided by the Federal Highway 
Administration and the Federal Transit Administration, by the Mobile County Commission, and 
by the cities of Mobile, Prichard, Chickasaw, Saraland, Satsuma, Creola, Bayou La Batre and 
Semmes.  The document and its process is called Destination 2040. 

The Destination 2040 Transportation Plan is multi-modal in scope, encompassing long-range 
plans for highway, public transportation, and bicycle and pedestrian networks.  R egional growth, 
economic development, and accessibility within the study area along with environmental concerns 
necessitate that the long-range plan addresses not only improved vehicular travel but also 
improvements to alternative modes.  Preservation of the existing transportation system coupled 
with enhancement of all modal choices will contribute to the improvement of the overall quality of 
life in the region. 

The MPO's objective in initiating the new Long Range Plan was to identify, to the maximum 
extent feasible, the multi-modal transportation improvements which will be needed in the Mobile 
urban area between now and the year 2040 in order to maintain an acceptable level of mobility. 
Where possible, these needs were quantified in terms of dollar costs and prioritized based on the 
availability of funding, the impact of the proposed improvement, and anticipated development 
patterns and timing.  The Destination 2040 Transportation 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. 

The recommendations contained in this report for highway and transit projects address only major 
needs of regional importance which will add significant capacity to the transportation system;  the 
proposals should be regarded as general only and do not represent specific alignments or locations. 
Many projects not included in this plan will doubtless be constructed by developers or 
implemented by local governments between now and the year 2040; 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 any necessary rights-of-way.  Further, the 
recommendations made in this report will be reviewed and updated periodically in future years as 
changing social, economic, physical or technological conditions warrant, and the appropriate 
changes as then determined will be incorporated in new, updated plans.  

ES-1



Figure ES-1 
Mobile Area Transportation Study Area 

Source: Mobile MPO   Based on 2010 US Census Data 
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ES 1.1 Public Involvement 

As part of the planning process for the Destination 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan, early 
public involvement meetings were held to solicit input in the development of the Plan. Two 
preliminary public meetings were held in January of 2014 at two different locations as a means to 
get the public involved with the development of the plan, and let their concerns be addressed in the 
plan from the very beginning.  The first meeting was held on J anuary 7, 2014 a t the GM&O 
Building from 5:30 pm to 7:30 pm, with the second meeting held on January 8, 2014 at the Mobile 
Botanical Gardens from 5:30 pm until 7:30 pm.  After a year of development of the plan, a public 
input meeting was held in the G.M.O building on January 29, 2015. N early 60 people attended, 
and several bicycle/pedestrian and transit comments were addressed at the meeting.  All LRTP 
public meetings had the same format. A short presentation was given by Mr. Kevin Harrison, 
Director of Transportation on what is included in the plan.  Staffed stations were set around the 
room addressing: 2.0 Public Transit, 3.0 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities, 4.0 Highway Facilities, 
6.0 Congestion Management Process, and socio-economic forecasting.  Survey forms for each 
section were provided.  Over fifty surveys were completed encompassing the five focus areas.   

Most of the comments were regarding the need for the I-10 Mobile River Bridge, and 
improvements to Airport Boulevard. Results from the surveys influenced projects, in particular the 
Airport Boulevard projects. It should be noted that although there were a lot of comments 
supporting the I-10 Mobile River Bridge, in the fall of 2014 ALDOT had its public involvement 
meetings and public comment period for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 
I-10 Mobile River Bridge; those comments are separate and independent from this Plan process. 
The surveys, comments and sign in sheets from the Destination 2040 Long Range Transportation 
Plan’s early public involvement meetings in January, 2014, and the public involvement meetings 
in January, 2015 are included in Appendix H.  

Section 5.0 Climate Change had early public involvement as it is based on Gulf Coast Study Phase 
Two and had several of its own public input meetings. Likewise, the Transit Development Plan 
finalized in 2014 (Section 2.0 Public Transit) had numerous early public involvement 
opportunities, including: surveys about potential ridership (both downtown and at the Mobile 
Regional Airport) and Transit Awareness Day. The Section 3.0 Bicycle Facilities heavily relies on 
the Mobile County Comprehensive Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan which was based on publ ic 
involvement. The final Long Range Transportation Plan document is advertised for adoption at the 
Mobile MPO meeting on March 4th, 2015. This includes a press release for the MPO meeting. 

Because the Destination 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan is a formal document, in order to 
modify the document, it must go through procedures outlined in the Public Participation Plan 
(Appendix H) for adopting MPO documents. Included in Appendix H is the MPO’s Limited 
English Proficiency documentation and Language Assistance Plan as required in Federal Transit 
Administration Circular 4702.1B.  

ES 1.2 Environmental Concerns 

MAP-21 requires state transportation agencies to consult with other agencies in order to eliminate 
or minimize conflicts with activities that could impact or be impacted by transportation. 
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Furthermore, transportation-decision makers must take into account the potential environmental 
impacts associated with a transportation plan or plan update, in order to mitigate those impacts. 

Mitigation as defined by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in terms of 
environmental document development, is really a three-step approach and is often recited as an 
easy to remember refrain, avoid, do least harm, mitigate. The first step is always look to avoid any 
impact at all, and for transportation agencies, this could be as simple as choosing an alternative that 
avoids a sensitive resource, such as an historic site or a wetlands area. 

The second level is minimization, which means that if avoidance is not possible, then the 
transportation agency takes action to minimize impact to the sensitive resource.  For example, 
spanning a stream or wetlands area would have considerably less impact than re-channeling the 
stream or filling the wetlands. 

The third level is mitigation, which means impact to a resource can’t be avoided.  Examples here 
include recordation of a historic structure that must be demolished or compensation for filled 
wetlands by debits from a wetlands bank. 

A few examples that follow may illustrate how this hierarchy operates.  Please note that for these 
resources there may be many more possible options to avoid, minimize or mitigate. 

ES 1.2.1 Wetlands 

Wetland impacts require we avoid, minimize or mitigate by Executive Order 11990, to the extent 
practical.  For these resources, we first try to avoid by shifting alignments.  When the wetlands 
are narrow, for example, stream bank wetlands, may be avoided by spanning both the stream and 
the wet areas adjacent.  That action assumes there is a reasonable cost to avoiding impacts. 

We may minimize by such actions as: 
- narrowing medians,  
- constructing fill slopes as steep as warranted by geotechnical investigation,  
- alignment shift that may not entirely miss the wetland, but lessen the impact, or 
- partial bridging 

Mitigation for State projects in Alabama typically utilizes credits from the established wetland 
bank owned by ALDOT.  O ther banks, including privately owned banks are available. 
However, on-site mitigation may be possible by, for example, enhancing the remaining portion of 
the wetland to function at a higher level.  Restoration/enhancement efforts for isolated wetlands 
are usually successful only when involving simple actions like restoring water flow to a former 
wetland that has been drained. 

ES 1.2.2 Historic Property 

Historic properties are protected by both Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act 
of 1966 (DOT Act as amended) and Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act.  Section 4(f) in 
particular creates a h igh threshold to overcome before we can say we cannot avoid use of the 
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resource. Other resources, notably publicly owned recreational lands are also protected by Section 
4(f). 

Therefore, we mandate fairly detailed consideration of shifts to either side of each individual 
resource as well as all protected resources.  The costs and impacts associated with these 
avoidance alternatives must be substantial before FHWA can agree to use the resource. 

Minimization for historic property can take the form of planting to screen the view of a modern 
facility, restoring structures (e.g., a stone wall taken by the ROW), even moving a building that is 
historic for architectural reasons and restoring it in an appropriate location. 

Mitigation of historic property taken can be in the form of archival quality (i.e., long-lasting) 
photographs or line drawings of the structure.  A researched, written narrative of the historical 
importance of the resource may also be developed.  In some cases parts of the structure (e.g., 
approach spans to a longer bridge) may be reused in another application. 

Considerations of potential environmental impacts associated with transportation projects include, 
but are not limited to, the following resources/issues: 

Table ES-1  
Potential Environmental Impacts Resources 

RESOURCE/ISSUE WHY IMPORTANT REGULATORY 
BASIS 

CONTACT 

HAZMAT Sites 

Health hazards, costs, 
delays, liability for both 
State & federal projects 
on either existing or 
acquired right-of-way 

State & federal law; 
Guidelines for Ops; 
ASTM E-1527 

Phase-I:  D esign 
Bureau/ETS, phone 
334-242-6154 
Phase-II & III:  
Materials & Tests 
Bureau, phone 
334-206-2284 

Air Quality 

Public health, welfare, 
productivity, and the 
environment are 
degraded by air pollution 

Clean Air Act of 1970; 
40 CFR Parts 51 & 93; 
State Implementation 
Plan 

Design Bureau/ETS, 
phone 334-242-6147; 

PM-2.5 – Design 
Bureau/ETS, phone 
334-242-6315 

Noise 

Noise can irritate, 
interrupt, and disrupt, as 
well as generally 
diminish the quality of 
life 

Noise Control Act of 
1972; ALDOT’s 
highway Traffic Noise 
Analysis Policy and 
Guidance 

Design Bureau/ETS, 
phone 334-242-6147 or 
6828 or 6710 

Wetlands 

Flood control, wildlife 
habitat, water 
purification; applies to 
both State and federally 
funded projects 

Clean Water Act of 
1977; Executive Order 
11990; 23 CFR 777 

Design Bureau/ETS, 
phone 334-242-6145; 
US Army Corps of 
Engineers, phone 
251-690-2658 
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Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

Loss of species can 
damage or destroy 
ecosystems, to include 
the human food chain 

Endangered Species Act 
of 1973; 
7 CFR 355 

Design Bureau/ETS, 
phone 334-242-6132; 
US Fish & Wildlife 
Service, phone 
251-441-5181 

Floodplains 

Encroaching on or 
changing the natural 
floodplain of a water 
course can result in 
catastrophic flooding of 
developed areas 

Executive Order 11988; 
23 CFR 650; 23 CFR 771 

Design Bureau/ETS, 
phone 334-242-6145; 
Bridge Bureau, phone 
334-242-6598 

Farmlands 

Insure conversion 
compatibility with State 
and local farmland 
programs and policies 

Farmland Protection 
Policy Act of 1981;    7 
CFR 658 

Design Bureau/ETS, 
phone 334-242-6150; 
Natural Resources 
Conservation Service 
(NRCS), phone 
334-887-4500 

Recreation Areas 

Quality of life; 
neighborhood cohesion 

Section 6(f) of the Land 
and Water Conservation 
Fund Act; Section 4(f) of 
the DOT Act of 1966 
(when applicable);    23 
CFR 771 

Design Bureau/ETS, 
phone 334-242-6143 or 
6152; Alabama 
Department of Economic 
and Community Affairs, 
phone 334-242-5363 

Historic Structures 

Quality of life; 
preservation of the 
national heritage 

National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 
(Section 106); the DOT 
Act of 1966 [Section 
4(f)]; 23 CFR 771; 36 
CFR 800 

Design Bureau/ETS, 
phone 334-242-6144 or 
6225; Alabama 
Historical Commission, 
phone 334-230-2667 

Archaeological Sites 

Quality of life; 
preservation of national 
and Native American 
heritage 

National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 
(Section 106); the DOT 
Act of 1966 [Section 
4(f)]; 23 CFR 771; 
Executive Order 13175 

Design Bureau/ETS, 
phone 334-242-6144 or 
6225; Alabama 
Historical Commission, 
phone 334-230-2667 

Environmental Justice 

To avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate 
disproportionately high 
impacts on minorities 
and low-income 
populations; basic 
American fairness 

Title VI, Civil Rights Act 
of 1964; Executive Order 
12898 

Design Bureau/ETS, 
phone 334-242-6529 or 
6576; right-of-way 
office in each respective 
ALDOT Region 

In each of the examples given above, the first contact listed is the ALDOT’s Design Bureau 
Environmental Technical Section (ETS), not because it is a resource agency as defined by federal 
regulations, but because it has the multidisciplinary experts who can guide you through the early 
identification of impacts in the initial project planning and development stage.  The sooner a 
potential environmental impact is identified, the more likely it can be avoided, minimized, or 
mitigated.  Early contact with the ETS can insure timely consultation with all potentially affected 
stakeholders and compliance with provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA) and its enforcing regulations. 

Source: Alabama Department of Transportation   
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ES 2.0 2040 MATS Plan Summary 

The Mobile Area Transportation Study (MATS) covers an area substantially larger than the City of 
Mobile, but smaller than Mobile County.  The study area measures approximately 44 miles north 
to south and 26 miles east to west; the boundaries are shown on Figure ES-1on page ES-2 and can 
be generally described as Salco Road and Walter Moore Road to the north, Mobile River (and 
Spanish River) to the east, Bayou La Batre to the south, and Big Creek Lake and Grand Bay to the 
west.  This area includes all of the Mobile urban area as defined by the U. S. Department of 
Commerce and also includes all contiguous portions of Mobile County which are expected to be 
urbanized by the year 2040, the time frame of this study. 

This Destination 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) describes an integrated, 
intermodal transportation system for the MATS planning area. It includes all modes of 
transportation and is described in the following sections of this plan.  Section 1.0 Title VI in 
Development of the Long Range Plan is a quantitative assessment to ensure that low-income and 
minority groups receive a proportionate share of benefits from these federal investments. Section 
2.0 Public Transportation includes policy recommendations as well as some facility and service 
recommendations. A Transit Development Plan for Mobile, AL was completed in 2014 t o 
extensively analyze transit within the MATS planning area.  Section 3.0 Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Facilities is primarily policy oriented, but also includes cost estimates for recommended projects. 
A Comprehensive Bicycle Pedestrian Plan for Mobile County was completed in 2011 to assist in 
extensively analyzing the non-motorized transportation within the study area.  Section 4.0 
Highway Facilities is detailed, cost-sensitive, and includes specific facility recommendations. A 
travel demand forecast model was used with socio-economic data for the base year 2010 a nd 
projections to year 2040 to determine the maximum extent possible the best use of federal highway 
dollars. Section 5.0 Climate Change is to provide a detailed assessment of the vulnerability of the 
most critical components of the transportation system to weather events and long-term changes in 
climate. This work was conducted as part of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Study 
Phase 2 of the Gulf Coast Climate Change Study. Section 6.0 Congestion Management Process 
includes intersection type improvements to decrease travel time, decrease delay and improve 
capacity, and provides a Mobility Index and that can be historically referenced. Section 7.0 
Freight attempts to address freight as it relates to the transportation system within the study area. 

ES 2.1 Title VI in Development of the Long Range Plan 

In order to quantitatively assess and analyze federal investments in the regional transportation plan 
and to ensure that low-income and minority groups receive a proportionate share of benefits, 
measures have been developed and applied to evaluate the long range transportation plan’s impact. 
Section 1.0 Title VI in Development of the Long Range Plan is a co mparative analysis of 
accessibility to essential services for the overall region and the target populations.  The analysis 
was performed for the present scenario (2010) and for the future (2040) time frame. In addition, 
employment opportunity, defined as the average number of jobs within a specified travel time 
from each zone, was analyzed for the overall population and the target population. The analysis 
was performed for current (2010) scenarios and future (2040) conditions. 

ES-7



ES 2.2 Public Transportation 

The 2040 P lan proposes transit system improvements which encompass service development, 
capital improvements, and funding.  Section 2.0 Public Transportation of the Long Range 
Transportation Plan addresses the objectives for mass transportation.  A  Transit Development 
Plan (TDP) for the Wave Transit was completed in 2014 and will be used as a focal point for this 
section.  T he focus of the Mobile TDP was on Mobile and the surrounding areas.  Mobile’s 
public transportation is provided by The Wave Transit System which is operated by McDonald 
Transit.  The Wave also provides paratransit service in accordance with the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) mandated three quarters of a mile to those who qualify and neighborhood 
curb-to-curb service in predefined areas. Local funding for Wave is provided exclusively by the 
City of Mobile. Currently service is provided only within Mobile city limits, with some service 
extending into Prichard.  

The Transit Chapter of the Plan has system recommendations in four phases:  immediate, phase 1, 
phase 2, and phase 3.  The immediate improvements would be at a cost of $60,815 per year.  T he 
immediate phase for program year includes streamlining Route 5 and Route 16 to improve service 
quality and service productivity.  This phase also provides for converting Routes 19 and 20 to a 
point deviation flex service as opposed to a general public dial-a-ride structure.  Changes to these 
two routes are cost neutral and provides structure and time points to keep service predictable for 
customers and the Wave staff.  It will also reduce the number of no s hows.   P hase 1 t o be 
implemented in 2016 involves more substantive and interdependent route and system changes. 
The changes in Phase 1 rely on each other in order to best improve service productivity while 
maintaining service coverage.  The changes in phase 1 include splitting Route 1 into two pieces 
which would provide a new route that runs from Bel Air Mall to the Mobile Regional Airport. 
Other routes in this phase includes changes to Route 4, Route 7, Route 9, Route 10, Route 11, 
Route 12, Route 15 and Route 18.  Phase 1 also implements a new route known as A1 Route. 
This route is in conjunction with the opening of the Airbus facility to provide service between 
downtown Mobile and Airbus.   Two new flex routes are recommended in Phase 1.  The first 
route is the New Overlook Flex Route due to the realignment of Route 4.  The New Cottage Hill 
Flex Route is also recommended to provide a point deviation flex route because of the realignment 
of Route 18.  T he cost of Phase 1 is an additional $278,305 pe r year.  P hase 2 for years 
2017-2018 includes two new routes at a cost of $1,675,682 per year.  The routes in this phase are 
an expansion of service to allow for more direct service between major transit destinations.  Phase 
2 implements New Route A2 which is a second service in conjunction with the opening of the 
Airbus facility.  The route would travel from Bel Air Mall along Airport Boulevard to Broad 
Street and terminate with a turnaround in the parking lot of Airbus North America Engineering. 
The second new route in Phase 2 is the New Bel Air Mall/USA/Wal-Mart Route to provide more 
direct service between the USA campus and commercial destinations. Phase 3 for years 2019-2024 
includes a 30 minute service on Fixed Routes instead of the 60 minute headway and a Satchel 
Paige Flex Zone.  The recommendations in this phase would be an additional $6,429,283 pe r 
year. A variety of transit recommendations and scenarios are presented in Section 2.0. The full 
content of the TDP can be found in Appendix B. 

The Mobile MPO is the FTA Designated Recipient (DR) for the Federal Transit Administrations 
(FTA) Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities (5310) Funds. Further, the 
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South Alabama Regional Planning Commission houses the Human Services Coordinated 
Transportation Plan (HCSTP). MAP-21 realigned FTA 5316 J ob Access Reverse Commute 
(JARC) funds and FTA 5317 New Freedom Funds which are part of the HCSTP process.  

ES 2.3 Bicycle / Pedestrian 

The Mobile Metropolitan Planning Organization recognizes the significant interest in bicycling 
and walking in Mobile County and the need for a comprehensive planning effort to guide the 
future development of bicycle and pedestrian facilities and for a more coordinated direction and 
organization for facilities and activities. Accordingly, Section 3.0 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 
analyzes existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities and related factors, provides facility 
recommendations, offers design and development standards and suggests education / promotional 
activities related to bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the Mobile Area.  Section 3.0 is a summary 
of a draft plan that provides a vision for the future and a rational framework to guide the decisions 
of those responsible for public policy and proposed improvements.  Appendix C is the full draft 
Bicycle / Pedestrian Plan. It is designed to meet the needs for bicycle and pedestrian facilities with 
a variety of recommendations for improving bicycling and walking conditions and connecting 
proposals to key activity destinations.  

The plan identifies eight major proposed shared use (bicycle and pedestrian) facilities. These 
proposed facilities, all of which provide off-road bicycle and walkway trails, include:  

 Utilization of an abandoned railway right-of-way for a proposed off-road shared-use trail 
extending from Bessemer Avenue (Prichard Stadium) in Prichard to Citronelle. This 
proposed 30 mile trail, if implemented, would become the longest continuous off-road 
bicycle facility in Mobile County. 

 An off-road shared-use facility along the south bank of Three Mile Creek extending from 
the intersection of Old Shell Road and North University Road northward through Langan 
Park tying in to a short stretch of existing off-road shared-use trail in Langan Park and then 
following the south bank of Three Mile Creek eastward to a proposed on-road bikeway that 
connects to Water Street. 

 Big Creek Lake: The Mobile Area Water and Sewer System (MAWSS) owns 103 miles of 
woodlands that surrounds the City of Mobile’s drinking water supply, Big Creek Lake. 
Logging trails that were at one time cleared and maintained through this area could be 
re-used as off-road shared-use bicycle and pedestrian trails. Even though this land is 
currently closed to the public, serious consideration should be given to the re-use of these 
old logging trails and the beautiful scenery provided around the lake.  With the abundance 
of nearby horse stables, these trails would also be excellent candidates for horse riding. 
The cost for clearing out any overgrowth and dressing out these logging trails to provide a 
useable off-road shared-use trail, should be less costly than blazing a new off-road 
shared-use trail. 

 A shared-use trail along the bank of Montlimar Creek west of I-65 near its junction with 
I-10.  This facility connects with a proposed on-street bikeway on Michael Boulevard and 
an existing off-road shared-use trail at its north end and with Crestview Park in the south. 
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Its intersection with Government Boulevard connects with existing and proposed on-street 
bikeways.  

 A short, 0.6 mile, shared-use trail located between Dauphin Street and Airport Boulevard, 
alongside the drainage canal for Montlimar Creek. This proposed facility connects with an 
existing off-road shared-use trail that extends south and connects with the proposed 
Montlimar Creek shared-use trail for a distance of 3 miles to Crestview Park.   

 The combination of the proposed Montlimar Creek shared-use trail, the existing shared-use 
trail between Michael Boulevard and Airport Boulevard and the proposed off-street trail 
between Airport Boulevard and Dauphin Street result in a continuous 5 mile shared-use 
trail.  

 A two mile shared-use trail is proposed for the south bank of Eight Mile Creek between 
South Shelton Beach Road and Moffett Road. 

 The proposed Crepe Myrtle Trail is a 14 mile shared use trail combining dedicated paths 
and shared lanes. The route would begin at Three Mile Creek, run through downtown 
Mobile, run along the Mobile River and Bay, connect with the existing trail at Doyle Park 
near the Brookley Air Field and end at Dog River. 

In addition to these eight facilities, the plan identifies numerous bicycle facilities and walkways 
throughout the county. It is important to recognize that although Section 3.0 of the Long Range 
Transportation Plan provides a guide for influencing future development, actual implementation of 
proposed facilities will be the result of public policy, public roadway and park improvements, 
private development decisions, and of major importance, funding. Many of the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan recommendations can be implemented by coordinating improvements with other 
street and development construction projects.  O ther recommendations such as the 
Non-motorized Mobility Study for Downtown Mobile and the Crepe Myrtle Trail Planning Study, 
both conducted in 2015, will be incorporated into the planning process once completed. 

ES 2.4 Highway Facilities 

The future infrastructure needs of an area are largely determined by its growth and the subsequent 
demand placed on a limited supply of any given commodity - in this case transportation system 
capacity.  The extent of future transportation needs depends on the number and length of trips 
made on an average day.  Trip characteristics are primarily determined by an area's population, 
housing, and employment densities and the spatial orientation of its residential and commercial or 
industrial areas. 

By year 2040, it is estimated that the MATS area will have almost 161,000 households and over 
237,000 employees. This is a significant increase compared to over 147,000 households and over 
178,000 employees in year 2010.  F igure ES-2 on page ES-11 graphically illustrates the 
anticipated growth in the MATS area between 2010 and 2040, including the significant growth in 
internal automobile and truck trips.  While population is expected to increase about 9 percent and 
housing and employment by 9 percent and 33 percent, daily vehicle-trips will likely increase by 22 
percent during the period. A trip is any vehicular movement between an origin and a destination. 
An internal trip is any trip solely within the study area. 
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Figure ES-2 
Projected Study Area Growth: 2010-2040 

Table ES-2 on page ES-12 quantifies the projected growth in area-wide vehicle-trips per day 
between 2010 and 2040 and illustrates the impact on the area's street and highway system.  When 
the projected growth of internal trips is combined with external trips and truck trips, the total 
increase is forecast at 25 percent over the 30 year period.  As shown in Table ES-2, the impact of 
this growth on the Existing and Committed system (E+C, or the roads now open to traffic plus 
those currently under construction or contract) would be intolerable by today's traffic service 
standards.  While the number of vehicle-miles driven in the study area each day would increase 
by over 48 percent, or almost 4.7 million miles daily, the available lane-miles to accommodate this 
increase would be only about 20 miles greater than today, representing a capacity miles increase of 
about 1 percent.   

The street miles operating at unacceptable, overcrowded conditions (level-of-service E or F) 
would increase from 2010's 82.4 miles to over 238 miles in 2040; further, operating conditions 
throughout the network would badly deteriorate with system-wide capacity utilization of 82 
percent in 2040 as compared to the 56 percent utilized today. The ultimate result of this growth and 
accompanying congestion will be a need for additional highway capacity throughout the MATS 
planning area, with the need being most acute west of I-65.  After evaluating numerous 
alternative systems and individual projects, SARPC will recommend a 2040 Highway Plan to the 
MPO members for their concurrence; the plan will be adopted on March 4, 2015.  The data in 
Table ES-2 include the 2040 operating conditions after implementation of this recommended plan. 
Table ES-3 on page ES-13 shows capacity utilization is higher in the future year than the 2010 
base year (56 percent) because of the strain on the system produced by the new demand. The 
capacity utilization in 2040 is expected to be at 82.1 percent and road miles at (LOS) E or F are 
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expected to be significantly higher in 2040 than 2010; about 238 miles in 2040 E+C versus 82 
miles in 2010. The main reason for this is the anticipated interstate growth. 

Figure ES-3 on page ES-14 illustrates the projects included in the 2040 Highway Plan as proposed 
and Table ES-4 on page ES-15 describes the projects.  The plan is based on both new construction 
and improvements to existing roads.  S lightly more than 34 lane-miles of additional limited 
access roadway would be constructed, with about 2 miles of new roadway (I-10 Mobile River 
Bridge in Mobile Urban Area).  A bout 14 miles of new arterial roads would be constructed with a 
total of over 83 additional arterial lane-miles system-wide.  A lthough no other additional capacity 
is needed, there are three improvements to existing interchanges; Celeste Road on I-65, the West 
entrance to the Wallace Tunnel of I-10 and US 43 and I-65. Other than projects recommended 
under the Congestion Management Process of Destination 2040 or projects being planned with 
local funds, there are no significant improvements to the collector system. The highway element of 
the 2040 Plan is estimated to cost just under a billion dollars ($951,120,000) to construct over the 
next twenty-five year period. 

Table ES-2 
Mobile Area Transportation Study Trip Purpose Comparisons (2010 and 2040, Local streets are not included) 

Vehicle-Trips/Day  2010  2040 %Increase 

Home-Based Work 118,700 130,300 
Home-Based Other 550,400 604,000 
Non-Home Based  410,100 450,000 
Trucks   25,200  37,400 

Total Internal 1,104,400 1,221,700 11% 
Internal-External 154,700 323,100 
Through   25,800 50,200 
Through Trucks  16,700 31,900 

Total 1,301,600  1,626,900 25% 

Source: Mobile MPO  
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Table ES-3 
Mobile Area Transportation Study System Comparisons (2010 and 2040, Local streets are not included) 

  2010 2040 E+C     2040 PLAN 

Miles Lane-Mi Mi Lane-Mi Mi Lane-Mi Mi 

Freeway/Expressway 306.7 59.2 317.8 59.2 340.7 61.5 

Principal Arterials 545.7 152.4 551.9 152.4 594.5 159.2 

Minor Arterials 581.6 227.4 584.4 227.8 624.8 234.7 

Collectors 470.5 217.8 470.5 217.8 482.1 218.3 

Total 1904.5 656.7 1924.5 656.7 2042.1 673.6 

VMT Mi/day % of Tot Mi/day % of Tot Mi/day % of Tot 

Freeway/Expressway 3,432,512 36% 5,149,829 36% 5,226,269 36% 

Principal Arterials 2,984,236 31% 4,117,199 29% 4,092,665 28% 

Minor Arterials 2,286,012 24% 3,339,613 23% 3,412,235 24% 

Collectors 954,654 10% 1,721,952 12% 1,640,760 11% 

Total 9,657,415 14,328,596 14,371,928 

Level Of Service Mi /LOS D Cap Used Mi /LOS D Cap Used Mi /LOS D Cap Used 

Freeway/Expressway 4.3 74.5% 76.7 108% 78.4 102.5% 

Principal Arterials 27.8 60.1% 65.6 82.1% 35.6 75.5% 

Minor Arterials 37.1 50.5% 57.8 73.6% 34.5 69.6% 

Collectors 13.1 30.2% 38.5 54.8% 26.4 50.6% 

Total 82.4 56.0% 238.5 82.1% 175.0 77.0% 

     Source: Mobile MPO 
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Figure ES-3
MATS 2040 Highway Plan 

  Source: Mobile MPO 
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Table 4-16 
Recommended Highway Projects, 2010 – 2040 

     2010     2040      2010        2040 
MAP#. CPMS# FUNDS PHASE COST ROAD FROM TO DIS LANE LANE VOLUME VOLUME PRIORITY 

1 n/a MPO ALL $10.90  Airport Blvd Snow Rd Eliza Jordan Rd 1.2 2 4 13,800 19,900 2 

2 n/a MPO ALL $17.80  Celeste Rd  I-65 Forest Ave 2 2 4 13,500 24,400 3 

3 n/a MPO ALL $9.00  Cottage Hill Rd McFarland Rd Dawes Rd 0.8 2 4 7,500 17,100 2 

4 100052460 MPO CN $3.65  Dauphin Street Sage Ave Springhill Mem. Hosp. 1.1 4 6 33,000 45,000 1 

100052459 MPO UT $0.28  Dauphin Street Sage Ave Springhill Mem. Hosp. 1.1 4 6 33,000 45,000 1 

100052458 MPO RW $0.27  Dauphin Street Sage Ave Springhill Mem. Hosp. 1.1 4 6 33,000 45,000 1 

5 n/a MPO ALL $5.25  Dawes Rd Jeff Hamilton Rd Grelot Rd 1.5 2 4 14,000 13,700 2 

6 n/a MPO ALL $8.19  Government St Macy Place Water St 2.3 n/a n/a 26,000 32,300  3 

7 100033461 NHPP CN $33.39 I -10 Carol Plantation Rd McDonald Rd 4.2 4 6 55,400 97,700 1 

100062412 DPIP CN $462.83  I-10 (Bridge) Virginia St Baldwin County 3 new 6 - 78,100 2 

100062411 DPIP UT $4.87  I-10 (Bridge) Virginia St Baldwin County 3 new 6 - 78,100 2 

100062410 DPIP RW $25.41  I-10 (Bridge) Virginia St Baldwin County 3 new 6 - 78,100 2 

100062408 DPIP PE $51.10  I-10 (Bridge) Virginia St Baldwin County 3 new 6 - 78,100 2 

9 100052450 MPO CN $4.80  McDonald Road North of I-10  Old Pascagoula Rd 0.5 2 4 11,500 30,400 1 

100052449 MPO UT $0.70  McDonald Road North of I-10  Old Pascagoula Rd 0.5 2 4 11,500 30,400 1 

100052448 MPO RW $1.00  McDonald Road North of I-10  Old Pascagoula Rd 0.5 2 4 11,500 30,400 1 

10 100059791 MPO CN $13.10  McFarland Road Old Pascagoula Rd  Three Notch Rd 3.1 new 2 n/a 18,400 1 

100059790 MPO UT $2.40  McFarland Road Old Pascagoula Rd  Three Notch Rd 3.1 new 2 n/a 18,400 1 

100059789 MPO RW $6.00  McFarland Road Old Pascagoula Rd  Three Notch Rd 3.1 new 2 n/a 18,400 1 

100059788 MPO PE $2.50  McFarland Road Old Pascagoula Rd  Three Notch Rd 3.1 new 2 n/a 18,400 1 

11 100052602 MPO CN $3.38  McGregor Avenue Dauphin St  Airport Blvd 0.6 2 4 19,100 19,500 1 

100052601 MPO UT $1.50  McGregor Avenue Dauphin St  Airport Blvd 0.6 2 4 19,100 19,500 1 
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Table 4-16 
Recommended Highway Projects, 2010 – 2040 

     2010     2040      2010        2040 
MAP#. CPMS# FUNDS PHASE COST ROAD FROM TO DIS LANE LANE VOLUME VOLUME PRIORITY 

100052600 MPO RW $2.50  McGregor Avenue Dauphin St  Airport Blvd 0.6 2 4 19,100 19,500 1 

12 100046891 MPO CN $7.55  Schillinger Road US 98 Lott Rd 2.1 2 4 13,000 24,800 1 

100046891 STPAA CN $5.00  Schillinger Road US 98 Lott Rd 2.1 2 4 13,000 24,800 1 

100046890 MPO UT $0.30 Schillinger Road US 98 Lott Rd 2.1 2 4 13,000 24,800 1 

13 n/a MPO ALL $28.00  Snow Rd Airport Blvd Tanner William Rd 2.8 2 4 13,000 20,000 2 

n/a MPO ALL $14.10  Snow Rd Moffett Rd (new) US 98 1.5 2 4 n/a 12,900 2 

14 100060152 NHPP CN $24.05 SR 158 Schillinger Rd Lott Rd 1.6 new 4 n/a 26,000 1 

100060155 NHPP CN $13.16 SR 158 Schillinger Rd Lott Rd 1.6 new 4 n/a 26,000 1 

100060153 NHPP CN $17.72  SR 158 Lott Rd Glenwood Rd 4.1 new 4 n/a 26,000 1 

100060482 NHPP CN $18.26  SR 158 Lott Rd Glenwood Rd 4.1 new 4 n/a 26,000 1 

100060154 NHPP CN $12.00  SR 158 Glenwood Rd McCrary Rd 3.5 new 4 n/a 26,000 1 

100060483 NHPP CN $13.16  SR 158 Seabury Creek Bridge - new 4 n/a 26,000 1 

100060484 NHPP CN $13.16  SR 158 Interchange Lott Rd - new 4 n/a 26,000 1 

15 n/a MPO ALL $9.90  Tanner Williams Rd Snow Rd Eliza Jordan Rd 1 2 4 11,000 17,400 2 

16 100052464 MPO CN $4.50  Three Notch Road Schillinger Rd  McDonald Rd 1 2 4 11,600 22,500 1 

100052463 MPO UT $0.45 Three Notch Road Schillinger Rd  McDonald Rd 1 2 4 11,600 22,500 1 

100052462 MPO RW $0.91  Three Notch Road Schillinger Rd  McDonald Rd 1 2 4 11,600 22,500 1 

100052461 MPO PE $0.28 Three Notch Road Schillinger Rd  McDonald Rd 1 2 4 11,600 22,500 1 

100052596 MPO CN $4.87  Three Notch Road McDonald Rd  Ben Hamilton Rd 0.9 2 4 3,500 19,900 1 

100052595 MPO UT $0.49  Three Notch Road McDonald Rd  Ben Hamilton Rd 0.9 2 4 3,500 19,900 1 

100052594 MPO RW $0.99  Three Notch Road McDonald Rd  Ben Hamilton Rd 0.9 2 4 3,500 19,900 1 

100052465 MPO PE $0.33 Three Notch Road McDonald Rd  Ben Hamilton Rd 0.9 2 4 3,500 19,900 1 

100052599 MPO CN $4.87  Three Notch Road Ben Hamilton Rd  Dawes Rd 1 2 4 3,000 15,100 1 

100052598 MPO UT $0.49  Three Notch Road Ben Hamilton Rd  Dawes Rd 1 2 4 3,000 15,100 1 

100052597 MPO RW $0.99  Three Notch Road Ben Hamilton Rd  Dawes Rd 1 2 4 3,000 15,100 1 

100052466 MPO PE $0.33 Three Notch Road Ben Hamilton Rd  Dawes Rd 1 2 4 3,000 15,100 1 
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Table 4-16 
Recommended Highway Projects, 2010 – 2040 

     2010     2040      2010        2040 
MAP#. CPMS# FUNDS PHASE COST ROAD FROM TO DIS LANE LANE VOLUME VOLUME PRIORITY 

17 100037215 MPO CN $17.12  Zeigler Boulevard Forest Hill Dr Athey Rd  3.4 2 4 15,000 25,200 1 

100043178 MPO UT $2.00  Zeigler Boulevard Forest Hill Dr Athey Rd  3.4 2 4 15,000 25,200 1 

100046895 MPO CN $5.24  Zeigler Boulevard Cody Rd Schillinger Rd 1.8 2 4 13,600 25,200 1 

100046894 MPO UT $0.38  Zeigler Boulevard Cody Rd Schillinger Rd 1.8 2 4 13,600 25,200 1 

100046893 MPO RW $0.84  Zeigler Boulevard Cody Rd Schillinger Rd 1.8 2 4 13,600 25,200 1 

100055883 MPO CN $5.00  Zeigler Boulevard Schillinger Rd  Tanner Williams Rd 1.4 2 4 7,000 17,200 1 

100055882 MPO UT $1.12  Zeigler Boulevard Schillinger Rd  Tanner Williams Rd 1.4 2 4 7,000 17,200 1 

100055881 MPO RW $1.88  Zeigler Boulevard Schillinger Rd  Tanner Williams Rd 1.4 2 4 7,000 17,200 1 

100055880 MPO PE $0.03  Zeigler Boulevard Schillinger Rd  Tanner Williams Rd 1.4 2 4 7,000 17,200 1 

Locally Funded Projects 

L1 n/a Local ALL $14.91 Schillinger Rd Three Notch Rd Halls Mill Creek 2.3 2 4 15,100 26,000 L1 

L2 n/a Local ALL $15.0 Tanner Williams Rd Zeigler Blvd Snow Rd 1.8 2 4 13,400 23,800 L2 

MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS TYPE PROJECTS 

N/A n/a MPO ALL $15.0  Congestion  Management  Process - n/a n/a - -   1 

1 n/a MPO ALL $6.80  Airport Blvd Malls Intersection  Intersection  - n/a n/a - -   3 

7 100055753 IM CN $30.00  I-10 West Tunnel Int Interchange  - - - - - 1 

100055752 IM UT $0.50  I-10 West Tunnel Int Interchange - - - - - 1 

8 100039475 IM CN $7.33  I-65 Celeste Rd Int. Interchange  - - - - - 1 

100050694 IM CN $16.70  I-65 US 43 Int. Interchange  - - - - - 1 

100050693 IM UT $0.14  I-65 US 43 Int. Interchange  - - - - - 1 

TOTAL Federal Projects (millions) $975.06 ($747.08 ALDOT, $227.98 MPO) 

Priority 1  (2015 - 2020)     $ 322,610,000 
Priority 2  (2020 - 2030)    $ 621,360,000 
Priority 3  (2030 - 2040)    $ 31,090,000 

-All projects are required to have some form of bicycle /pedestrian facility included in the project, or a valid reason for an exclusion; please see Section 3 Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Facilities of this Plan.  

-These priorities were determined by the Mobile MPO and are subject to change;  
-Year of Expenditure (YOE) cost based on 1% per year applied to first year of these priorities 
-Total programmable STP Fund amount for MPO is $8,922,488.8 X 2017-2040 = $231,309,828 
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ES 2.5 Climate Change Analysis 

Section 5.0 Climate Change is a summary of a much larger document prepared by the USDOT 
specifically using the Mobile MPO as a pilot, with the intention of making the processes used in 
the study replicable to other areas. USDOT conducted Phase 2 in partnership with the Mobile 
Metropolitan Planning Organization, which is part of the South Alabama Regional Planning 
Commission (SARPC). Phase 2 includes the following tasks: 

• Task 1: Identify critical transportation assets.
• Task 2: Develop climate information and assess sensitivity of assets to climate stressors.
• Task 3: Determine the vulnerability for key links and assets.
• Task 4: Develop and apply detailed risk management tools.
• Task 5: Coordinate with local planning authorities and the public on t he process and

implications of the analysis.
• Task 6: Publish and disseminate the information learned

Ultimately the study allows the MPO to determine what infrastructure is critical and the 
vulnerability of that infrastructure. Section 5.0 Climate Change quantifies that vulnerability and 
applies five stressors to the critical infrastructure: storm surge, wind, precipitation, temperature 
and sea level rise.  

The stressors are applied to each critical asset as determined by the criticality assessment, and the 
top 10 most vulnerable highways for each stressor are included in the Plan. The five segments that 
score among the most vulnerable for all climate stressors are all coastal assets highly exposed to 
extreme weather stressors and that would burden the entire transportation system if they were 
closed after damage. For example, they are highways that serve areas with little redundancy in the 
system or that have very high replacement costs. 

Further, many of these assets are ones that have been damaged from extreme weather in the past, 
demonstrating that they are susceptible to damage. Figure ES-4 on page ES-19 shows these assets 
on a map. Vulnerabilities are not necessarily uniform across the study area. The coastal areas of 
Mobile appear to be, unsurprisingly, most vulnerable to sea level rise and storm surge, particularly 
in the areas closest to Downtown as well as the southern tip of Mobile, near Dauphin Island. 
Precipitation vulnerability scores tended to be higher near the coast, which is where the land 
elevation is lower and where more water features are found. Wind vulnerability scores were higher 
in more developed areas, as the number of intersections, traffic lights, and signage increases. Maps 
of highway vulnerability scores to all climate stressors are in the Appendix E of the Plan. 
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Figure ES-4 
Most Vulnerable Highway Assets to All Climate Stressors 

Source: FHWA Gulf Coast Study Phase Two  
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ES 2.6 Congestion Management Process  
 
Section 6.0 Congestion Management Process (CMP) addresses congestion on all roadways inside 
of the Mobile urban area boundary that are functionally classified as an arterial or higher and not 
addressed by any of elements noted above.  Intersections are screened for being potential problem 
intersections, and an appointed CMP Committee surveys each intersection in the field, during a 
peak hour, to develop projects that would alleviate congestion.  
 
The screening process determines which intersections (only principal or minor arterials) have a 
total approach volume of over 45,000 A DT, or have at least two approaches with a volume 
exceeding 7,000 vehicles/lane/day.  For non-recurring congestion, intersections are screened for 
any that report collisions at or above 1.5 vehicle collisions per MEV (million entering vehicles). 
Another measurement for congestion other than vehicles over capacity (V/C) is travel time. As 
part of the CMP, global positioning satellites (GPS) are used to determine actual travel time based 
on an average of a minimum of 6 runs in each direction. This alternative means of measuring 
congestion is also a method for screening intersections used by CMP.   
 
ES 2.7 Freight 
 
Freight planning historically, at least for medium sized MPOs like Mobile, has used data analysis, 
including employment numbers and trend forecasting, that assumes trends from the past will 
continue in the future. Recognizing that the efficient movement of freight is vital to the growth of 
Mobile’s economy, and further recognizing that our area must provide for superior freight 
distribution and not become a freight chokepoint, Section 7.0 F reight tries to predict truck 
movement in Mobile on the road network using computer-generated, travel demand simulation 
modeling. 
 
Today, with the availability of the much improved Freight Analysis Framework (FAF3), the 
percent of trucks are derived from FAF3 data. Also, ALDOT has conducted vehicle classification 
counts for SARPC at over 40 stations within our study area. The FAF3 base year data is somewhat 
in line with the vehicle classification counts data provided by ALDOT. Although the FAF3 data 
does provide a year 2040 truck count, it is based on a percentage of the total overall volume for 
year 2040 pr ojected for each facility. These projections derived by the FAF3 are grossly 
overestimated and are unusable; the SARPC freight component to the model only uses the TADT 
(a percentage of trucks) derived from the FAF3 data. Truck origin/destination matrices were 
derived for both the base year (2010) and the future year (2040).  
 
The truck portion of the trip generation component of the travel demand forecast model used in 
Section 4.0 Highway Facilities, was produced by a study conducted in 2008 for the Mobile MPO 
called the UAH Freight Mobility Study. Trucks were assigned to Freight Analysis Zones (FAZ) in 
the network for the base year, and future year. This Plan utilizes a modified version of the forecast 
model produced by the UAH study. Additionally, as part of that initial study, freight surveys were 
conducted within the study area to capture any commercial activity generating freight or 
transporting freight on t he system network. Staff maintains and updates a d atabase of these 
surveys, that not only try to develop a local sense of where freight is coming from and going to 
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locally, how much freight is generated locally, but it gives the MPO a sense of infrastructure needs 
in terms of our freight providers (turning radius, capacity issues, etc.).  
 
Although there are no projects derived from these freight surveys, there are potential freight 
projects identified in this plan. 
 
ES 2.8 Air Quality Conformity Determination 
 
Air Quality Conformity Determination refers to the requirement of non‐attainment areas (as 
defined by Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) tolerance limits on ground‐level and 
atmospheric pollutant concentrations) and those re‐designated to attainment after 1990 to show 
that federally-supported highway and transit projects will not cause new air quality violations, 
worsen existing violations, or delay the timely attainment of the relevant National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS). The Mobile Area MPO area is currently in attainment status. 
However, the Mobile MPO is anticipating becoming non‐attainment status in the near future. On 
January 6th, 2010, t he EPA announced the recommended new standard for ozone. The new 
standard is under public review. On November 25, 2014, t he EPA proposed to strengthen the 
NAAQS for ground-level ozone, based on extensive scientific evidence about ozone's effects. If 
Mobile is designated non-attainment status for ozone, the proposed projects of this plan will be 
subject to an air quality model and emissions budget which may result in VMT restrictions. 
Currently, the three monitors that fall within the Mobile, AL air shed have numbers that fall below 
.70 ppb for Ozone. 
 
ES 3.0 Appendices 
 
Additional information regarding the proposed highway, transit system, bicycle/pedestrian and 
congestion management process projects can be found in the respective chapters of the Plan.  T he 
Plan also contains information on the Environmental Justice Element of the Plan, which details 
efforts to assure that the projects of the LRTP have no detrimental effects in terms of travel time to 
areas determined to be low income or minority by the US Census.  It confirms that low-income 
and minority communities are being equally served by federal road improvements, transit services, 
and bicycle and pedestrian improvements.  Appendices to this report are separate documents, 
with each Section of the Plan having its respective Appendices; Appendix A is for Section 1, 
Appendix B is for Section 2, etc. Appendices A-H provide more detailed and technical aspects of 
each section of the Plan. 
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1.0 Title VI in Development of the Long Range Plan 
 

1.1 Definition, History and Principles 

 

The U.S. EPA’s Office of Environmental Justice defines Environmental Justice as follows: 

 
Environmental Justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless 

of race, color, national origin, or income with, respect to the development, implementation, and 

enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Fair treatment means that no group 

of people, including a racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group, should bear a disproportionate 

share of the negative environmental consequences, resulting from industrial, municipal, and 

commercial operations, or the execution of federal, state, local, and tribal programs and policies. 

 
Environmental Justice was a product of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. This part of the 

Civil Rights Act bars deliberate discrimination and disparate impact discrimination. In 1994, 

President Bill Clinton signed Executive Order 12898, which forced all Federal agencies to 

address Environmental Justice. The Order is as follows: 

 
Each Federal Agency shall make achieving Environmental Justice part of its mission, by 

identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human 

health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations 

and low-income populations. 

 
The U . S . Department o f  Transportation outlined three guiding principles for Environmental 

Justice: 

 To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health 

and environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority or low-income 

populations. 

 To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially-affected communities in the 

transportation decision-making process. 

 To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipts of benefits 

by minority and low-income populations. 
 

 
 

1.2 Measures for Evaluation 

 
The 2012 American Community Survey provided an updated, demographic profile of the 

metropolitan planning area, identifying the residential, income, and employment patterns of the 

population.  With this new information, it is possible to more accurately evaluate new 

transportation plans, with respect to minority and low-income populations. However, system-

wide planning does not specify alignments of new roads; therefore, infrastructure impacts, such 

as the displacement of homes and businesses, and localized environmental impacts, will have 

to be addressed later in the environmental process. 

 
Measures for system-impact evaluation:  

 Employ mobility  evaluation  measures,  such  as  change  in  travel  time,  from  areas  

      of predominantly low-income and minority populations to essential services, both in terms of 
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absolute change over time, and to all areas of the study area. 

 Use employment opportunity measures, in terms of current conditions, and future 

forecasted conditions, and employment opportunity by way of transit.  

 Determine the effectiveness of public transportation service in areas with predominantly low-

income and minority populations. This measure has inherent deficiencies, because the 

presence of service in these areas does not necessarily mean adequate service; i.e. service to 

the desired destination may be indirect or nonexistent, therefore hindering or reducing the 

feasibility of the trip. 

 
1.3 Public Involvement Measures 

 
Information requests, comment forms, and personal contact information for proposed program 

actions, are available to the public at the following locations: SARPC’s main office, all city 

halls/clerk offices, the ALDOT Region Office, the Wave Transit Office, all Mobile County 

Senior Centers, public libraries, the Mobile and Prichard public housing offices, the Mobile 

Chamber of Commerce, Saraland Chamber of Commerce, Tillman’s  Corner  Chamber  of  

Commerce,  Mobile  Community  Action  Service Centers, and Head Start Centers. Public 

information distribution is also through newspaper publications and other media, such as the 

Internet. Participation in community development programs is also used to measure public 

involvement. 

 
1.4 Evaluation of the Long Range Plan 

 
In order to quantitatively assess and analyze federal investments in the regional transportation 

plan, and to ensure that low-income and minority groups receive a proportionate share of 

benefits, measures have been developed and applied to evaluate the long range transportation 

plan’s impact. A comparative analysis of accessibility to essential services for the overall region, 

and for the target population, was performed for the current scenario (2010) and for the future 

(2040) time frames. In addition, employment opportunity, defined as the average number of jobs 

within a specified travel time from each Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ), was analyzed for the 

overall population and the target population. The analysis was performed for current (2010) 

scenarios and future (2040) conditions. 
 

 

1.5 Definition of Target Population and Thresholds 

 
First, it was necessary to define the target population and to develop demographic profiles for 

each TAZ. Demographic data, identifying the low-income and minority population representing 

the target population for the Environmental Justice Analysis, was obtained from the 2012 

American Community Survey. The survey provided population, race, and poverty information. 

Traffic zone boundaries do not always coincide with block US Census and tract boundaries, 

so in order to obtain the necessary data at the traffic zone level, some compilation and 

manipulation of data was required. 

 The low-income and minority threshold populations were determined as an area wide 

index, and target populations were identified based on each traffic zone’s low-income and 

minority population percentage compared to this index.  

 2012 American Community Survey showed 18.5 percent of persons in Mobile County live 
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below the poverty level.  

 18.5 percent was used as the low-income threshold in the Environmental Justice analysis. 

 
For each census tract, the low-income population was calculated as a percent of total non-

institutionalized population (based on block group data), and blocks were then aggregated to 

traffic zones; the low-income zones were those above the 18.5 percent threshold. Figure 1-1 

on page 4 delineates the traffic zones by poverty status. 

 
Minorities are defined as all non-white people plus whites of Hispanic origin. 2012 American 

Community Survey showed 37.5 percent of the population of the Mobile County was 

classified as minority. 37.5 percent was used as the minority threshold index. 

 
Block data were aggregated to the TAZ level. Figure 1-2 on page 5 shows the TAZs by minority 

status. The environmental justice analysis, addresses the impacts on both low-income and 

minority population bases. Figure 1-3 on page 6 shows the MATS TAZs in terms of aggregate 

environmental justice criteria, i.e, traffic analysis zones that meet neither threshold, zones that 

meet either threshold, and zones that meet both thresholds. 

 
1.6 Analysis 
 

 

1.6.1 Accessibility to Essential Services and Activities 

 
A principal goal of the transportation plan is to provide and improve accessibility. Accessibility 

is defined as proximity to activities, measured by travel time in this analysis.  

Transportation needs and quality of life issues are represented by accessibility to the following 

essential services and activities: 

 Central business district 

 Major retail activity 

 Post-secondary educational facilities and training centers 

 Major medical complexes 

 
These essential services and activities have been geographically located in traffic destination 

zones for the years 2010 and 2040. Figures 1-4 on page 7, and 1-5 on page 8, are more 

thoroughly discussed below.  A traffic analysis zone map is in Section 4.0 Highway Facilities 

and is Figure 4-1 on page 133.   
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Figure 1-1 
Low-Income Zones 
 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                               Based on 2012 American Community Survey 
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Figure 1-2 
Minority Zones 

 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                               Based on 2012 American Community Survey 
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Figure 1-3 
Low-Income and Minority Zones 

 

 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                               Based on 2012 American Community Survey 
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Figure 1-4 
2010 Attraction Zones 

 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                    
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Figur1e 1-5 
2040 Attraction Zones 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                    
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1.6.2 Central Business District 

 
The CBD is defined by a calculated index of activity and development used in the MATS 

Transportation Plan modeling procedure.  This index quantifies development and/or activity in 

terms of traffic analysis zone (TAZ) density (units per acre) by traffic zone. It is calculated 

by adding households, college dormitory units, total employment, and post-secondary education 

enrollment, and dividing the sum by the size of the traffic zone in acres. As defined by this 

activity index, a CBD zone must contain 30.0 units per acre or more. This was calculated for the 

actual conditions in 2010, and the projected conditions of 2040 (see Figures 1-10 on page 23 and 

1-11 on page 24). Please see Figure 4-1 on page 133 in Section 4.0 Highway Facilities for 

location of traffic analysis zones (TAZ).  

 

2010: TAZ- 1, 2, 4, 5, 9, 178 

2040: TAZ- 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 15, 178 

 
1.6.3 Retail Sector 

 
Major retail activity is described as traffic zones containing over 500 retail sector employees, as 

defined by SIC codes.  Projections for retail sector employees were developed in the 2040 

Long Range Plan. 

 

2010: TAZ- 59, 61, 80, 143, 148, 154, 174, 193, 199, 202, 203, 210, 261 

2040: TAZ- 57, 59, 61, 80, 141, 143, 148, 151, 154, 155, 174, 175, 176, 193, 199, 202, 

203, 206, 209, 210, 212, 225, 261, 263, 287 

 
1.6.4 Post-Secondary Education Facilities 

 
Post-secondary facilities are defined as those public academic institutions focusing on scholastic 

training, rather than solely on vocational training.  It is assumed that these facilities will 

remain in the same location over the analysis period so the traffic zones are the same for 2010 

and 2040. 

 

2010: TAZ- 28, 29, 32, 51, 61, 85, 141, 148, 178, 259, 285 

2040: TAZ- 28, 29, 32, 51, 61, 85, 141, 148, 178, 259, 285 

 
1.6.5 Medical Services 

 

The major medical complexes were chosen primarily for the purpose of emergency    services, 
including major hospitals and public health services. Usually it is assumed that these facilities 
will remain in the same location over the analysis period but there will be an additional hospital 
built by the year 2040 in zone 258.  

 

2010: TAZ- 12, 28, 32, 33, 37, 43, 71, 85, 87, 99, 100, 103, 105, 132, 142, 169, 175, 178, 197, 
306 

2040: TAZ-12, 28, 32, 33, 37, 43, 71, 85, 87, 99, 100, 103, 105, 132, 142, 169, 175, 178, 197, 
258, 306 
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1.6.6 Transit Accessibility to Essential Services 

 
To accurately portray accessibility to essential services, transit travel times were also 

analyzed in terms of the previously defined essential services (see Figure 1-6 on page 12 and 

1-7 on page 13); however, the transit travel times were only analyzed for current conditions 

because projected routes and schedules cannot be accurately forecasted over a 25 year period. As 

new routes are proposed and implemented, their impact on target populations will be analyzed. 

 

1.7 Employment Opportunities 

 
Employment opportunity is defined as the number of jobs available within a designated time 

frame from each zone. The average peak period home-based work travel time, as determined by 

the 2010 Census, was used as the threshold value. In 2010, the average peak home-based work 

travel time for the study area was 25 minutes, which was used as the time frame for this measure. 

 
The number of jobs within 25 minutes was calculated for each zone. Then the numbers of jobs 

per household were calculated for a comparison index. Then the same steps were followed to 

determine the employment opportunity per household and per traffic zone using projected 2040 

household and employment data. 
 

 

1.7.1 Transit Employment Opportunities 

 
Employment opportunity was evaluated in terms of the transit service area as well. Instead of 

using travel time from a given zone to determine employment opportunity, the total  

employment  opportunity  within  the  entire  transit  service  area  was calculated. Of the 

312 traffic zones, one hundred and eighty six are served by transit. A total of 140 target zones 

(see Figure 1-3 on page 3) are served, while 46 non-target zones are served. Table 1-1 details the 

traffic zones served by transit. Detailed transit employment opportunity data is located in 

Appendix A of this document. 
 

Table 1-1 

Traffic Zones Served by Transit 
 

 
 
 

 

# of Zones 

Type Zone 

 

Total 
 

Transit 
 

Percent 

 

All Zones 
 

312 
 

186 
 

59.6% 

 

Non-Target Zones 
 

116 
 

46 
 

39.66% 

 

Target Zones 
 

196 
 

140 
 

71.43% 

 

Poverty Zones 
 

170 
 

121 
 

71.18% 

 

Minority Zones 
 

160 
 

130 
 

81.25% 

 

Poverty & Minority Zones 
 

134 
 

111 
 

82.84% 

 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                         
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1.8 Evaluation 
 

 

Accessibility to Essential Services and Activities 

 
A travel time evaluation was completed to determine whether the improvements to the 

transportation network proposed in the Long Range Plan would result in a disproportionately 

11



 

Figure 1-6 
Transit Routes in Relation to Low-Income and Minority Zones 
 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                               Based on 2012 American Community Survey 
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Figure 1-7 
Transit Routes in Relation to 2010 Attraction Zones 

 

 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                    
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adverse impact on target populations and/or if the benefits as a result of these proposed 
transportation system improvements would be equitably distributed in the Mobile urban area. 

 
Initially, the traffic model was used to estimate off-peak and peak travel times from each TAZ 

to every other TAZ, also known as the travel-time skims. Travel-time skims were then used 

to identify the travel time from every zone to the zones where essential services, as previously 

defined, are located.  Finally, the travel times from all target zones to the specified attraction 

zones were calculated.  The average of the travel times in the 2010 base year were 

compared to travel times in the year 2040 with the system’s improvements as proposed in the 

Long Range Plan; the relationship of the target population’s travel time to the area-wide 

travel time was also compared for each year and over time. Data for both peak and off-peak 

travel times to each type of essential service are located in Appendix A of this document and 

the data is summarized in Table 1-2 on page 5. 

 

1.8.1 Central Business District 

 
For travel time to and from the CBD, the present and future average peak and off- peak travel 

times from all zones to CBD zones were compared to average travel times from target zones.    

In 2010, average travel times from target zones were about 3.85 minutes lower during peak 

and 3.78 minutes lower during off-peak hours. The travel time increased for peak and off-peak 

hours for all zones and for target zones from 2010 to 2040; however, the increase was less 

for travel from target zones than from all zones. The number of zones classified as CBD sector 

increased by two in the 2010-2040 time frame. This Plan will result in a positive impact on the 

target zones, particularly during peak hours when travel would be most frequent to the CBD. 

 
1.8.2 Retail Sector 

 
In 2010, the average travel times to retail activity were essentially equal for target zones and all 

zones, but the differences that do exist consistently favor target zones, by 1.75 minutes during 

peak and 1.76 minutes during off-peak travel.  The proposed network improvements increased 

peak travel time to all zones by 1.28 minutes and increased peak travel time to target zones by 

1.27 minutes; however, peak travel time to retail remained lower from target zones than from 

all zones.  The number of zones classified as retail sector increased by twelve in the 2010-2040 

time frames; however, the zones with high concentrations of retail activity remained centrally 

located near the interstate in Mobile, where access from all directions is good. 
 
 
1.8.3 Post-Secondary Educational Facilities 

 
The evaluations of travel times to post-secondary educational facilities compared the present and 

future off-peak and peak average travel times from all zones and from target zones.  The average 

peak hour travel time from target zones was 2.83 minutes lower than the average travel time 

from all zones in 2010 and 3.37 minutes lower in 2040. Similarly, off-peak travel times 

were 3.16 minutes lower from target zones for the base year and 3.27 minutes lower for 

target zones in the future. Peak travel times increased between 2010 and 2040, and the 

difference between peak travel times from target zones and from all zones increased (.52 

minutes and 1.06 minutes, respectfully). 
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Table 1-2 
Average Travel Time by Attraction Zone 

 

 
 

 
  
  

  
  
  

  

ACTIVITY   
                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
 

AVG                                                                    
TRAVEL                                                     

TIME(Min.) 

CBD Retail 
Post-Secondary Education 

Facility 
Medical Facility 

All 
Zones 

Target 
Zones 

Difference 
All 

Zones 
Target 
Zones 

Difference 
All 

Zones 
Target 
Zones 

Difference 
All 

Zones 
Target 
Zones 

Difference 

2010 Peak 25.52 21.67 -3.85 25.02 23.27 -1.75 25.76 22.93 -2.83 25.17 22.04 -3.13 

2040 Peak 26.17 22.12 -4.05 26.30 24.54 -1.76 25.24 21.87 -3.37 26.49 23.20 -3.29 

2040 Alternates Peak 26.28 21.97 -4.31 26.26 24.41 -1.85 25.30 21.78 -3.52 26.21 22.77 -3.44 

2010 Off-Peak 25.46 21.68 -3.78 24.44 22.68 -1.76 24.11 20.95 -3.16 24.97 21.84 -3.13 

2040 Off-Peak 25.49 21.53 -3.96 25.31 23.65 -1.66 24.45 21.18 -3.27 25.34 22.18 -3.16 

2040 Alternates Off-Peak 25.44 21.51 -3.93 25.15 23.57 -1.58 24.36 21.15 -3.21 25.27 22.23 -3.04 

Change-Peak (2010-2040) 0.65 0.45 -0.20 1.28 1.27 -0.01 -0.52 -1.06 -0.54 1.32 1.16 -0.16 

Change-Off-Peak (2010-2040) 0.03 -0.15 -0.18 0.87 0.97 0.10 0.34 0.23 -0.11 0.37 0.34 -0.03 

Change-Peak(2010-2040Alt) 0.76 0.30 -0.46 1.24 1.14 -0.10 -0.46 -1.15 -0.69 1.04 0.73 -0.31 

Change-Off-Peak(2010-2040Alt) -0.02 -0.17 -0.15 0.71 0.89 0.18 0.25 0.20 -0.05 0.30 0.39 0.09 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                              
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CBD 

 

 
Retail 

 
Post-Secondary 
Education Facility 

 

 
Medical Facility 

 

All 
Zones 

 

Target 
Zones 

 

Differ-
ence 

 

All 
Zones 

 

Target 
Zones 

 

Differ- 
ence 

 

All 
Zones 

 

Target 
Zones 

 

Differ- 
ence 

 

All 
Zones 

 

Target 
Zones 

 

Differ- 
ence 

 

2010 Peak 
 

20.08 
 

 

19.22 
 

-0.86 
 

 

 21.04 
 

21.47 
 

 

0.43 
 

20.96 
 

20.79 
 

 

-0.17 
 

20.36 
 

19.90 
 

-0.46 

 

Off -peak travel was not significantly impacted by the improvements in 2040 as seen in the large 

increase in travel times as well as the difference in travel times by zone types. However, the 

improved network would still benefit target zones more than all zones. 
 

1.8.4 Medical Services 

 
Travel time comparisons for major medical complexes used the average of the minimum travel 

time from each zone to the closest (based on time) medical facility, where people would go in 

the case of a medical emergency.  Generally, the peak travel time from all zones to the closest 

medical facility exceeded travel time from target zones by 3.13 minutes in 2010 and by 3.29 

minutes in 2040. 
 

During the off-peak period, travel time from the target zones was 3.13 minutes less in 2010 and 

3.16 minutes lower in 2040.  Medical facilities are located in close proximity to most of the 

target zones and the model only added one new facility in the future. Travel time during peak 

and off- peak did not increase significantly for all zones.   

 
1.8.5 Transit Accessibility to Essential Services and Activities 

 
The Wave Transit System bus schedule was used to build a peak travel time matrix from all 

traffic zones served by transit to the attraction zones. All zones that were adjacent or intersected 

by one or more transit routes were considered served. The schedule provided times between 

stops on a route and the frequency of the route during the peak period. These two variables were 

used to determine the travel time between each zone served and each essential service zone for 

peak times. Then the travel times were classified by type of essential service, and each 

classification was averaged to determine the average travel time from all zones to the 

attraction zones by purpose. Table 1-3 lists the average transit travel time by attraction zone. 

More detailed data for peak transit travel to each type of essential service is located in Appendix 

A of this document. 
 

Table 1-3 

Average Transit Travel Time by Attraction Zone 
 

 
 

Activity 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Avg. Travel 
Time(Min.) 

 

 

 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                           
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For travel to and from the CBD, the average peak travel time for all zones to CBD zones was 

compared to the average travel time from target zones to CBD zones. The average travel time for 

target zones was 0.86 minutes lower than all zones during peak hours. Due to target zone 

proximity to CBD zones, they were highly favored in peak travel to the CBD. The average travel 

time to retail activity was slightly favored to all zones by 0.45 minutes. The peak travel time is 

21.04 minutes for all zones and 21.47 minutes for target zones. The average peak travel time 

from target zones to post-secondary education facilities is 0.17 minutes lower than the average 

travel time from all zones. The average peak travel time for all zones is 20.96 minutes and 20.79 

minutes for target zones. Travel time comparisons for major medical complexes used the 

minimum travel time from each zone to the closest (based on time) medical facility, where 

people would go in the case of a medical emergency.  The peak travel time from all zones to the 

closest medical facility exceeded travel time from target zones by 0.46 minutes. 
 
In addition to being analyzed by travel to essential services, the transit system was also analyzed  

by  the  number  and  type  of  households  and  the  quantity  of employment served by 

transit. Tables 1-4 and 1-5 summarize the analysis. A total of 93,116 households are located 

within TAZs served by transit, which is 62.97 percent of the households in the study area. The 

type of households served reveals the advantage of target zones. Seventy-five percent of target 

households are served by transit, while only 49.21 percent of non-target households are served 

by transit. In addition, 87 percent of poverty and minority households, 75 percent of 

poverty households, and 83 percent of minority households are served by transit. A total 

of 142,544 jobs are served by transit, or 79 percent of the employment opportunities in the 

study area.  Detailed data for the transit service analysis is in Appendix A of this document. 
 

Table 1-4 
Households Served by Transit 

 

 
 

# of Households 

Type Households 

 

Total 
 

Transit 
 

Percent 

 

All Households 
 

147,881 
 

93,116 
 

62.97% 

 

Non-Target Households 
 

67,773 
 

33,354 
 

49.21% 

 

Target Households 
 

80,108 
 

59,762 
 

74.60% 

 

Poverty Households 
 

63,923 
 

47,681 
 

74.59% 

 

Minority Households 
 

61,876 
 

51,605 
 

83.40% 

 

Poverty & Minority Households 
 

45,691 
 

39,524 
 

86.50% 

 

   Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                                                              Based on 2010 US Census 

Data 
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Table 1-5 
Employment Served by Transit 

 

 
 

 

Total 
 

Transit 
 

Percent 

 

Employment 
 

178,727 
 

142,544 
 

79.76% 

1.9 Travel Time to Employment Opportunities 
 
Using the total travel skims for peak period auto travel, a matrix was created to sum the total job 

opportunities within 25 minutes of each zone. Then data from the 2010 census was used to 

determine the number of households per zone and to determine the target zones. 

 
Next  a  matrix  was  created  that  listed  job  opportunity,  households,  poverty 

designation and minority designation for every zone. To reflect true job opportunity, traffic 

zones with zero households were removed from the matrix. The total job opportunity for traffic 

zones with households was summed and divided by the total number of households to determine 

the job opportunity per household in the study area. This number served as the comparison 

variable. Then the number of job opportunities for designated poverty zones was summed and 

divided by the number of households to determine the average job opportunities per household 

in all designated poverty zones in the study area. The same methodology was followed to 

determine the average job opportunities for designated minority zones, for minority and poverty 

zones, and for non-minority and non-poverty zones. Table 1-6 on page 12 lists the 2010 and 

2040 employment opportunity by type of traffic zone. 

 
When the average employment opportunities for all zones, target zones, and non- target zones 

were compared, the target zones had significantly higher employment opportunities per 

household in both 2010 and 2040. The employment opportunity average for all zones in 2010 

was 215 per household. For target zones the average per household was 285, while the average 

for non-target zones was 132. 
 
In  2040,  the  average  job  opportunities  for  all  zones  was  236  employment 

opportunities per household. For target zones the average was 319 employment opportunities 

per household, while non-target zones averaged 142 employment opportunities per household. 

Detailed data on employment opportunity is in MATS 2040 Transportation Plan Model 

Documentation and Appendices. 

 
Between 2010 and 2040, the employment opportunities per household increased for all 

zones, target zones and non-target zones. Although travel time has increased over the 25 years, 

the increase in jobs outnumbers the job opportunity’s decreased radius.   The average 

employment opportunities per household for all zones went from 215 in 2010 to 236 in 

2040, while target zones averaged 285 in 2010 and 319 in 2040. Non- target zones averaged 

132 employment opportunities per household in 2010 and 142 employment opportunities per 

household in 2040. After analysis of the data, several explanations for the decrease became 

apparent.

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                                                         Based on 2010 US Census 

Data 
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Table 1-6 
Average Employment Opportunity* 

 
 

 

Average 

By TAZ 

 
 

Deviation from 

Area-wide 

Average 

 

Average 

By Household 

 
 

Deviation 

from 
Area-Wide 
Average 

 

YEAR 
 

2010 
 

2040 
 

Differ- 

ence 

 

2010 
 

2040 
 

2010 
 

2040 
 

Differ- 

ence 

 

2010 
 

2040 

 

Job  Opportunity 

for all Taz 

 

101,895 
 

121,812 

 

 

 19,917 
 

N/A 
 

N/A 
 

215 
 

236 
 

21 
 

N/A 
 

N/A 

 

Job Opportunity 
for Poverty 

Classified TAZ 

 

116,113 
 

138,048 
 

 21,935 
 

14,218 
 

16,236 
 

307 
 

344 
 

37 
 

92 
 

108 

 

Job Opportunity 

for Minority 

Classified TAZ 

 

128,497 
 

154,522 
 

 26,025 
 

26,602 
 

32,710 
 

335 
 

386 
 

51 
 

120 
 

150 

 

Job  Opportunity 
for    Poverty   & 

Minority 

Classified TAZ 

 

130,101 
 

156,166 
 

 26,065 
 

28,206 
 

34,354 
 

376 
 

449 
 

73 
 

161 
 

213 

 

Job  Opportunity 

for  Non-Poverty 
&    Non-Minority 

Classified TAZ 

 

77,795 
 

92,856 
 

-11,473 
 

-24,100 
 

-32544 
 

132 
 

142 
 

10 
 

-83 
 

-94 

 

Job  Opportunity 
for   Poverty   or 

Minority 

Classified TAZ 

 

116,812 
 

139,109 
 

25685 
 

14,917 
 

17,685 
 

285 
 

319 
 

34 
 

70 
 

83 

 

*Footnote: Network conditions and employment data are based on 2010 information. Housing data is from the 2010 Census. 

 

The average home-based work travel time for the MATS area was held to 25 minutes in both 

2010 and 2040; however, travel time is expected to increase by 2040. In addition, the 

employment was also predicted to increase from 2010 to 2040.  The increased travel time 

indicates the increasing population is dispersing towards the less populated traffic zones of the 

study area, or the suburban zones, nonetheless employment opportunity increased. Figures 1-8 

on page 21 and 1-9 on page 22 depict the changes in employment and households per zone. 

 

The land use categorization of many zones changed between 2010 and 2040. The  classification  

of  a  traffic  zone  is  determined  by  adding  households, college dormitory units, total 

employment, and post-secondary enrollment and then dividing the total by the size of the 

traffic zone in acres. The thresholds for each level of land use were set after evaluating 

conditions in 2010 and after analyzing known developmental levels. The first category is the 

Central Business District (CBD), which increased from six traffic zones in 2010 to eight in 2040. 

These zones have a density of 30.0 units/ acre or greater and a terminal time of five minutes.  

The second  category  is  an  Activity Center, which in 2010 and 2040 both had 18 traffic 

zones. These zones have a density from 10.0 units/acre to 30.0 units/acre and a terminal time of 

four minutes. The third category is an Urban zone, which increased from 97 traffic zones to 110 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                                                        
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traffic zones. These zones have a density from 2.5 units/acre to 10.0 units/acre and a three 

minute terminal time. The fourth category is a Suburban zone, which decreased from 107 

zones in 2010 to 103 zones in 2040. These zones have a density from 0.5 units/acre to 2.5 

units/acre and a two minute terminal time. The last category, rural (undeveloped) zones, 

decreased from 84 traffic zones in 2010 to 73 traffic zones in 2040. A rural zone has a terminal 

time of one minute. When a given zone is reclassified at a higher index level, travel time to any 

other zone is increased compared  to the current conditions, due to the higher terminal time. 

At marginal travel time levels (around 22 minutes), some zone pairs are dropped in the future 

condition. Figures 1-10 on page 23 and 1-11 on page 24 depict the land use categorization for 

each zone in 2010 and in 2040. 

 

The  majority  of  the  target  zones  are  located  in  close  proximity  to  high employment 

zones; therefore, an increase in travel time affected the target zones less than the non-target 

zones. 

 
1.9.1 Transit Employment Opportunities 

 
The 2010 transit employment opportunities per household is 263, while the projected 2040 

employment opportunities per household are 303. The increase in transit employment 

opportunities is caused by a greater rate of increase in employment than households in the 

area served by transit. The households served by transit increased  by  4,368  to  97,484,  while  

the  employment  increased  by  33,790  to 176,334. 
 

 
 

1.10 Environmental Justice Conclusion 

 
The accessibility to essential services measure indicates that the improvements proposed in the 

long range transportation plan either equally impact travel time for all zones or in some cases 

benefit travel for target zones.  Comparing travel times in 2010 to those in 2040, the differences 

were greater for peak travel than off-peak travel to the CBD, Post-Secondary Education 

Facilities, Retail, and Medical Facilities. Average travel time from target zones generally 

increased less than the average from all zones, except for off-peak and peak travel to Retail and 

peak travel to Post Secondary Education Facilities. This can be attributed to many factors, one of 

which is the proximity of the origin zone to the destination (zones where essential services are 

located). An inherent assumption in the traffic model was that most services (with the exception 

of retail) will be in their present location in the year 2040. 

 

As development continues to spread westward, these services may in fact relocate farther from 

the central city, or new services may be established in outer areas, therefore altering the situation. 

The evaluation of transit accessibility to essential services indicates large variation between non-

target and target zones, except for peak travel to Retail. Peak travel to the CBD significantly 

favors target zones by 0.86 minutes, and peak travel to Post Secondary Education Facilities 

favors target zones by 0.17 minutes. During peak transit travel to medical facilities, target 

zones are favored, while transit travel time to retail facilities are slightly longer (0.43 minutes) 

for target zones than the area wide zone average. However, as mentioned earlier, the quality of 

the service cannot be quantitatively measured. One can only deduce that service to all zones and 

target zones is comparable. 
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Figure 1-8 
Projected Change in Employment from 2010 to 2040

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                                                         Based on 2010 US Census 

Data 
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Figure 1-9 
Projected Change in Households from 2010 to 2040 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                                                         Based on 2010 US Census 

Data 
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Figure 1-10 
2010 Land Use Index 

 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                    
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Figure 1-11 
2040 Land Use Index 

 

 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                   
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The current employment opportunities for target zones were significantly higher than for both 

area wide zones and non-target zones, and the gap between target zones and non-target zones 

widened under 2040 conditions. Three factors contribute to the large advantage of the target 

populations. First, the average travel time for the MATS area increased from 2010 to 2040, 

which decreased the number of job oppotunities from 2010 to 2040.  Second, the land use 

classification for numerous zones increased, thus increasing travel times, which eliminated some 

employment opportunities. Third, the bulk of the target zones are located near the inner city, 

where a majority of employment opportunities are located. 

 
The transit employment opportunities revealed an increase in both the number of households and 

employment served by transit. The increased employment opportunity per household is due to 

the greater rate of increase for employment as compared to households. 
 
 
1.10.1 Short-Term and Displacement Impacts 
 
Projects proposed in the long range plan are located throughout the region. Exact alignments 

have not yet been determined except in the case of recommended widening, where rights-of-way 

generally already exist. Because a significant portion of the target area is heavily developed, 

there are few construction projects with new roads or road extensions proposed in target areas.   

It should be noted that transportation investments in a particular area may not always correlate to 

increased benefits in that area.  In previously developed areas there are often smaller setbacks 

from the road and a higher density of residents and businesses; the road projects would cause 

more disruption and displacement than in undeveloped or less developed areas.  Therefore, the 

amount of displacement that is expected to occur from construction of a roadway project is 

subjective.   Another consideration i s  the timing of a project, as the amount of development 

in an area varies over time so the level of impact could also vary considerably. 
 

The majority of the projects in the long range plan located in target areas involve widening 

existing roads, as shown in Figure 1-12 on page 26. Projects sited in or adjacent to target 

zones include Dauphin Street, I-10, Airport Boulevard, Schillinger Road, Three Notch Road, 

and Zeigler Boulevard.  Widening existing arterials may have some adverse short-term 

construction impacts; however, the city of Mobile’s practice of reserving rights-of- way for 

future use will result in minimal long-term negative impacts.  Target zones affected by 

freeway widening should be minimally disrupted since all construction will be within the 

existing right-of-way. 
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Figure 1-12 
Proposed Road Improvements Relative to Low-Income and Minority Zones 

 
 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                    
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New arterials and freeways, also shown in Figure 1-12 on page 26, will create the most 

impact- both during and after construction.  The only new arterial affecting target zones is 

McDonald Road.  A new high-level I-10 bridge over Mobile River will traverse an industrial 

area, causing no direct impact to residential areas.  The environmental documentation (currently 

in progress) will address the range of natural environmental impacts.  

 

The overall access improvements to radial corridors from the impacted zones should far 

outweigh the few, if any, direct impacts to the target groups.  These possible impacts will be 

given strong and explicit consideration as the project develops. In addition a relocation of an 

existing principal arterial and a new principal arterial connector are proposed - a new location for 

US Highway 98 and a new connector between US Highway 98 and Schillinger Road. Neither 

project will affect target zones. 

 
1.10.2 Economic Impacts 
 
Ensuring that transportation investments support the economic vitality of the Mobile MPO 

without adverse impacts to target zones is essential. Sound transportation investments will 

account for the needs of industry such as Airbus, the Alabama Port, Austal and many others, to 

ship goods and materials to market and encourage economic growth. Transportation 

improvements will allow Mobile to be competitive in local, regional, and national markets. The 

proposed plan will have economic impacts far exceeding reduced operating costs, which is 

further discussed in Section 4.0 Highway Facilities.  

 
1.10.3 Multi-Modal Impacts 

 

Accessibility to the transit system was also addressed.  The majority of the target zones are 

accessible by public transportation, as shown in Figure 1-6 on page 12; however, the outlying 

zones, to the south, north and northwest are not presently served by public transportation.  While 

coverage of the urban area is generally good, access to the system does not necessarily mean 

that the system provides transportation to the desired destinations. Figure 1-7 on page 13 

depicts the 2010 destination zones as served by transit routes, many of which extend along 

the perimeter of most of the destination zones.  To conclude that these destinations are served 

by public transportation is subjective and will vary according to the specific site within the 

zone, but in general, the destination points are located on major streets and the radial major 

streets are served well by the transit system. However, most major north-south (circumferential) 

corridors are not served by the bus system and lack of such service has been noted to the transit 

system by MPO staff on numerous occasions and in several plans prepared by consultants. 

 
Proposed routes are also depicted in Figure 1-13 on page 28. These routes can be used for 

transportation purposes as well as for recreation.   Attractions or destinations for bicyclists will 

most likely be within close proximity of the origin zone. They will most likely choose another 

mode of travel for longer distances.  The inclusion of bicycle and pedestrian routes in 

conjunction with road improvement projects will expand the potential for alternative modes of 

travel and help to improve accessibility, particularly for those without vehicles. Of note, the 

Crepe Myrtle Trail and the Three Mile Creek Trail are all predominantly in target zones. These 

bicycle routes will only benefit any travel time to destination zones. 
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Figure 1-13 
Bicycle Routes and Target Zones 

 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                    
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2.0 Public Transportation 
 

Public transportation plays an increasingly important role in meeting the travel and mobility 

needs of the Mobile Urban Area.  Fixed route and demand response ridership has increased over 

the past several years.  It is important to address the role that public transportation plays in the 

transportation network and mobility.  The goal of public transportation is to enable citizens of 

the area to move safely, efficiently, and economically within the community.   This entails the 

provision of different types and levels of service, including both fixed route and demand 

response options.  The demand for services is characteristically determined by an area’s socio-

economic characteristics, such as employment and income, as well as its land use patterns 

and densities.  By promoting the integration of land use and transportation planning to provide 

mutually supportive development  in  the  next  25  years,  Mobile’s  reliance  on  the  

private automobile can be reduced. 

 
  Objectives of the mass transportation system are: 

 Provide transit service to the maximum population through availability, frequency, route 

spacing, and directness. 

 Orient routes toward population changes, identify new travel corridors, and develop 

services to meet the area’s needs. 

 Pursue the most efficient combination of available transportation resources and 

funding for operations and fleet replacement. 

 Develop  a  fare  structure  that  is  affordable  to  those  who  need  and  use  the system, 

while maintaining a fiscally viable operation, balancing generated revenues, and funding 

against cost. 

 Encourage multi-modal transportation by providing park-and-ride lots, secure bicycle 

parking at transit stops, and bike racks on buses. 

 Continue to pursue the coordination of the multitude of transportation services for the 

elderly and disabled. 

 Continue to develop public-private partnerships in conjunction with the Mobile 

Rideshare Program, in order to reduce the number of single-occupant vehicles and to 

maintain or improve air quality. 

 
This section of the Long Range Plan addresses these objectives of mass transportation.  A Transit 

Development Plan (TDP) for the Wave Transit was completed in 2014 and will be used as a 

focal point for this section.  The focus of the Mobile TDP was on Mobile and the surrounding 

areas. Mobile’s public transportation is provided by The Wave Transit System, which is 

operated by McDonald Transit.  The Wave also provides paratransit service, in accordance with 

the FTA mandate to provide service to within three-quarters of a mile to those who qualify, and 

neighborhood curb-to-curb service in predefined areas. Local funding for Wave is provided 

exclusively from the City of Mobile. Currently, service is provided only within Mobile city 

limits, with some service extending into Prichard. The full content of the TDP can be found in 

Appendix B.  Additionally, CommuteSmart and other regional transportation will be discussed. 

 

2.1 Market Analysis/ Transit Propensity  
 

Data from the US 2010 Census, American Community Survey (ACS), and Longitudinal 
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Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) datasets, show that Mobile is home to populations with 

a high propensity for transit (Figure 2-1), with many of the major employers in the region and a 

transit supportive market in the downtown area.  Figure 2-2 shows the Job Density in the Mobile 

Urban Area.  The downtown and midtown areas of Mobile are also the areas with the highest 

population density in Mobile County (Figure 2-3 on page 32) and present opportunities for 

transit to serve both commuter trips and other home-based trips.  

  
Figure 2-1  

Transit Propensity Score 

 

 
      
Source: Transit Development Plan                                                                                         Based on US Census Data 
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Figure 2-2  

Mobile Job Density 

 

 
 

Source: Transit Development Plan                                                                                         Based on US Census Data 

 

The combination of the dense population and zoning in the downtown and midtown areas is also 

supportive of transit. The areas in Figure 2-3 on page 32, show dense residential populations that 

have access to many social services, access to popular attractions (i.e., the convention center and 

Ladd-Peebles Stadium), and business zoning along major roadways. All of these uses are within 

a short transit ride from the major employers of the region and could encourage work-based trips 

to be taken via transit. 
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Figure 2-3  

Mobile Blockgroup Population Density 

 

 
 

Source: Transit Development Plan                                                                                         Based on US Census Data 

 

While the area with the highest propensity for transit is located within the Mobile city limits, 

there are still many who commute to and from areas outside of Mobile. While the Wave service 

is limited to Mobile and other areas whose local governments have agreed to contribute funds, it 

will be important for the Wave to consider regional connections. One example is the transit 

commuter service, Baylinc, provided by the Baldwin Rural Area Transit System (BRATS) in 

Baldwin County. Every day there are multiple routes that provide service across the bay and into 

Mobile, but there are no shared fare products between the two systems for those wishing to 

transfer. 

 

2.1.1 Commute Travel Patterns 

 

The LEHD dataset can be used to understand commute patterns, by using data pairs of job and 

home location. To keep data anonymous, home and work locations are aggregated. For these 

analyses, the work locations of those who live within the Mobile city limits and the home 

locations of those who work within the city will be examined. To understand the overall flow of 
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workers, Figure 2-4 on page 33 shows how many people commute into and out of the Mobile 

Urban Area for work, and how many both live and work there. 
 

Figure 2-4   

Mobile Commuters 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                                                     
Source: Transit Development Plan   

 

Almost 40 percent of Mobile Urban Area employees commute into the city and may not have the 

opportunity to commute by way of transit because the Wave service is limited to the Mobile city 

limits, and limited locations in the Whistler and Eight Mile communities in Prichard. The same 

may be true for the 26,970 who leave the county and may have limited options. The number of 

commuters traveling into and out of the Mobile city limits, is being addressed with Baylinc 

(Section 2.4.2) and CommuteSmart (Section 2.4.3) 

 

2.1.2 Commute Mode Split 

 

Table 2-1 shows the current mode split for commuting within Mobile and Mobile County, 

according to the 2012 ACS data.  
 

Table 2-1  

Mobile Commute Mode Split 

 

 Mobile Mobile County 

Drive Alone 87.6% 85.7% 

Carpool 8.3% 9.7% 

Public Transportation 0.4% 0.3% 

Walk 0.6% 0.6% 

Other 1.0% 1.1% 

Work at Home 2.1% 2.6% 
 

Source: Transit Development Plan                                                                                         Based on 2012 ACS Data 

 
In Mobile and Mobile County, less than one percent of the working population, ages 16 and 

older, use public transportation for their commute. Of those within Mobile and Mobile County 

without access to a vehicle, only 7.6 percent and 8.6 percent, respectively, use public 

75,453 

Come in to 
Mobile for work 

26,970 

Leave Mobile 
for work 

49,888 

Stay in Mobile 
for work 
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transportation to commute. Even though the majority of the jobs are located within the city, 

many do not use public transportation. This could be due to the fact that they live outside of the 

public transportation service area, commute during hours when transit is out of service, or the 

frequency of the transit is not sufficient for adequate travel times. 

 

2.2 Existing Public Transportation System 

 

2.2.1 Fixed Route Public Transportation Provided by the Wave Transit 

 

Wave Transit operates a network of 14 fixed routes and one downtown circulator in Mobile, 

Alabama. According to posted schedules, all fixed-route services operate Monday through 

Saturday, with weekday operations beginning between 5 a.m. and 6 a.m. Nine weekday routes in 

the Wave Transit system end at 7:25 p.m. or earlier, with the remaining weekday routes ending 

between 9:55 p.m. and 10:25 p.m. Weekend service routes begin between 6 a.m. and 7 a.m., 

ending around the same time as weekday service routes. All fixed-route services operate on a 60-

minute frequency, with the exception being moda!, a fare-free downtown circulator that arrives 

every 10 to 20 minutes. Figure 2-5 shows the existing Wave Transit system. Service frequencies 

and spans for each route are shown in Table 2-2 on page 35.  As noted in Table 2-3 on page 35, 

the Wave Transit Systems regular fare is $1.25, with 10 cents for transfers.  Table 2-4 on page 36 

is data provided by the Wave Transit, showing the FY13 performance measures.  

 
Figure 2-5 

Existing Wave Transit System Map 

 

 
 
Source: Transit Development Plan                                                                      
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Table 2-2    

Frequency and Span of Service by Route 

 
Route Frequency of Service Span of Service 

 Weekday Saturday Sunday Weekday Saturday Sunday 

Route 1 60 60 - 5:30 a.m. – 6:55 p.m. 6:30 a.m. – 6:55 p.m. - 

Route 4 60 60 - 5:00 a.m. – 6:55 p.m. 6:30 a.m. – 6:30 p.m. - 

Route 5 60 60 - 5:25 a.m. – 10:25 p.m. 6:25 a.m. – 10:25 p.m. - 

Route 7 60 60 - 5:20 a.m. – 9:55 p.m. 6:20 a.m. – 9:55 p.m. - 

Route 9 60 60 - 5:10 a.m. – 9:55 p.m. 6:10 a.m. – 9:55 p.m. - 

Route 10 60 60 - 5:00 a.m. – 9:55 p.m. 6:00 a.m. – 9:55 p.m. - 

Route 11 60 60 - 5:10 a.m. – 6:40 p.m. 6:30 a.m. – 6:25 p.m. - 

Route 12 60 60 - 5:25 a.m. – 7:25 p.m. 6:25 a.m. – 7:25 p.m. - 

Route 15 60 60 - 5:30 a.m. – 6:40 p.m. 6:30 a.m. – 6:40 p.m. - 

Route 16 60 60 - 5:00 a.m. – 6:50 p.m. 6:00 a.m. – 6:50 p.m. - 

Route 18 60 60 - 5:35 a.m. – 6:55 p.m. 7:00 a.m. – 6:55 p.m. - 

Route 19 60- 60- - 5:30 a.m. – 7:30 p.m. 6:30 a.m. – 6:30 p.m. - 

Route 20 60- 60- - 6:00 a.m. – 7:00 p.m. 7:00 a.m. – 7:00 p.m. - 

Moda 10 – 20  10 – 20 - 7:00 a.m. – 6:08 p.m. 9:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m. - 

Note: Routes 19 and 20 are Neighborhood shuttles that operate as dial-a-ride and pulse, or have a scheduled 

stop every 60 minutes at an anchor location –Providence Hospital (19) and Walmart (20). Please see section 

2.3.2 on Neighborhood Service. 

 
Source: Wave Transit, posted schedules. 

 

Table 2-3  

System Fare Structure 

 

Fare Type Fare 
Adult $1.25 
Senior Citizen with Wave ID* $0.60 
Medicare Card with Wave ID* $0.60 
Disabled with Wave ID*  $0.60 
ADA with Wave ID* $0.60 
Student with Student ID  $0.75 
Children, 5 and under, accompanied by a fare-paying adult FREE 
Transfers (2 hour expiration) $0.10 

*The Wave Transit 

 

Source: Wave Transit 
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Table 2-4  

The Wave Performance Measures and Operating Expenses for FY 2013 

  

The WAVE Performance Measures and Operating Expenses 

FIXED ROUTE 

Total Passenger Trips Cost:                          $1,272,429 

Cost Per Trip:                                      $5.65 

Total Platform Hours:                                   97,888 

Cost Per Hour:                                    $73.93 

Total Operating Expenses Fixed Route:                         $7,237,083 

PARATRANSIT 

Total Passenger Trips:                                  84,341 

Cost Per Trip:                                   $30.57 

Total Platform Hours:                                  55,244 

Cost Per Hour:                                                                   $47.25 

Total Operating Expenses Paratransit:                        $2,610,330 

 

Total Operating Expenses:                                       $10,376,980 

Total Directly Generated Revenue (Farebox)                        $1,043,068 

 

Source: Wave Transit 
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Weekday performance statistics are shown in Table 2-5 below. Route 9 is the strongest 

performer, with the most boardings and highest productivity in terms of passengers per trip. In 

contrast, Route 11 is the weakest-performing route in the system. 

Table 2-5  

Weekday Performance Statistics by Route 

 

 

Route 
Weekday 
Boardings 

Weekday 
Revenue 
Hours 

Weekday 
Passengers 
per Revenue 
Hour 

Weekday 
Ridership per 
Trip 

Route 1 488 22.8 21.4 18.1 

Route 4 398 22.7 17.5 14.7 

Route 5 431 16.7 25.8 13.1 

Route 7 303 21.7 14.0 9.2 

Route 9 673 29.8 22.6 20.4 

Route 10 412 32.7 12.6 12.5 

Route 11 158 16.8 9.4 6.1 

Route 12 501 24.3 20.6 17.9 

Route 15 235 13.8 17.0 8.7 

Route 16 299 23.7 12.6 10.7 

Route 18 336 23.0 14.6 12.9 

Total 4,323 248.0 17.1 13.1 
         
 

Source: The Wave Transit 

 

2.3 Special Services 

 
2.3.1 CBD Circulator Service provided by the Wave Transit 

 
The downtown circulator service, moda!, was implemented in FY 2003.  The current route 

begins on Monroe Street at Fort Conde and turns left onto Church Street.  The shuttle continues 

on Church Street, taking a right onto Washington Avenue, until at Dauphin Street.  Once on 

Dauphin Street, a right turn is made onto Water Street, taking it back to Fort Conde.  This route 

circles the downtown area, allowing riders access to employment sites and a myriad of tourist 

activities in the downtown area.  This service alleviates some downtown parking  issues  by  

having  intercept  parking (parking provided at the edge of congested areas),  thereby  enabling  

riders  to  circulate around downtown without having to park each time.   Future plans for the 

expansion of moda!, include a north-south route, once the Maritime Museum and ferry terminal, 

are complete.  Also in the future, a north-south route will travel to the GM&O Transportation 

Center to allow riders to transfer to the fixed route system. 
 

 

2.3.2 Neighborhood Service provided by the Wave Transit 

 
The Wave operates two neighborhood services, one in the Schillinger Road/Airport area (Route 

19) and one in the Tillman’s Corner area (Route 20).   Routes 19 and 20 operate differently than 

the fixed routes. The services operate on demand response.   The riders contact the service 24 
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hours in advance to set up an appointment and then the route is planned for the following day.  

The concept works by providing service to low density neighborhoods and utilizing the hub 

concept, where smaller vehicles carry riders into hubs or transfers centers that connect to fixed 

routes. There are no set stops or time points except for the scheduled route anchors, where 

passengers can transfer to other Wave fixed-route services. Routes 19 and 20 serve 

Schillinger/Airport Blvd, with anchor points at Providence Hospital and Tillman’s Corner, and 

Walmart. 

 
Figure 2-6  

Route 19 Neighborhood Service Map 

 

 
 

Source: The Wave Maps and Schedules 
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Figure 2-7  

Route 20 Neighborhood Service Map 

 

 
 

Source: The Wave Maps and Schedules 

 

An analysis of driver manifests for Routes 19 and 20 show the following average daily ridership 

activity. The activity includes trips scheduled (scheduled rides), completed rides, no shows, 

cancelled rides, or missing trips. Missing trips are those trips, based on the driver manifests, that 

were shown as not completed, cancelled or a no-show. See Table 2-6. 

 
Table 2-6 

Neighborhood Route Weekday Performance Statistics  

 

Route 
Scheduled 

Rides 
Completed 

Rides No Shows Cancellations 
Missing 

Trips 

19 –Schillinger/Airport 56 30 17 3 5 

20- Tillman’s Corner 65 36 18 6 3 

      

 
Source: The Wave Maps and Schedules 

 

Respectively, the percent of no shows averages 31.1 percent and 28.1 percent for the Routes 19 

and 20. Scheduled trips that were actually completed averaged 53.6 percent for Route 19 and 
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56.1 percent for Route 20.    

 

2.3.3 Paratransit Service provided by the WAVE Transit  

 
The Wave Transit Systems Mobility Assistance Program (MAP), operated out of its Brokered 

Transportation Department, is a shared ride service for which reservations must be made at 

least one day in advance. The cost of this service is $2.50 one way and the hours of operation are 

Monday-Saturday, 5:00 a.m. – 9:00 p.m. Passes for MAP can be purchased at the GM&O 

Transportation Center or the Beltline (Administrative Building) location.  

 

As defined by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, persons with a physical or 

functional disability that limits their capacity to use accessible fixed-route public transportation, 

may be eligible for transportation services through The Wave Transit's Mobility Assistance 

Program (M.A.P.).  Since it is an Origin-to-Destination and curb-to-curb service, both the 

starting point and destination of the trip must be located within three-quarters mile of the 

extended fixed-route service, and MAP vehicles are not allowed to go into driveways or parking 

lots. Also, services are limited to Mobile County. To apply for MAP, an application has to be 

completed for the individual, and a qualified, licensed healthcare professional, such as the 

treating physician, social worker, case worker, counselor, or director of a social service agency 

must approve. Within twenty-one (21) days the individual will be notified by mail for approval 

or denial of the eligibility of the program. If approved, individuals will receive a complimentary 

ride to purchase and pick up an identification card.   

 

2.4 Additional Existing Services 

 
2.4.1 Campus Shuttle Service 

 
The University of South Alabama (USA) has an on-campus shuttle system, known as JagTran, 

to encourage students to make USA a walking campus. The system has four daily routes that run 

from 7:10 a.m. to 2:30 p.m., with a lighter service continuing from 2:30 p.m. - 9:30 p.m., 

Monday through Friday. Two shuttle routes will be near the fixed-route system of The Wave, 

allowing riders to seamlessly interface between the two systems. The shuttle and parking 

system has been fully operational since January 2005.   More than 1,000,000 riders have 

used the shuttle system since start-up.  There have been no injuries or at-fault collisions 

involving JagTran vehicles.  There has been a 25 percent reduction in traffic accidents in 

parking lots and a 50 percent reduction in pedestrians/vehicle accidents since the system has 

been operating.    

 

2.4.2 Regional Services - Baylinc 

 
The Wave Transit System service area is based on governmental jurisdictions, rather than the 

type of trips made.  The public transportation systems in Mobile and Baldwin Counties are 

completely independent.  In order to provide more effective public transportation service, the 

scope of the systems was expanded to include appropriate regional services.   Baylinc, which 

began in November of 2007, is the result of efforts by the Baldwin Rural Area Transportation 

Service, the Wave Transit, elected officials, community leaders, the Baldwin County Public 
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Transit Coalition, and other transit stakeholders.  Baylinc allows for regional connectivity 

between Baldwin and Mobile County.    Currently there are three (3) routes in the morning 

originating at various points along the Eastern Shore in Baldwin County. All of the routes end in 

Bienville Square in Mobile, where a connection to the Wave Transit is available.  The routes 

then reverse and return to the Eastern Shore. Average monthly ridership for Fiscal Year 2012 

was 1,316, and, for 2013 was 1,372.  Connecting the two systems increases rider accessibility to 

both systems and provides greater coverage of the region as a whole. 

 

2.4.3 Carpool 

 
The South Alabama Regional Planning Commission implemented a carpool program in 2008, 

known as CommuteSmart.  CommuteSmart is a program that helps organize carpools through a 

free ride-matching service.  The ride-matching service is web-based and user-friendly.   

Rideshare is intended to save commuters money, reduce emissions, and relieve traffic 

congestion, as well as assist in finding a consistent means of commuting to work in areas with 

little or no transportation.  The program matches potential carpoolers with those who share the 

same trip pattern in commuting to work.  It is available to anyone who lives and works in the 

Mobile Urban Area and to those who pass through the Mobile Urban Area commuting to work.  

The program also offers an Emergency Ride Home to those who are registered in the Rideshare 

database and are carpooling at least three days a week. 

 

CommuteSmart is available to everyone who commutes to, from, or through the Mobile Urban 

Area on their way to work. Generally speaking, carpooling is targeted at commuters who drive 

more than 10 miles one way to work.    Efforts are made through media and employer contacts to 

connect with all commuters who travel more than 10 miles to work.  The Emergency Ride Home 

Program serves everyone who is a registered carpooler with CommuteSmart.    

 

2.4.4 Rural Operations 

 
Currently, there is no rural public transportation provider in Mobile County.   The Wave 

Transit System is the most logical entity to provide this service.  While federal funds for this 

service are available through the State, local matching funds for capital costs must be secured 

for vehicle acquisitions and to provide for any operating shortfall.  

 
Higher-density rural areas in northwest and southwest Mobile County, should be provided 

demand response service utilizing smaller vehicles to decrease the initial capital costs and limit 

operating costs.    Another service option is fixed -route deviation, which allows routes to 

be adjusted based on the needs of the passengers in order to maximize geographic coverage.  

The current structure of the Baldwin County system should be analyzed to determine if this 

would be feasible in Mobile. 

 
2.5 Transit Standards 

 

This section describes best practices for route design and standards considered, when creating 

route recommendations and phasing plans for the Wave Transit as part of the ten-year TDP. 

While it is unlikely that a single service type will be able to meet the competing mobility needs 
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of all transit users, there are certain principles that can be applied to nearly all transit services to 

improve the overall passenger experience. These transit service standards are intended to serve as 

a practical guide for the Wave to employ when developing new services and service 

improvements. As such, these transit service standards serve as actionable goals for the Wave 

Transit System. 

 Service should be simple: First and foremost, for people to use transit, service should be 

designed so that it is easy to use and intuitive to understand. This applies not only to the 

routing and scheduling of service, but also to the information presented to customers at 

the bus stop, and on passenger information materials.  

 Routes should operate along a direct path (does not apply to demand responsive 

service): The fewer directional changes a route makes, the easier it is to understand. 

Conversely, circuitous alignments are disorienting and difficult to remember. Routes 

should not deviate from the most direct alignment unless there is a compelling reason, 

such as to provide service to a major ridership generator. In such cases, the benefits of 

operating off of the main route must be weighed against the inconvenience caused to 

passengers already on board.  

 Route deviations should be minimized: As described above, service should be as direct 

as possible. Consistent with this idea, the use of route deviations—traveling off the most 

direct route—should be minimized. 

However, there are instances when the deviation of service from the most direct route is 

appropriate; for example, to avoid a bottleneck or provide service to major shopping 

centers, employment sites, schools, etc. In these cases, the benefits of the deviation must 

be weighed against the inconvenience caused to passengers already on board. Route 

deviations should be implemented only if: 

 The deviation will result in an increase in overall route productivity. 

 The number of new passengers that will be served is equal to or greater than 25 

percent of the number of passengers who would be inconvenienced by the additional 

travel time on any particular deviated trip. 

 The deviation does not interfere with the provision of regular service frequencies 

and/or the provision of coordinated service with other routes operating in the same 

corridor. 

In most cases, route deviations should be provided on an all-day basis. Exceptions are 

during times when the sites that the route deviations service, have no activity. For 

example, route deviations to shopping centers may not need to serve those locations early 

in the morning before employees start commuting to work. 

 Major routes should operate along arterials: Key corridor and mainline routes should 

operate on major roadways and avoid deviations to provide local circulation. Riders and 

potential transit users typically have a general knowledge of an area’s arterial road 

system and use that knowledge for geographic points of reference. The operation of bus 

service along arterials makes transit service faster and easier for riders to understand and 

use. This principle applies only to routes with a productivity-based strategy. 

 Routes should be symmetrical (does not apply to demand response service): Routes 

should operate along the same alignment in both directions to make it easy for riders to 

know how to get back to where they came from. In cases where such operation is not 

possible due to one-way streets or turn restrictions, routes should be designed so that the 

opposite directions parallel each other as closely as possible. 
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 Routes should serve well-defined markets: To make service easy to understand and to 

eliminate service duplication, routes should be developed to serve clearly defined 

markets. Ideally, major corridors should be served by only one route unless the routes are 

complementary, such as providing greater overall service frequency, or serve different 

functions, such as local versus regional trips. 

 Service should be well-coordinated: At major transfer locations, schedules should be 

coordinated to the greatest extent possible to minimize connection times for the 

predominant transfer flows. In corridors with multiple routes, schedules should be 

strategically staggered, to avoid bunching and to maximize the overall service frequency 

in the corridor. Coordination can also include fare policies and reciprocal fare 

agreements, allowing passengers to seamlessly transfer between multiple operators. 

 Service should be consistent (does not apply to demand response service): Routes 

should operate along consistent alignments and at regular intervals (headways). People 

can easily remember repeating patterns, but have difficulty remembering irregular ones. 

For example, routes that provide four trips an hour, should depart from their terminals 

every 15 minutes. Limited exceptions can be made in cases where demand spikes during 

a short period, in order to eliminate or reduce crowding on individual trips. 

 Service design should maximize service: The distance and travel time of a route 

determine how efficiently a bus can operate. Service should be designed to maximize the 

time a vehicle is in service and minimize the amount of time it is out-of-service. Since the 

length of the route and the time it takes to make each trip impacts the length of  layover  

required at each end, and how many buses are needed to provide the service, it is often 

more efficient to extend a route to pick up a few more passengers and limit the amount of 

layover time. 

 

These principles offer both a foundation and provide practical aspirational goals for the 

improvement of transit service throughout the Wave Transit service area.  

 

2.6 Future Visionary Transit Projects and Service Development for the Wave Transit 

 

The Wave Transit strives to serve as many residents, workers, and visitors as it can with the 

resources that it has available. Based on service profiles (Appendix B, Chapter 8) and input 

provided by local stakeholders, a set of recommendations have been developed to address 

shortcomings in the existing services, and better position the transit network for future ridership 

growth. In many cases, the recommendations for one route are closely tied with the 

recommendations for another route, and any applicable service modifications should be 

coordinated.   

 

The Wave Transit network route structure consists of many circuitous routes, which have largely 

evolved over time with attempts to expand service coverage to accommodate additional demand. 

Recommendations proposed in the TDP attempt to streamline the transit route structure to make 

service more direct and convenient for riders, more understandable to potential riders, and 

provide a phased set of improvements in services for Wave Transit over the next 5 to10 years.  

 

A summary of the Transit Improvement Program is shown in Table 2-7 on page 44. The 

summary is provided as a concise description of the proposed recommendations over the initial 
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five years of the TDP, and for longer term improvements beyond the first five years. The reader 

is referred to Appendix B, Chapter 6, for detailed descriptions of each of the improvements 

within each phase of the ten-year program of improvements.  
 

 
Table 2-7 

Transit Improvement Program Summary 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
*Phase 3 does not include service hours, costs, or increases in ridership related to the Satchel Paige Flex Zone. Routing for this service will need 
to be determined in future years if sufficient demand exists. 

 

Source:  Transit Development Plan 

Program Year Program Phase Service Improvement Cost Impact 

2015 Immediate Route 5 

$60,815 
2015 Immediate Route 16 

2015 Immediate Route 19 

2015 Immediate Route 20 

2016 Phase 1 Route 1 

$278,305 

2016 Phase 1 Route 4 

2016 Phase 1 Route 7 

2016 Phase 1 Route 9 

2016 Phase 1 Route 10 

2016 Phase 1 Route 11 

2016 Phase 1 Route 12 

2016 Phase 1 Route 15 

2016 Phase 1 Route 18 

2016 Phase 1 Bel Air Mall/Airport 

2016 Phase 1 A1 

2016 Phase 1 Overlook Flex 

2016 Phase 1 Cottage Hill Flex 

2017-2018 Phase 2 A2 
$1,675,682 

2017-2018 Phase 2 Bel Air Mall/USA/Walmart 

2019-2024 Phase 3 30-Minute Service on Fixed Routes 
$6,429,283 

2019-2024 Phase 3* Satchel Paige Flex Zone 
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The following recommendations are provided for implementation in four steps beyond the 

existing services. These improvements are discussed in detail in Appendix C, Chapter 6, Phased 

Transit Improvements. 

 

2.6.1 Current services of the Wave Transit 

 

The Wave operates 14 routes, most on a 60-minute headway, for an average weekday total of 

248 vehicle service hours, and 5,800 average weekday boardings, according to ridership 

information provided by the operator. Analysis of neighborhood Routes 19 and 20 reflects an 

average of 67 additional weekday trips served.   

 

2.6.2 Immediate Route Implementation  

 

This first step of the phased implementation process, includes the streamlining of Route 5 and 16 

to improve service quality. While minor, these changes would be easy to implement and improve 

service productivity. Figure 2-8 shows all existing routes scheduled for modification as part of 

the cost-feasible plan. All improvements, except for Flex services, are estimated, based on a 60-

minute headway (improvements within the first 5 years for the plan) and for 30-minute headways 

(more aspirational improvements beyond the first five years of the plan). 
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Figure 2-8  

Immediate Implementation System Recommendations 

 

  
 

Source:  Transit Development Plan 

 

Minor route changes would simplify current service patterns. Implementing a standard 60-minute 

service frequency on all routes, weekday vehicle revenue hours would increase by 3.48 hours to 

a total of 251.5 hours. This would increase daily operating costs by approximately $239 and 

annual operational costs by approximately $60,800. With the proposed changes, an average of 

about 8 daily boardings would no longer be served within a quarter mile of an existing stop. 

However, with the additional service hours, daily weekday ridership would increase by about 60 

boardings to 5,860, a roughly one percent increase over current service, or an annual increase of 

14,500 boardings. Improved operator manifest record-keeping and reduction in the significant 

number of daily no shows would improve performance on Routes 19 and 20, conversion to flex-

routes (point deviation) may be warranted. 
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2.6.2.1 Route 5  

 

Route 5’s alignment is fairly straightforward compared with other routes in the Wave system, 

and the deviation to provide service to Prichard and connections to Route 10 and 16 is justified 

based on ridership data.  

 

Realigning the terminal loop at the northern end of the route would assist in streamlining the 

route and minimizing out of direction travel.  A potential alignment to maximize access for 

existing passengers, includes reaching Chastang Middle School by way of St. Stephens, west on 

Berkley Avenue, south on Butler Street, and east on 1
st
 Avenue, to help improve travel time and 

on-time performance (see Figure 2-9).  
 

Figure 2-9 

Route 5 Proposed Alignment 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Transit Development Plan 

 

2.6.2.2  Route 16 

  

Route 16 deviates to serve a number of locations, which adds significant travel time to the route 

and dilutes the directness of the service. When traveling north on Telegraph Road, the route 
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should travel west on Chin Street and north on Butts Street toward New Bay Bridge Road. 

Schedules should be coordinated to ensure connections with Routes 5 and 10 to minimize out of 

direction travel. (See Figure 2-10). 
 

Figure 2-10  

Route 16 Proposed Alignment 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Transit Development Plan 

 

2.6.2.3   Route 19 

 

Route 19 provides neighborhood Flex, general public dial-a-ride service, in the Schillinger Road 

and Airport Boulevard areas as described in Chapter 8 of Appendix B, with an hourly pulse 

anchor stop at Providence Hospital.  

 

Converting the Route 19 to a point deviation Flex service, as opposed to a general public dial-a-

ride, will provide structure and time points to keep service predictable for customers and the 

Wave staff. Point deviation allows riders to board at designated stops or call ahead for an off-
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route pick up or drop-off. This will help reduce the high number of no shows the Wave 

experiences on Route 19. Staff will need to examine the scheduled-to-actual trips provided by 

plotting these in GIS, develop a list of key pick-up and drop-off locations, and from this define a 

standard routing and several fixed-stop locations, in addition to the anchor at Providence 

Hospital. These changes will be cost neutral; the service adjustments will still require one vehicle 

and the same operating span. 

 

2.6.2.4  Route 20 

 

Route 20 provides neighborhood Flex, general public dial-a-ride service, in Tillman’s Corner as 

described in Chapter 8 of Appendix B with an hourly pulse anchor stop at the Walmart. 

Converting the Route 20 to a point deviation Flex service, as opposed to a general public dial-a-

ride will provide structure and time points to keep service predictable for customers and the 

Wave staff. Point deviation allows riders to board at designated stops or call ahead for an off-

route pick up or drop-off. This will help reduce the high number of no-shows the Wave 

experiences on Route 20. Staff will need to examine the scheduled-to-actual trips by plotting 

these in GIS, developing a list of key pick-up and drop-off locations, and from this define a 

standard routing and several fixed-stop locations, in addition to the anchor at Walmart. These 

changes will be cost neutral; the service adjustments will still require one vehicle and the same 

operating span. 

 

2.6.3  Phase 1 - Cost Feasible Changes 

 

This phase of the implementation process involves more substantive and interdependent route 

and system changes than the previous steps (see Figure 2-11). Most of the following changes rely 

on each other to best improve service productivity while maintaining service coverage, and 

therefore the changes should not be made independently. Some of these changes recommend 

elimination of low productivity services and the replacement of fixed-route services with Flex 

service.  

 

A point deviation Flex service, as opposed to a general public dial-a-ride, will provide structure 

and time points to keep service predictable for customers and the Wave. Point deviation allows 

riders to board at designated stops or call ahead for an off-route pick up or drop-off. This will 

help reduce the high number of no-shows the Wave experiences on their Routes 19 and 20. We 

suggest that Wave staff implement and monitor the new Flex services over the first 6-12 months 

to assess ridership. We encourage Wave staff to adjust the location of stops to reflect locations 

with highest demand. If demand is weak, less than 10 boardings per vehicle revenue hour, then 

Wave staff should consider eliminating the Flex services. If demand is strong, then Wave staff 

should adjust the service to facilitate more ridership and, if warranted, operate as a fixed-route.  
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Figure 2-11  

Phase 1 System Recommendations 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Transit Development Plan 

 

2.6.3.1  Route 1  

 

Route 1, Airport Boulevard is a radial route that connects the GM&O Transportation Center and 

downtown Mobile with West Mobile, including service to Bel Air Mall and Providence Hospital 

(Figure 2-12 on page 51). 

 

It is recommended to split the route at Bel Air Mall.  Route 1 deviates from Airport Boulevard to 

serve Bel Air Mall, which is a major destination that justifies direct access. To assist with on-

time performance, a potential option for Route 1 is splitting the route into two pieces. One 

section of the route would run from downtown Mobile to Bel Air Mall (see Figure 2-13 on page 

51).  
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The second section of the route will become the new Bel Air Mall/Mobile Regional Airport route 

(see Figure 2-15 on page 56). This route would depart Bel Air Mall, continue on Airport Service 

Road to International House Of Pancakes Restaurant, and then access Airport Boulevard toward 

Providence Hospital and Mobile Regional Airport. 

 
Figure 2-12  

Route 1 Current Alignment 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Transit Development Plan 

 

 

 

Figure 2-13  

Route 1 Proposed Alignment 

 

 

Source:  Transit Development Plan 
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2.6.3.2  Route 4 

 

Route 4 provides east-west service along the Springhill Avenue corridor between University of 

South Alabama (USA) and downtown Mobile. The route serves several commercial, medical, 

and social service facilities. 

 

Route 4 deviates from Springhill Avenue to serve the Mobile Infirmary and related medical 

facilities. Additionally, the western section of the route features a large loop that is likely 

hampering ridership in this area. 

 

Service to USA should be improved so that it can serve as a mini-hub within the Wave network. 

From downtown, Route 4 should provide more direct service to USA by eliminating service 

along Overlook Road. However, the deviation to Mobile Infirmary should be maintained. After 

serving USA, service should extend to the apartments southwest of the USA campus along Old 

Shell Road.  This recommendation will minimize out-of-direction travel. 

 

Existing service along Overlook will be replaced with the Overlook Flex service. Additionally, 

Overlook Flex service could be implemented in a limited form as a flex zone. 

 

2.6.3.3 Route 7  

 

Route 7 provides direct east-west bus service along Dauphin Street between Bel Air Mall and 

downtown Mobile, with a deviation to serve Springhill Medical Center.  

 

Route 7 has several deviations on the western end of the route, including a detour to serve 

Springhill Medical Center and several retail locations near Bel Air Mall. These deviations add 

significant travel time to the route and dilute the directness of the service.  

 

The route deviation to Springhill Medical Center should be eliminated, since current ridership 

levels do not support it. Eliminating service to Springhill Medical Center on this route and 

providing service directly from downtown Mobile to Bel Air Mall, will assist with directness and 

on-time performance. Changes to Route 1 will provide connections to the Springhill Medical 

Center from Bel Air Mall. 

 

Removing the deviation into Sam’s Club and Belk on I-65 Service Road, will also help improve 

travel times. A crosswalk would need to be installed at this location. Lastly, installing a super 

stop near the Walmart north of Bel Air Mall, could assist with providing connections in West 

Mobile.  Out-of-route travel is minimized with this recommendation. 

 

2.6.3.4 Route 9   

 

Route 9 provides service to downtown Mobile, Airbus North America Engineering, Dauphin 

Island Parkway, Government Street, and Bel Air Mall.  Route 9 contains some circuitous routing 

to serve the Mobile Housing Board from downtown Mobile. Combining Route 9 and 11 will 

allow for a streamlining of alignments, faster travel times, and a reallocation of resources to 

provide additional service.  
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Changes to Route 9 include coordination with other routes and splitting the route.  Route 9 

should be split near the Mobile Housing Board, and the new alignment will provide service from 

this area to Bel Air Mall. The new alignment will begin at East Cardinal and Eagle Drive, travel 

south to serve the Airbus North America Engineering and related light industrial facilities, north 

on Broad Street, northwest along Duval Street across Michigan Avenue, and then follow the 

existing alignment to Bel Air Mall. 

 

2.6.3.5 Route 10 

 

Route 10 Crosstown is a north-south crosstown route that connects Bel Air Mall with the 

Chickasaw Civic Center north of Mobile.  Route 10 deviates from main roads to serve three 

locations - the Mobile Infirmary, Springhill Medical Center, and Bel Air Mall. However, these 

locations are also served by other routes. Minimizing out-of-route travel would boost 

productivity.  Productivity on Route 10 would be enhanced by bolstering its connectivity to other 

routes, rather than serving additional locations and slowing down travel time.  Proposed changes 

to other routes will provide service to Springhill Medical Center, directly from downtown and 

Bel Air Mall. Route 4 already serves the Mobile Infirmary. Also, the deviation into Sam’s Club 

and Belk on I-65 Service Road, should be removed to help improve travel times. A crosswalk 

would need to be installed at this location. Service should also be coordinated with Route 7, as 

these routes currently serve several retail establishments south of Dauphin Street to Bel Air Mall. 

 

From Bel Air Mall, Route 10 should turn north on Mobile Street, instead of providing 

duplicative service along Spring Hill Avenue, east on Fillingim Street to serve USA Medical 

Center, and north toward West Prichard Avenue & South Wilson Avenue along its existing 

alignment. This change also allows for a streamlined Route 15. 

 

2.6.3.6   Route 11  

 

Route 11 provides north-south service along Dauphin Island Parkway and southeast of 

downtown Mobile.  Route 11 contains relatively direct routing compared to other routes in the 

Wave network. At the same time, Route 11 lacks some of the strong trip anchors that are served 

by other routes. 

 

Coordinating service on Routes 9 and 11 will help to streamline the system.  Service on Routes 9 

and 11 could be coordinated and combined to serve apartments near the Mobile Housing Board. 

From the southern end of the route, Route 11 should run north on Dauphin Island Parkway, turn 

east on South Maryvale Street into the apartment complexes on Eagle Drive, north on Michigan 

Avenue to Virginia Street, and then along the existing alignment into downtown Mobile. 

 

Additionally, midday service is not currently provided south of Fulbrook Shopping Center. The 

entire route alignment should be operated throughout the day. 

 

2.6.3.7  Route 12  

 

Route 12 provides northeast-southwest service between Tillman’s Corner and downtown Mobile, 

with stops serving Bel Air Mall. Route 12 deviates from US 90 to serve Bel Air Mall, which is a 
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major destination that justifies direct access. To assist with on-time performance, a potential 

option for Route 12 is splitting the route into two pieces. 

 

One section of the route would run from downtown Mobile to Bel Air Mall by way of the 

existing Route 1 alignment along Airport Boulevard. This scenario depends on Route 1 also 

being split at Bel Air Mall, as described in the Route 1 recommendations. Service along 

Government Boulevard and Pleasant Valley Road would be provided by Route 9.  

 

The second section of the route would begin at Bel Air Mall and serve the existing alignment 

southwest to Tillman’s Corner. Service to USA Knollwood Hospital, should be provided on 

request 

 

2.6.3.8 Route 15 

  

Route 15 provides east-west service between Toulminville and downtown Mobile, with stops 

serving key medical and social services.  Route 10 provides duplicative service along Stanton 

Road, and proposed modifications to Route 10 also will allow for service along Mobile Street.  

 

Once these changes are made, Route 15’s routing can become more direct and therefore more 

attractive to passengers. 

 

From downtown, Route 15 should travel on St. Stephens Road, west on Pleasant Avenue, and 

north along Stanton Road to USA Medical Center. The route will terminate with a loop in the 

neighborhood northeast of the medical center. The loop would turn northeast on Florida Street, 

north on Summerville Street, east on Barretts Lane, south on Donald Street, west on O’ Connor 

Street, and west on Hart Avenue. Additionally, the deviation into the Infirmary Health 

System/USA Children & Women’s Hospital facilities, should be considered for elimination to 

further streamline the route 

 

2.6.3.9 Route 18  

 

Route 18 provides service to USA, Cottage Hill Road, and Bel Air Mall. This route does not 

serve downtown Mobile, and service on Saturdays is provided from Cottage Hill Shopping 

Center to Bel Air Mall only.  Route 18 currently deviates from Bel Air Mall to serve Fonde 

Elementary School and Hillcrest Road. However, streamlining service from the mall to USA will 

greatly improve the attractiveness of this route. 

 

From the Bel Air Mall, Route 18 should turn south on Azalea Road from Michael Boulevard, 

west on Cottage Hill Road, and north on University to USA.  

 

Existing service along Cottage Hill Road west of University Boulevard, will be replaced with the 

Cottage Hill Flex service. Additionally, Cottage Hill Flex service could be implemented in a 

limited form as a flex zone.  The Cottage Hill Flex Route is discussed in Section 2.6.3.13. 
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2.6.3.10 New A1 Route  

 

In conjunction with the opening of the Airbus facility, service should be provided downtown 

Mobile and Airbus. Service would travel south out of downtown, west on Canal Street, south on 

Broad Street, before turning around in Airbus North America Engineering parking lot (Figure 2-

14). 

 
Figure 2-14  

A1 Airbus / Downtown Proposed Alignment 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Transit Development Plan 

 

2.6.3.11 New Bel Air Mall/Airport Route 

 

To assist with on-time performance, the recommendation for Route 1 is splitting the route into 

two pieces. Departing Bel Air Mall, the new route would travel on South Airport Boulevard 

Service Road to IHOP Restaurant, and then access Airport Boulevard, deviating to Providence 

Hospital, before continuing west to terminate at Mobile Regional Airport (see Figure 2-15 on 

page 56). The route could terminate at Providence Hospital or the Walmart on Schillinger Road, 

if resources do not exist to extend the route to the Mobile Regional Airport. 
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Figure 2-15  

Bel Air Mall / Airport Proposed Alignment 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Transit Development Plan 

 

Under the two different proposed service parameters, 30 and 60 minute frequencies, the span of 

service is recommended to be set at 5:30 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on weekdays. This would set revenue 

hours for the route at 40.5 hours for 30 minute frequencies and 20.25 hours for 60 minute 

frequencies. 

 

2.6.3.12 New Overlook Flex Route  
 

With the realignment of Route 4, service along Overlook Rd would still be provided by a new, 

point deviation, flex service route. Beginning at Bel Air Mall, service would travel north on I-

65/Beltline, and west on Moffett Road/Overlook Road to the current terminus west of Cody 

Road. The route would turn around, with a loop around Howells Ferry Road and Erdman 

Avenue, back to Overlook Road (see Figure 2-16 pn page 57). 

 

The flex service would deviate up to three-quarters of a mile from the proposed route alignment, 

with an additional 30 percent travel time built into the schedule to allow for the deviations. 

Service would continue, using current bus stops. Gulf Distributing Company is not located 

directly on the proposed alignment, but is located in close proximity to the route and could 

therefore be served directly upon request. Wave staff should monitor ridership over the first 6-12 

months and assess both whether the service is needed, and if stop relocations should be made 

based on strong demand.  
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Figure 2-16  

Overlook Flex Route Proposed Alignment 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Transit Development Plan 

 

The span of service is recommended to be set at 5:30 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on weekdays. This would 

set revenue hours for Overlook Flex at 23.625 hours for 60 minute frequencies. 

 

2.6.3.13 New Cottage Hill Flex Route 
 

With the realignment of Route 18, service along Cottage Hill Road would still be provided by a 

new, point-deviation, flex service route. Beginning at Bel Air Mall, service would travel west on 

Cottage Hill Road, north on Hillcrest Road, and east to the intersection of Grelot Road and 

Knollwood Drive. The route would turn around in Farmers Insurance Building parking lot (see 

Figure 2-17 on page 58). 

 

The flex service would deviate up to three-quarters of a mile from the proposed route alignment, 

with an additional 30 percent travel time built into the schedule to allow for the deviations. 

Service would continue, using current bus stops. The service should only provide deviations west 

of University Boulevard, as Route 18 and Route 12 provide coverage alternatives to the east. 

Wave staff should monitor ridership over the first 6-12 months and assess both whether the 

service is needed, and if stop relocations should be made based on strong demand.  
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Figure 2-17 

Cottage Hill Flex Route Proposed Alignment 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Transit Development Plan 

 

The span of service is recommended to be set at 5:30 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on weekdays. This would 

set revenue hours for Cottage Hill Flex at 20.25 hours for 60-minute frequencies. 

 

The Wave Transit should monitor the flex service recommendations and make service 

adjustments as performance and demand warrant. With the launch of the Phase 1 improvements, 

Wave staff should monitor ridership and demand on the Overlook and Cottage Hill flex routes. If 

demand is not warranted (less than 10 boardings per vehicle revenue hour), these services may 

be eliminated. If demand is stronger, the routings and stop locations should be adjusted to reflect 

the places where demand is the greatest, and eventually the flex routes may evolve into fixed 

routes.  

 

A Flex service to serve the Satchel Paige area was identified by Wave staff as a potential market. 

Because there is no existing service demand in the area, we have programmed this area for 

service consideration in Phase 3. However, if Wave staff documents sufficient demand for 

service from this area, they may elect to begin a trial service in Phase 2. The Satchel Paige Flex 

is discussed in Phase 3, but may be implemented earlier if Wave staff feels documented demand 

so warrants.   
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Proposed route changes include more direct and well-coordinated service to maximize service 

potential. With standard 60-minute frequencies, weekday vehicle revenue hours would increase 

by 58.6 hours to a total of 306.75 hours. This would increase weekday operating cost by about 

$4,039 and annual weekday costs by about $278,300. Under the proposed changes, a net average 

of 1,000 additional weekday boardings will likely occur due to increased revenue hours, an 

increase in ridership of about 17.2 percent over current service, for an annual increase of 

254,100. 

 

2.6.4 Phase 2  

 

This phase of the implementation process involves an expansion of service to allow for more 

direct service between major transit destinations (see Figure 2-18 on page 60). While these 

routes do not rely upon each other or existing service patterns to be implemented, they do 

complement the previous recommendations by creating more attractive service patterns for 

riders. 

 

Additional routes are proposed to supplement current service area coverage and allow more 

direct service patterns. With 60-minute standard service frequencies, weekday, vehicle revenue  

service hours, would increase by 95.75 hours to a total of 343.75 hours. This would increase 

daily weekday operating costs by about $6,597, or  $1,675,700 annually. Under the proposed 

changes, net daily ridership would increase by about 1,600 boardings per weekday, a 28.1 

percent increase over current services, or an annual increase of 414,000 riders. 
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Figure 2-18  

Phase 2 System Recommendations 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Transit Development Plan 

 

 

2.6.4.1 New Route A2  

 

In conjunction with the opening of the Airbus facility, service should be provided between Bel 

Air Mall and Airbus. Service would travel from Bel Air Mall along Airport Boulevard, south on 

Dauphin Island Parkway, east on Gatot Koco Drive, and along Perimeter Road to Broad Street. 

The route would terminate with a turnaround in the Airbus North America Engineering parking 

lot (see Figure 2-19). 
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Figure 2-19  

Route A2 Airbus / Bel Air Mall Proposed Alignment 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Transit Development Plan 

 

2.6.4.2 New Bel Air Mall/USA/Walmart Route 
 

With the USA campus being a major trip generator, there is demand for more direct service 

between campus and commercial destinations, such as Bel Air Mall and Walmart. The route 

would begin at Bel Air Mall, turn west on Airport Boulevard Service Road to International 

House Of Pancakes, west on Airport Boulevard, north on University Boulevard, west on Old 

Shell Road, southwest on Dickens Ferry Road, south on Foreman Road, west on Airport 

Boulevard, and south on Schillinger to Walmart (see Figure 2-20 on page 62).  
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Figure 2-20  

Bel Air Mall / USA / Walmart Proposed Alignment 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Transit Development Plan 

 

2.6.5 Phase 3 – Improve Service Frequency  

 

Phase 3 is intended to provide service improvements beyond the first five years of the transit 

development plan horizon. These are intended to be more cost aspirational improvements that 

will transform the transit system in terms of accessibility to services and customer convenience. 

These are also improvements that carry a significant on-going operational cost. 

 

Phase 3 improvements include improving headways, system-wide (except for Flex services) 

from 60 minutes to 30 minutes, and adding the Satchel Paige Flex Zone service. Improving 

headways to this extent almost doubles the annual service hours and thus increases annual 

operating costs by a similar factor. Phase 3 of the implementation process includes a significant 

increase in service frequency and the combined implementation of the improvements from the 

preceding phases. 

 

Increasing service frequencies from 60 to 30 minutes would provide a substantial improvement 

on service quality and transit accessibility within Mobile. At 30-minute frequencies, weekday 

vehicle revenue hours would increase by 367.4 hours. This would require an increase in weekday 

operational cost over current service costs of $25,300, or approximately $6.5 million annually. 

Net weekday ridership will increase by about 6,700 additional weekday boardings, based on 

increased revenue service hours. This is a 116 percent increase over current services or an annual 

increase of 1,705,100 additional trips. The Satchel Paige Flex Zone service (Section 2.6.5.2) 

should be implemented only after Wave staff has monitored demand from this market over a 

period of 6 months and is able to document travel needs. Should the service be implemented, we 
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recommend it be in the form of a pulse point (regular stop), general public dial-a-ride service 

anchored, at the Bel Air Mall with a pulse every 60 minutes. 
 

Figure 2-21  

Future-Year Implementation System Recommendations 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Source:  Transit Development Plan 

 

2.6.5.1 Improved Service Frequency and Ridership 

 

In Phase 3 program years 2019 to 2024, if fiscally feasible, Wave should improve service 

frequency from 60-minute headways to 30-minute headways. This will provide a significant 

improvement on service accessibility, convenience, and ridership. It will also increase service 

hours and operating costs. Increasing headways from 60 minutes to 30 minutes for the full 

system, assuming all the improvements have been implemented, will increase daily vehicle 

revenue hours from 248 to 615, and operating costs will increase by $25,312 per weekday over 

existing weekday costs. Annually, this would be an increase of $6.4 million over existing annual 

weekday costs.  
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Under the fully proposed system, only 10 current stops would not be directly served (See Figure 

2-22). These 10 stops account for an average of 146.0 boardings and 129.7 alightings, or 2.64 

percent of the system’s existing ridership. However, almost all the existing ridership would be 

within one-quarter mile of the proposed system, which is considered the industry standard 

distance riders are willing to walk for transit. Only 11.9 boardings and 12.6 alightings, or 0.2 

percent of system activity, would not be within one-quarter mile of the proposed system. 

However, since the proposed system improvements (Phase 2) will also increase daily revenue 

service hours by 95.75 hours a weekday, net weekday ridership will increase by 1,630 boardings 

per weekday, which is an annual weekday impact of an additional 414,000 riders. Assuming 

headways are improved from 60 minutes to 30 minutes, annual ridership would increase by 1.7 

million over existing annual weekday ridership.  
 

Figure 2-22  

Proposed System with Current Ridership Activity 

 

 

 
 

Source:  Transit Development Plan 
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2.6.5.2 Satchel Paige Flex Zone 
 

If demand exists, a flex zone should be established between I-10, I-65, and Bolton Branch Drive, 

with connections provided to Bel Air Mall (see Figure 2-23). Since there is no current data to 

suggest where demand exists, we recommend that Wave staff monitor service requests over a 

six-month period and then assess whether demand is sufficient for a trial test of a point-

deviation, Flex service, with a pulse-point based at Bel Air Mall every 60 minutes. In addition to 

the anchor at the Bel Air Mall, a routing including a few fixed-stop locations should be 

established, based on the location of travel requests.  

 

A trial service should be operated for at least 6 months (up to 12 months) to assess demand, 

develop a more definitive routing, and to identify stop locations for the service, based on 

ridership. If ridership is not strong (less than 10 boardings per vehicle revenue hour), the service 

should not be continued. Operating from Bel Air Mall provides riders with ample transfer 

opportunities to the rest of the Wave system. As mentioned previously, should documented 

demand for this service be deemed sufficient by Wave staff, as noted earlier in the recommended 

transit development program, then Wave staff should proceed to implement the trial service if 

funding is available.   
 

Figure 2-23  

Satchel Paige Flex Zone Proposed Service Area 

 

 

Source:  Transit Development Plan 
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Table 2-8 presents the net changes expected to accrue from the proposed transit improvements to 

the Wave system. This table reflects the net changes based on 2013 services. Service 

improvements, along with costs and ridership impacts, are reflected according to the 

recommended program phasing.  

 

Note that the out-year service improvements should only be advanced if within the fiscal 

capacity of the region. Additionally, the following are overall recommendations for Wave 

Transit to implement as they become financially feasible: 

 Create additional major transfer points: In addition to the current Gulf, Mobile, and 

Ohio (GM&O) Transportation Center, Wave Transit should create and market Bel Air 

Mall and the University of South Alabama (USA) campus as transit hubs for multiple 

routes in the system. Create a transfer berth for BRATS Baylinc service at the GM&O. 

 Increase service span: As much as possible, Wave Transit should extend service span, 

particularly on routes where early and late ridership demand currently exists. 

 

 
Table 2-8  

Transit Improvement Program Net Impacts 

 

Program Phase 

Daily 
Service 
Hours 

Daily Service 
Hours Net 
Change 

Annual Net 
Change in 
Weekday 
Service Hours 

Daily Cost 
Net Increase 

Annual Cost 
Net Increase 

Daily 
Ridership 
Impacts 

Annual 
Ridership 
Increase 

Current Services 248:00:00 0:00:00 - $0 $0 - - 

Immediate Service Change 251:28:30 3:28:30 882.65 $239 $60,815 60 14,500 

Phase 1 306:37:30 58:37:30 14,890.75 $4,039 $278,305 1,000 254,100 

Phase 2 343:45:00 95:45:00 24,320.50 $6,597 $1,675,682 1,600 414,000 

Phase 3* 615:22:30 367:22:30 93,313.25 $25,312 $6,429,283 6,700 1,705,100 

 
 

*Phase 3 does not include service hours, costs, or increases in ridership related to the Satchel Paige Flex Zone. Routing for this service will need 

to be determined in future years if sufficient demand exists. 
Assumptions included in this table include the following: 

1. Existing cost per revenue hour: $68.90 (2012 NTD fully allocated cost per revenue hour) 

2. Weekday operating days: 254 
3. Existing boardings per revenue service hour: 23.4 

4. Average ridership gain from service improvements equals 0.6 to 1.0 times the existing boardings per revenue service hour. For this 

exercise, we assume 0.8*23.4 = 18.7 new boardings per revenue service hour. 

 
Source:  Transit Development Plan 

 

Detailed descriptions of the service improvement recommendations are presented in Appendix C, 

Chapter 6, Phased Transit Improvements. 

 

2.7 Future Capital Improvements 

 
Capital improvements will continue to be implemented.  The following is a list of projects 

planned for inclusion in future Transportation Improvement Programs. 
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2.7.1 West Side Transfer Station 

 
A West Side facility is currently being planned and sites are being screened.  This facility 

should serve as a hub for the feeder services, express service via the Interstate, and the main 

trunk routes.    Shelter from the elements will also be provided at this facility. 

 
2.7.2 Buses 

 
On-going fleet replacement is necessary to address safety requirements, new technological 

advancements, and increased passenger comfort. 

 
2.7.3 Passenger Amenities 

 
Improved infrastructure through the normal planning process, includes passenger amenities such 

as additional signage, route markers, timetables, and bus shelters.  The shelters are both 

standard and custom-built, depending on the area.   

 
2.8 Future Additional Capital Improvements 

 
2.8.1 Mobile Intermodal Passenger Terminal Complex 

 
In 2001, the City of Mobile initiated the Mobile Waterfront Terminal Complex.  The strategic 

basis of this effort is to re-establish passenger ferry service on Mobile Bay, as an alternative 

transportation activity aimed at reducing commuter-based and excursion- based vehicle impacts 

on an already overcrowded segment of Interstate 10.    The Intermodal Passenger Complex will 

link passenger ferry and rail operations with landside public transportation. The complex will 

also create a gateway to the City of Mobile from the communities of Fairhope, Daphne, Gulf 

Shores, and Orange Beach.  The new Intermodal Passenger Terminal Complex was built in 

conjunction with GulfQuest – a maritime museum.  The museum is scheduled to open in the 

Spring of 2015. 

 

Currently, there is no funding for a ferry.  However, MAP-21 introduced a new discretionary 

passenger ferry grant program that might be a possibility in helping to fund a passenger ferry.  

The program has a $30 million per year set-aside from the Urbanized Area Formula program to 

support passenger ferries. Funding is awarded on a competitive selection basis. 

 
2.8.1.1 Passenger Terminal (Ferry and Rail) 

 

The Passenger Terminal will provide for the re-establishment of passenger ferry service from a 

modem hub terminal, located immediately adjacent to the City of Mobile's government, business 

and entertainment district, to the many communities on the Eastern Shore of Mobile Bay, such 

as the Cities of Fairhope, Gulf Shores, and Orange Beach. The City’s new waterfront 

development will serve as an intermodal terminal complex.   The terminal will serve as a 

ferry terminal in the future as well as a transfer site for the downtown circulator that is 

offered through the Wave Transit. 
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In addition to serving as a ferry and transit connection, the terminal will serve as a high speed 

rail platform.  There has been an interest in reinstating the Sunset Limited Rail Service by 

Amtrak through the City of Mobile.  Studies are also being done on the Gulf Coast Rail 

Corridor, with possibilities of a passenger rail link from Mobile to Montgomery. 

 
2.8.1.2 Pedestrian Access 

 
Pedestrian access to the terminal is hindered by the existing eight-lane arterial highway and twin 

-track rail corridor that run adjacent to the waterfront.  In 2015, a non-motorized mobility study 

is being conducted in Downtown Mobile.  Solutions to pedestrian accessibility to the terminal is 

one of the issues being addressed. 
 

2.9 Transit Funding 

 
Finance  plays  a  central  role  in  shaping  urban  transportation  policy  and  transit system 

design.  The presence of transit service in Mobile is a direct function of available fiscal 

resources to run a transit system.  Historically, the system’s dependence on ever-declining 

federal funding has hurt the system and has underscored the necessity for a dedicated source 

of funding to insure its vitality.  The operating budget currently consists of four major 

sources: (1) directly generated revenue (fare box), (2) local capital allotment, (3) local operating 

grants, and (4) annual 5307 grants.  A summary of operating grants are listed in Table 2-9.  It 

should be noted that neither the State of Alabama nor any local government, other than the City 

of Mobile, provides funding to The Wave Transit System, even though service is provided to 

other political jurisdictions. 

 
Table 2-9 

Mobile urban area transit operations, preventative maintenance, and capital costs, federal funds only 

 

FUNDING CATEGORY FY 2013 FY 2014 AVERAGE 
PER YEAR 

25 YEAR 
PROJECTION 

Section 5307  $3,029,346 $3,076,703  $3,053,024        $76,325,600 

          

Section 5310    $324,600   $ 317,443 $321,021                 $8,025,525 

          

Section 5339 $310, 406 $319,742 $315,074    $7,876,850 

     

Total  $3,353,946  $3,394,146  $3,374,045           $92,227,975 

 

 
Source:   Mobile MPO 

 

68



 

 

During the next 25 years, a dedicated and secure revenue stream, other than the City’s general 

revenue funds, should be identified.   This will provide stability and insure the availability 

of adequate funding for operating the transit system.  It will enable the system to better 

prepare for the future.  Possible sources of additional funding for public transportation are 

discussed below. 

 
2.10 Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) 

 
Should the Mobile area be designated as non-attainment, with regard to air quality, the MPO 

will have access to additional funding.  This would allow the implementation of more rideshare 

programs and other transit services, designed to reduce the amount of cars on the roads and to 

consequently improve air quality. 

 
2.11 Local Funding 

 
Additional local funding could be provided through different sources.  Some cities across  the  

country  have  enacted  a  sales  tax,  dedicated  to  maintaining mass transportation services.  

Although this is possible, it is viewed as an unlikely source of funding, due to the already high 

sales tax rate in Mobile and the general lack of interest in public transit in the region. Currently, 

the City of Mobile is the only municipality assisting with the local match.  It is feasible that 

other municipalities help with the local match for additional funds in order to expand services.   
 

2.12 State Funding 

 
The State of Alabama currently does not provide financial operating assistance to public 

transportation systems.  It is recommended the State Legislature consider a funding mechanism 

for public transportation. Additional changes at the State level could also be pursued to allow 

the implementation of state-wide vehicle safety and maintenance inspection. The money derived 

from such an effort could be earmarked to cover some operational expenses of transit systems 

across the state. 

 
2.13 5307 Funds 

 
These are the local urbanized formula funds appropriated from the U.S. Congress and distributed 

through the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).   Additional legislative changes in the 

appropriations process could significantly increase or decrease the amounts of federal subsidy.  

With MAP-21, an extended eligibility period was added for systems with 100 or fewer buses.  

Also, MAP-21 expands eligibility under Urbanized Formula funds for operating expenses. 

Previously, only urbanized areas with populations below 200,000 were eligible to use Federal 

transit funding for operating expenses. Systems operating 75 or fewer buses in fixed-route 

service during peak service hours may use up to 75 percent of their attributable share of funding 

for operating expenses. This expanded eligibility for operating assistance under the Urbanized 

formula program, excludes rail systems. 
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2.14 Rural Funding   Rural Area Formula Grants (5311)  

 

This program provides capital, planning, and operating assistance to support public 

transportation in rural areas, which is defined as areas with fewer than 50,000 residents. Funding 

is based on a formula that uses land area, population, and transit service to determine both 

service needs and approximate cost. Total funding was $600 million in FY 2013 and $608 

million in FY 2014. 

 
When the implementation of rural service begins, the County would collect its state-distributed 

funds for providing rural service; the required matching funds would have to be obtained from 

local governments. 

 

2.15 Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities (5310)  

 

This program provides formula funding to increase the mobility of seniors and persons with 

disabilities. Funds are apportioned based on each State’s share of the targeted populations, and 

are now apportioned to both States (for all areas under 200,000) and large urbanized areas (over 

200,000). The former New Freedom program (5317) is folded into this program under MAP-21. 

The New Freedom program provided grants for services for individuals with disabilities that 

went above and beyond the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 

Activities eligible under New Freedom are now eligible under the Enhanced Mobility of Seniors 

and Individuals with Disabilities program.  

 

Projects selected for funding must be included in a locally developed, coordinated public transit-

human services transportation plan; and the competitive selection process, which was required 

under the former New Freedom program, is now optional. At least 55 percent of program funds 

must be spent on the types of capital projects eligible under the former section 5310 -- public 

transportation projects planned, designed, and carried out to meet the special needs of seniors 

and individuals with disabilities when public transportation is insufficient, inappropriate, or 

unavailable. The remaining 45 percent may be used for: public transportation projects that 

exceed the requirements of the ADA; public transportation projects that improve access to fixed-

route service and decrease reliance by individuals with disabilities on complementary 

paratransit; or, alternatives to public transportation that assist seniors and individuals with 

disabilities. Using these funds for operating expenses requires a 50 percent local match, while 

using these funds for capital expenses (including acquisition of public transportation services) 

requires a 20 percent local match.
1 

 

 

2.16 Bus and Bus Facilities (5339) 

 
The Bus and Bus Facilities (5339) program provides capital funding to replace, rehabilitate and 

purchase buses and related equipment and to construct bus-related facilities.  The program is a 

capital program only and is 80 percent federal and a 20 percent local match.  The urban area 

receives an annual apportionment.  Eligible recipients under this section are designated recipients 

that operate fixed route bus service or that allocate funding to fixed route bus operators.  In 

addition to the annual apportionment, the State receives an additional $1.25 million per year that 

1Federal Transit Administration, Circular 9070.1G, 
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is eligible to be transferred by the state to supplement urban and rural formula grant programs 

(5307 and 5311, respectively).
1 

Bus and Bus Facilities (5339) Program Funds in the Mobile 

Urbanized Area will be designated to replacement of rolling stock for both demand response and 

fixed route vehicles.   

 

 

2.17 Transit Summary and Conclusions 

 
The  long  range  plan  identifies  several  key  strategies  and  actions  needed  to maintain, 

improve, and assure that mass transportation services are provided in the Mobile Area.  

Constant planning and review processes are necessary in order to measure the movement of the 

system towards the desired goals.  Increased capital investment and infrastructure to 

complement the current land use policies, should increase the effectiveness of the system 

overall.  Additional service options offered to the public will increase the accessibility and 

usage of the system.  Finally, efforts to secure and maintain stable funding sources to offset 

operating losses must be achieved in order to provide many of the transportation investments 

outlined in this plan. 

 
If demand response were operated exclusively after hours or during the evening, that service 

could be provided with minimal additional cost, because the current fleet is inactive at these 

times.  A 24-hour notice for service would be requested by the patron and routing scheduled 

the day before a trip is taken.  This type of service could also be implemented using a different 

fare structure, which would allow for a better cost-recovery ratio. When the four routes start 

evening service, the service will be analyzed for improvements in service availability for riders.  

With the knowledge gained from initial endeavors  n  evening  services,  the  most  

economical  and  fair service can be determined, whether along the fixed route system or the 

demand response service. 

1 Federal Transit Administration,  49 U.S.C. Section 5339/MAP-21 Section 20029 
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3.0 Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 

3.1 Introduction 

The Mobile Metropolitan Planning Organization recognizes the significant interest in bicycling 
and walking in Mobile County and the need for a comprehensive planning effort to guide the 
future development of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and for a more coordinated direction and 
organization for facilities and activities. Accordingly, the Mobile Metropolitan Planning 
Organization Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan analyzes existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities and 
related factors, provides facility recommendations, offers design and development standards, and 
suggests education/promotional activities related to bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the 
Mobile Area.  The Plan provides a vision for the future and a rational framework to guide the 
decisions of those responsible for public policy and improvements.  It is designed to meet the 
needs for bicycle and pedestrian facilities with a variety of recommendations for improving 
bicycling and walking conditions and for interconnecting proposals with key activity 
destinations.  

It is important to recognize, that although the Plan provides a guide for influencing future 
development, actual implementation of proposed facilities will be the result of public policy, 
public roadway and park improvements, private development decisions and of major importance, 
funding. Many of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan recommendations can be implemented by 
coordinating improvements with other street and development construction projects.  Other 
recommendations will need to be stand-alone projects. 

3.2 The Process  
In 2010, the Mobile Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) adopted the 2035 Long Range 
Transportation Plan (LRTP). That LRTP contained a component that addressed bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities. It provided broad planning recommendations, policies and programs related 
to bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and stressed the importance of such facilities as part of an 
integrated transportation system. In 2011, the MPO and its member governments recognized the 
significant interest in bicycling and walking in Mobile County and the need for a comprehensive 
planning effort to guide the future development of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and for a 
more coordinated direction and organization for facilities and activities. Accordingly, the MPO 
initiated the development of the Mobile County Bicycle and Pedestrian Comprehensive Plan in 
an effort to analyze existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities and related factors, provide facility 
recommendations, offer design and development standards, and suggest education/promotional 
activities related to bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the Mobile Area.  The Plan represents a 
guide to be used by those responsible for policy and implementation of bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities and programs in Mobile County.   

When the MPO began the development of this bicycle and pedestrian plan, a Mobile Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Advisory Committee was created. The purpose of the committee was to provide input 
and guidance for future bicycle and pedestrian facilities development.    

The Mobile County Bicycle and Pedestrian Comprehensive Plan was prepared by Neel-Schaffer, 
Inc., with assistance from Slade L.E.T. The consultant team, along with MPO staff, met 
numerous times with the Mobile Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee and held public 
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information meetings and public hearings during the planning process.  Draft reports were 
presented for review and comment by the SARPC staff, governmental officials, and the public.  

The Plan was developed through the collection of pertinent data related to bicycling and 
pedestrian activity, an assessment of conditions and opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities, citizen input through a survey distributed to citizens, through public meetings, from 
review and comment obtained from the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee, and input 
and coordination from Mobile Area governments. In 2012, Mobile County Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Comprehensive Plan was adopted as part of the Mobile MPO’s 2035 Long Range 
Transportation Plan. 

As part of the Destination 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan, the bicycle and pedestrian 
component is being updated to improve on previous efforts. The intent is to develop a more 
accurate inventory of proposed and prioritized bicycle and pedestrian facilities. A major 
component of this effort is to develop a list of specific proposed walkways based on public input. 
While the current plan does identify specific proposed bikeways, it does not identify proposed 
walkways. Instead, it shows radius circles around points that might generate significant levels of 
pedestrian activity (such as school locations).  As part of this effort, we have conducted a survey 
of all schools in the metropolitan area, asking them to identify locations where pedestrian 
facilities are needed near the schools. These efforts will be expanded to identify other areas 
where specific pedestrian facilities are needed.  

3.3 Public Involvement      
Public involvement is an important component in developing bicycle and pedestrian facility 
recommendations that are endorsed by both citizens and public officials.  The MPO staff 
recognized this early in the planning process and adopted a strategy of engaging the public early 
and often in developing the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.  Public input played an active role in 
the identification of bicycling and pedestrian needs.  The intent was to create public awareness 
relative to goals, objectives, and process, as well as to publicize the public participation 
opportunities and activities available throughout the planning process.  Public involvement 
consisted of: 

 meetings with the Mobile Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee  

 public information meetings and public hearings 

 a web site for posting plan development progress including draft reports and maps 

3.3.1 Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
The Mobile Metropolitan Planning Organization created a Mobile Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Advisory Committee (BPAC) consisting of representatives, staff, or members from various 
agencies and groups: ALDOT Southwest Region staff; planners, engineers, and other staff from 
MPO Member Governments, the Mobile County Health Department, affected local 
organizations such as the Downtown Mobile Alliance, the Alabama Coastal Foundation, Mobile 
United, Team Share the Road, Mobilians on Bikes; the Mobile Bike Club Urban Assault, the 
Delta Bike Project, and other interested individuals from the community at large. After the 
adoption of the Mobile County Bicycle and Pedestrian Comprehensive Plan, the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Advisory Committee was added to the Mobile Metropolitan Planning Organization as 
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a permanent committee of the MPO. The BPAC meets quarterly in order to provide input and 
guidance to the MPO on bicycle and pedestrian matters.  

The responsibilities of the BPAC are generally to provide assistance and make 
recommendations to the MPO voting membership in order to ensure a continuing, cooperative 
and comprehensive (3C) transportation planning process. This results in plans and programs 
consistent with the comprehensively planned development of the metropolitan planning area. 
The specific duties to meet the requirements of the law include: 
 

A.  To assess local bicycle and pedestrian transportation needs; 
 
B.  To review, from a bicycle and pedestrian perspective, transportation plans and programs 

prepared as part of the Mobile Area Transportation Study; 
 
C.  To assist the transportation planning staff in developing bicycle and pedestrian plans and 

programs; and 
 

D. To  provide  transportation  planning  input  that  includes  transportation  planning 
projects and strategies in support of economic vitality, improve the safety and security of 
the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users, increase the 
accessibility and mobility options available to people and freight, protect and enhance 
the environment, enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, 
promote efficient  s ys t em management and operation, emphasize the preservation of 
the existing transportation system, promote Alabama Department of Transportation 
consultation with non-metropolitan local officials, and promote coordination of human 
service transportation. 

3.3.2 Public Meetings  
Throughout the initial planning process for the Mobile County 
Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, Public 
Information Meetings were held to inform the public of findings 
and proposals, as well as solicit their comments and ideas 
concerning all aspects of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. 

Public Meeting: May 26, 2011  

This meeting included a morning session and a late afternoon session in an effort to include 
maximum public participation. A review of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan process and a 
summary of the proposed scope of work were presented, along with information regarding the 
availability and submittal process for a bicycle and pedestrian survey. The highlight of the public 
meetings was dividing the participants into groups, the selection of a spokesperson for each 
group, and the distribution of maps to each group. Each group then addressed issues such as 
safety, major destinations, the locations for proposed bikeway and walkway facilities, and a 
recommended priority for the group’s recommendations. The findings of each group were 
displayed on the wall and presented by each group spokesperson as part of the public meeting.   
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Public Meeting: September 1, 2011 
This public meeting included an 11:30 a.m. session and a 5:30 
p.m. session.  The meeting included a summary of the 
following items: statistical analysis of bicycle and pedestrian 
collisions throughout Mobile County, written and statistical 
analysis of the bicycle and pedestrian survey; preliminary 
bikeway and walkway route proposals; a suggested 
prioritization of the bikeway and walkway proposals; and 
drawings showing applicable bikeway and walkway designs for 
various roadway types. Attendees were encouraged to review 
maps of proposed routes and priorities that were available at the meeting site, and to submit 
written comments regarding the various proposals. 

Public Meeting: October 12, 2011 

The third and final series of two-hour public meetings was held 
at the same locations and times as the previous two public 
meetings.  The 11:30 a.m. morning session was held at 
Government Plaza (in Mobile) and the 5:30 p.m. evening session 
was held at the Mobile Botanical Gardens.  Using an open-house 
type format, a summary of the procedures and information that 
went into creating the bicycle and pedestrian master plan was 
first presented to the audience. Following an overview of this 
information, attendees were encouraged to move around the 
room and review complete copies of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan document as well as 
bikeway and walkway location/priority maps that were hung on the walls. It was emphasized that 
anyone with questions, concerns, or suggestions to the plan, could approach any one of the 
consultant team members, bicycle and pedestrian advisory committee (BPAC) members, or 
SARPC staff, to be heard.  Comments and suggestions received from these meetings were 
incorporated into the final plan. 

Public Meetings for Plan Update 

As part of the planning process for the Destination 2040 Long 
Range Transportation Plan, public meetings were held early-on 
to solicit public input in the development of the plan. Two 
preliminary public meetings were held in January of 2014 as a 
means to get the public involved with the development of the 
plan, and let their concerns be addressed from the very 
beginning. At these meetings stations were set around the room 
addressing the bicycle and pedestrian element, the highway element, the transit element, 
congestion management, and socio-economic forecasting.   

Public Meeting: January 7, 2014  

This public meeting included a session from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. The meeting was held at the 
GM&O Building at 110 Beauregard Street in Mobile, Alabama. Transportation Planning 
Director Kevin Harrison gave a short presentation on the planning process, and afterwards 
participants were asked to visit the stations set up around the room. At each station, manned by a 
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transportation planner, there were surveys pertaining to each category, and maps were available 
for reference, and for participants to indicate where they thought roads should be improved, bus 
routes should be, bicycle and pedestrian facilities should be, where the most dangerous 
intersections were located, and where growth is likely to occur in the next twenty-five years.  

Public Meeting: January 8, 2014  

This public meeting mirrored the previous meeting, but it was held across town at the Mobile 
Botanical Gardens in Mobile, Alabama. It included a session from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. Again, 
Transportation Planning Director Kevin Harrison gave a short presentation on the planning 
process, and afterwards participants were asked to visit the stations set up around the room to 
interact with MPO staff, view the maps, and fill out surveys.  

This bicycle and pedestrian component of the Long Range Plan is being updated based on input 
received from these public meetings and from input from the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory 
Committee meetings. 

 Public Meeting: January 29, 2015  

This public meeting included a session from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. The meeting was held at the 
GM&O Building at 110 Beauregard Street in Mobile, Alabama. Transportation Planning 
Director Kevin Harrison gave a presentation on the planning process, and afterwards participants 
were asked to visit the stations set up around the room. Each station pertained to a section of the 
Plan (the bicycle and pedestrian element, the highway element, the transit element, congestion 
management, and socio-economic forecasting). At each station, manned by a transportation 
planner, there were draft copies of the 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan, and maps, for 
reference. There were also comment forms for participants to indicate where they thought roads 
should be improved, bus routes should be, bicycle and pedestrian facilities should be, where the 
most dangerous intersections were located, and where growth is likely to occur in the next 
twenty-five years.  

3.3.3 Website Postings 

The Mobile Metropolitan Planning Organization has a Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan website, 
which can be accessed at: http://www.mobilempo.org/bikepedplanning.html. This website 
provides information throughout the planning process, including a description of the overall 
Plan, the goals and activities associated with the Plan, the latest news, and links to various 
bicycle and pedestrian resources. Drafts of written reports and maps are posted for public review 
and comment. The MPO also has a website specific to the Destination 2040 Long Range 
Transportation Plan at: www.destination2040.org.  

3.4 Background/Purpose 
The Mobile Metropolitan Planning Organization Bicycle and Pedestrian Comprehensive Plan is 
designed to serve as a policy level plan that seeks to preserve and enhance the area’s bicycling 
and pedestrian network and to improve the safety, attractiveness, and overall viability of biking 
and walking as legitimate transportation alternatives.  It establishes policies and guidelines for 
future bicycle and pedestrian facilities and related amenities within Mobile County.  
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3.5 Review of Existing Plans 
A review of existing plans found that a number of reports have addressed bicycle or pedestrian 
planning to a significant degree or at least indirectly.  They are: 

• Government Street Pedestrian Safety and Access Report, National Center for Bicycling & 
Walking, January 12, 2009 

• Mobile Area Transportation Study, Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Long 
Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), February, 2010 

• A New Plan for Mobile, an urban planning, design and economic development plan, 
Transportation and Infrastructure 

• A Consolidated Plan and Strategy 2003, Urban Development Department; 

• Smart Growth for Mobile Policy Document, Mobile Urban Development Department, 
January 2003 

• 10 Year Master Plan Parks and Recreation Facilities, Mobile County, January 2010  
Pertinent information included in these planning studies was reviewed, and when appropriate, 
information, analyses, and proposals from these plans were used in developing the bicycle and 
pedestrian plan.  In some instances, text was used verbatim from these reports; however, every 
effort was provide attribution when using parts of these planning reports and if credit was not 
given, it was not intentional.  Persons reviewing this report and deciding on bicycle and 
pedestrian proposals, would be well advised to become familiar with the plans listed above for an 
insight into land development, transportation, public policy, and recreation analyses and plans, 
all of which are related to bikeways and walkways. 

3.6 Inventory and Analysis of Existing Conditions 
The inventory and analysis of existing conditions includes a wide range of factors that are 
pertinent to, and will form the basis for, the preparation of planning proposals for bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities.  These factors include the streets system, sidewalks, recreation facilities, 
schools, major destinations, and bicycle/pedestrian facilities. 

3.6.1 Major Streets 
Major streets are important to the development of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, as they are the 
resource that provides connectivity between different parts of the community and major 
destinations and the base infrastructure for forming a bicycle/pedestrian network.  Access to the 
greater road network, parts of which would form a bicycle and pedestrian network, are subject to 
modal restrictions based on classifications provided by the Functional Classified Map of the 
Mobile Planning Area approved by the Federal Highway Administration and the Governor of 
Alabama. The Mobile network includes approximately 60 miles of freeway, 160 miles of 
principal arterials, 250 miles of minor arterials and 180 miles of collector streets. They are 
shown by these classifications on Figure 3-1 (page 83) – Mobile Urban Area Functional 
Classification. All streets not classified on Figure 3-1 are considered local streets. 

Characteristics regarding these streets are basic to the formulation of bicycle/pedestrian facility 
proposals. An understanding of these streets and their physical characteristics is important in 
recommending bicycle and pedestrian projects and especially to the prioritization of 
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recommended projects. Accordingly, Tables 1-2 and 1-3 in the Bike/Ped Plan in Appendix C, 
provide information on roadway characteristics for street with bicycle and/or pedestrian 
potential.  

Other than Interstates 10, 65, and 165, some of the more important principal arterials for moving 
traffic and providing access through Mobile County, are U. S. Highway 43, U. S. Highway 45, 
U. S. Highway 98 [Moffett Road, Spring Hill Avenue], U. S. Highway 90 [Government 
Boulevard], Airport Boulevard, Schillinger Road, University Boulevard, and Dauphin Island 
Parkway. Other principal arterials include: Industrial Parkway, Theodore Dawes Road, Hamilton 
Boulevard, Bay Bridge Road, Old Spanish Trail, and Rangeline Road. Important minor arterials 
are North University Boulevard, Tanner Williams/Old Shell Road, Celeste Road, Hillcrest Road, 
Halls Mill Road, State Route 188, Bellingrath Road, Cottage Hill Road, Dawes Road, and Three 
Notch Road, among others.  

Information regarding recommended highway projects is important to the development of a 
bicycle and pedestrian planning proposals.  Table 3-1 on page 83 shows projects recommended 
by the Long Range Transportation Plan, and that Plan’s recommendation as to whether 
bicycle/pedestrian facilities should be incorporated as part of the overall improvement. 
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n/a MPO ALL $10.90  Airport Blvd Snow Rd Eliza Jordan Rd 1.2 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

       
 

  
 n/a MPO ALL $17.80  Celeste Rd  I-65 Forest Ave 2 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

           n/a MPO ALL $9.00  Cottage Hill Rd McFarland Rd Dawes Rd 0.8 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

  
 

        
100052460 MPO CN $3.65  Dauphin Street Sage Ave  Springhill Mem. Hosp. 1.1 4 6 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100052459 MPO UT $0.28  Dauphin Street Sage Ave  Springhill Mem. Hosp. 1.1 4 6 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100052458 MPO RW $0.27  Dauphin Street Sage Ave  Springhill Mem. Hosp. 1.1 4 6 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

           n/a MPO ALL $5.25  Dawes Rd Jeff Hamilton Rd Grelot Rd 1.5 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

           n/a MPO ALL $8.19  Government St Macy Place Water St 2.3 n/a n/a Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

           100033461 NHPP CN $32.74  I -10 Carol Plantation Rd McDonald Rd 4.2 4 6 None 

100062412 DPIP CN $462.83  I-10 (Bridge) Virginia St Baldwin County 3 new 6 
A mixed use separated bike/ped facility 
recommended 

100062411 DPIP UT $4.87  I-10 (Bridge) Virginia St Baldwin County 3 new 6 
A mixed use separated bike/ped facility 
recommended 

100062410 DPIP RW $25.41  I-10 (Bridge) Virginia St Baldwin County 3 new 6 
A mixed use separated bike/ped facility 
recommended 

100062408 DPIP PE $51.10  I-10 (Bridge) Virginia St Baldwin County 3 new 6 
A mixed use separated bike/ped facility 
recommended 

           

100052450 MPO CN $4.80  McDonald Road North of I-10  Old Pascagoula Rd 0.5 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100052449 MPO UT $0.70  McDonald Road North of I-10  Old Pascagoula Rd 0.5 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100052448 MPO RW $1.00  McDonald Road North of I-10  Old Pascagoula Rd 0.5 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

           

100059791 MPO CN $13.10  McFarland Road Old Pascagoula Rd  Three Notch Rd 3.1 new 2 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 
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100059790 MPO UT $2.40  McFarland Road Old Pascagoula Rd  Three Notch Rd 3.1 new 2 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100059789 MPO RW $6.00  McFarland Road Old Pascagoula Rd  Three Notch Rd 3.1 new 2 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100059788 MPO PE $2.50  McFarland Road Old Pascagoula Rd  Three Notch Rd 3.1 new 2 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

           100052602 MPO CN $2.34  McGregor Avenue Dauphin St  Airport Blvd 0.6 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100052601 MPO UT $0.20  McGregor Avenue Dauphin St  Airport Blvd 0.6 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100052600 MPO RW $2.50  McGregor Avenue Dauphin St  Airport Blvd 0.6 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

           100046891 MPO CN $4.63  Schillinger Road US 98 Lott Rd 2.1 2 4 Sidewalks and wide shoulders recommended 

100046891 STPAA CN $5.00  Schillinger Road US 98 Lott Rd 2.1 2 4 Sidewalks and wide shoulders recommended 

100046890 MPO UT $0.61  Schillinger Road US 98 Lott Rd 2.1 2 4 Sidewalks and wide shoulders recommended 

           n/a MPO ALL $28.00  Snow Rd Airport Blvd Tanner William Rd 2.8 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

n/a MPO ALL $14.10  Snow Rd Moffett Rd (new) US 98 1.5 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

           100060152 NHPP CN $20.27  SR 158 Schillinger Rd Lott Rd 1.6 new 4 Wide shoulder Recommended 

100060155 NHPP CN $10.80 SR 158 Schillinger Rd Lott Rd 1.6 new 4 Wide shoulder Recommended 

100060153 NHPP CN $17.37  SR 158 Lott Rd Glenwood Rd 4.1 new 4 Wide shoulder Recommended 

100060482 NHPP CN $14.37  SR 158 Lott Rd Glenwood Rd 4.1 new 4 Wide shoulder Recommended 

100060154 NHPP CN $14.03  SR 158 Glenwood Rd McCrary Rd 3.5 new 4 Wide shoulder Recommended 

100060483 NHPP CN $9.85  SR 158 Seabury Creek Bridge - new 4 Wide shoulder Recommended 

100060484 NHPP CN $9.56  SR 158 Interchange Lott Rd - new 4 Wide shoulder Recommended 

           

n/a MPO ALL $9.90  Tanner Williams 
Rd Snow Rd Eliza Jordan Rd 1 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 
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100052464 MPO CN $4.67  Three Notch Road Schillinger Rd  McDonald Rd 1 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100052463 MPO UT $0.51  Three Notch Road Schillinger Rd  McDonald Rd 1 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100052462 MPO RW $1.03  Three Notch Road Schillinger Rd  McDonald Rd 1 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100052461 MPO PE $0.35  Three Notch Road Schillinger Rd  McDonald Rd 1 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100052596 MPO CN $5.06  Three Notch Road McDonald Rd  Ben Hamilton Rd 0.9 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100052595 MPO UT $0.51  Three Notch Road McDonald Rd  Ben Hamilton Rd 0.9 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100052594 MPO RW $1.03  Three Notch Road McDonald Rd  Ben Hamilton Rd 0.9 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100052465 MPO PE $0.35  Three Notch Road McDonald Rd  Ben Hamilton Rd 0.9 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100052599 MPO CN $5.06  Three Notch Road Ben Hamilton Rd   Dawes Rd  1 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100052598 MPO UT $0.51  Three Notch Road Ben Hamilton Rd   Dawes Rd  1 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100052597 MPO RW $1.03  Three Notch Road Ben Hamilton Rd   Dawes Rd  1 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100052466 MPO PE $0.35  Three Notch Road Ben Hamilton Rd   Dawes Rd  1 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

           100037215 MPO CN $11.00  Zeigler Boulevard Forest Hill Dr  Athey Rd  3.4 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100043178 MPO UT $0.50  Zeigler Boulevard Forest Hill Dr  Athey Rd  3.4 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100046895 MPO CN $4.19  Zeigler Boulevard Cody Rd Schillinger Rd 1.8 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100046895 MPO UT $0.38  Zeigler Boulevard Cody Rd Schillinger Rd 1.8 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100046895 MPO RW $1.00  Zeigler Boulevard Cody Rd Schillinger Rd 1.8 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100055883 MPO CN $5.00  Zeigler Boulevard Schillinger Rd   Tanner Williams Rd 1.4 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100055882 MPO UT $1.12  Zeigler Boulevard Schillinger Rd   Tanner Williams Rd 1.4 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100055881 MPO RW $1.88  Zeigler Boulevard Schillinger Rd   Tanner Williams Rd 1.4 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

100055880 MPO PE $0.80  Zeigler Boulevard Schillinger Rd   Tanner Williams Rd 1.4 2 4 Sidewalks and bike lanes recommended 

Locally Funded Projects         
n/a Local ALL $14.91 Schillinger Rd Three Notch Rd Halls Mill Creek 2.3 2 4 Sidewalks and wide shoulders recommended 

n/a Local ALL $15.0 Tanner Williams 
Rd Zeigler Blvd Snow Rd 1.8 2 4 Sidewalks and wide shoulders recommended 
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MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS TYPE PROJECTS       

n/a MPO ALL $13.30  Airport Blvd Azalea Rd Int. Interchange  - n/a n/a Pedestrian and bicycle crossing recommended 

n/a MPO ALL $6.80  Airport Blvd Malls Intersection  Intersection  - n/a n/a Pedestrian and bicycle crossing recommended 

100055753 IM CN $30.00  I-10 West Tunnel Int Interchange  
- - - 

A mixed use separated bike/ped facility 
recommended 

100055752 IM UT $0.50  I-10 West Tunnel Int Interchange 
- - - 

A mixed use separated bike/ped facility 
recommended 

100039475 IM CN $8.94  I-65 Celeste Rd Int. Interchange  - - - None 

100050694 IM CN $18.78  I-65 US 43 Int. Interchange  - - - 
None 

100050693 IM UT $.15  I-65 US 43 Int. Interchange  - - - 
None 

 
TOTAL Federal Projects (millions) $951.12 
 
-All projects are required to have some form of bicycle /pedestrian facility included in the project, or a valid reason for an exclusion. 
-Year of Expenditure (YOE) cost based on 1% per year applied to first year of these priorities 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 Source Mobile MPO 
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Figure 3-1 
Mobile Urban Area Functional Classification 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________             
 

 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 Source: Mobile MPO 
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The now missing railroad tracks can be seen as lines in the 
pavement across Wasson Avenue in Prichard. The City of 
Prichard has funding in place to construct the Whistler Historic 
Bike Trail on a portion of this abandoned rail bed.   

Some of the most important streets in terms of connectivity are listed below. They are not listed 
necessarily because of an ability to move traffic, but from the standpoint of system connectivity 
and linkage to destinations attractive to bicyclists and pedestrians. 

 Old Shell Road, North University Boulevard, and Zeigler Boulevard are important, with 
their connectivity to Langan Park, the University of South Alabama and Spring Hill 
College. 

 Streets in and within the vicinity of downtown Mobile are important providers of access 
throughout downtown commercial areas and public facilities. 

 Spring Hill Avenue, Dauphin Street, and Government Boulevard are important because 
they provide access between downtown and the western parts of Mobile/Mobile County. 

 Dauphin Island Parkway is important and provides access between central Mobile and 
south Mobile County. 

 Old Bay Front Road, is important and connects downtown with off-road shared use 
facilities that connect into Dauphin Island Parkway. 

 The numerous streets, many of which are classified as urban local, serve as routes 
between neighborhoods and nearby schools and recreation facilities. 

3.6.2 Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Facilities 
Pedestrian and especially bicycle facilities, are 
limited in Mobile County, relative to its size and 
population. This deficiency, combined with an 
increasing interest in walking and biking, has 
generated a desire to develop alternative modes 
of transportation.  This section of the plan 
identifies those facilities that do exist, because 
of their importance in forming the base for 
comprehensive bicycle and pedestrian facility 
recommendations and establishing project 
priorities. It also identifies an abandoned 
railway right-of-way that runs from Bessemer 
Avenue in Prichard to Citronelle. The route of 
this right-of-way, has excellent potential for an 
off-road shared-use facility. 

The City of Prichard has received funding for a 2.7 mile shared-use trail that will run between 
Prichard Stadium and Chickasabogue Park.  To be known as the Whistler Historic Bike Trail, it 
will follow a 1.2 mile segment of this abandoned rail bed.   

Figure 3-2 (page 93) City of Mobile Metro Area - Existing Facilities/Potential Destinations and 
Figure 3-3 (page 95) Mobile County - Existing Facilities/Potential Destinations, show the 
location of on- and off-street bicycle and pedestrian facilities, including sidewalks throughout 
Mobile County, as well as potential biking and walking destinations such as schools, recreation 
facilities, and commercial concentrations.  
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In discussing existing facilities, and later setting forth planning proposals, the following 
definitions should prove helpful. 

3.6.3 Bicycle Facility Definitions 
The Federal Highway Administration’s Best Practices Design Guide sets forth the following 
related definitions of bicycle facilities: 

Bicycle Facilities:  Improvements and provisions made to accommodate or encourage bicycling.  

Bicycle: Every vehicle propelled solely by human power upon which any person may ride, 
having two tandem wheels, except scooters and similar devices. 

Bicycle or Bike Lane: A portion of roadway that has been designated by striping, signage and 
pavement markings for the preferential or exclusive use of bicyclists. 

Bicycle Path, Bike Path, or Shared Use Path: A bikeway physically separated from motorized 
vehicular traffic by an open space or barrier and either within the street right of way or within an 
independent right of way. Shared use paths may also be used by pedestrians, skaters, wheelchair 
users, joggers and other non-motorized users. 

Bikeway: A generic term for any road, street, path or way, which in some manner is specifically 
designated for bicycle travel, regardless of whether such facilities are designated for the 
exclusive use of bicycles or are to be shared with other transportation modes. 

Shared Roadway:  A roadway, which is open to both bicycle and motor vehicle travel.  This may 
be an existing roadway, street with wide curb lanes, or road with paved shoulders. 

Trail: A path of travel for recreation and/or transportation within a park, natural environment, or 
designated corridor that is not classified as a highway, road, or street.  For the purposes of this 
study, bicycle facilities are examined via the following categories: shared roadways, bicycle 
lanes, bicycle paths and trails, and bicycle racks. 

3.6.4 Pedestrian Facility Definitions 
The Federal Highway Administration’s Best Practices Design Guide sets forth the following 
related definitions of pedestrian facilities: 
Pedestrian:  A person who travels on foot or who uses assistive devices, such as a wheelchair, for 
mobility. 
Curb Ramp: A combined ramp and landing to accomplish a change in level at a curb.  This 
element provides street and sidewalk access to pedestrians using wheelchairs. 
Ramp: A slope transition between two elevation levels. 
Sidewalk: The portion of a highway, road, or street intended for pedestrians. 
Shared Use Path: A trail that permits more than one type of user, such as a trail designated for 
use by both pedestrians and bicyclists. 
Trail: A path of travel for recreation and/or transportation within a park, natural environment, or 
designated corridor that is not classified as a highway, road, or street. 
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Bienville Boulevard on-road bike lane, Dauphin Island. 

The City of Mobile Parks and Recreation 
Department now uses this new sign standard to 
mark its on-road bike routes. This bicycle route 
sign is located on Alba Ave.   

A signed bike route on Church Street in downtown 
Mobile. This is the standard bike route sign marker. 

3.6.5 Off-Street Bicycle Facilities 
Other than shared-use facilities, there are no off-street facilities devoted exclusively for bike 
riding in Mobile County. The seven shared-use facilities are discussed later in this section of the 
report under the heading, Shared-Use Facilities.    

3.6.6 On-Street Bicycle Facilities  
There are only five designated on-street bicycle routes in 
Mobile County and only two of those have pavement 
markings. The other three have route signage with no 
bike lanes. The designated National Bicycle Route in 
south Mobile County could be considered a sixth route, 
but it has neither marked lanes nor route signage.   

The two routes, with both marked lanes and signage, are: 
1. Hillcrest Road between Airport Boulevard and Old 

Shell Road, has four-foot-wide pavement markings 
on both sides of the roadway, with curb and gutter 
and signage for a distance of approximately one mile. 

2. Bienville Boulevard on Dauphin Island, which has 
five-foot-wide bike lanes, with pavement markings 
and signage on its south side. This route extends for 
four miles from the Dauphin Island Pier to the west 
end of Bienville Boulevard, and connects with an off-
street shared-use trail. 

The three designated bike routes, with signage but no 
marked bike lanes, are: 

1. Terrell Road between Dauphin Island Parkway and 
Bay Front Road, with a short extension to McNally 
Park, has route signs, but no marked bike lane. It 
extends for a distance of approximately 4,224 feet, 
and connects with the off-street, shared-use facility 
that extends north to Doyle Park, generally parallel to 
Bay Front Road and Brookley Field. 

2. Doyle Avenue from Dauphin Island Parkway to 
Doyle Park, then for a half mile to connect with an 
off-street, shared-use facility that extends 4.4 miles 
south to Terrell Road. This on-street route has 
signage, but no marked bike lane.  

3. Downtown Bike Lane Route, extending from 
Springdale Boulevard eastward on Ralston Road and 
then jogging irregularly to the north and south, using 
multiple streets located between Dauphin Street and Government Street into the center of 
downtown area. This designated bicycle route has no marked lanes and signage along its 
approximately 9.3 mile route, is in poor condition, and in some instances is not marked at all.    

86



The City of Citronelle’s shared-use off-road bicycle and pedestrian trail. A Rails-To-Trails funded 
project (which makes use of the same abandoned railroad identified in this study) runs from Prichard to 
Citronelle.  Gas lighting and landscaping have been added to benefit users. 

There are two separate maps, immediately following this section to assist in the review of the 
various plan recommendations.  It is suggested that they be referenced extensively in reviewing 
the text.  These maps are identified as follows: 

• Figure 3-2 (page 93): City of Mobile Metro Area - Existing Facilities/Potential 
Destinations 

• Figure 3-3(page 95): Mobile County – Existing Facilities/Potential Destinations  
It is desirable that additional on-street bicycle lanes will become an integral part of 
improvements undertaken on streets designated for bike lanes by this plan. With only 15.6 miles 
of designated on-street bicycle lanes in Mobile County, and only five miles of which has 
pavement markings, it is apparent that significantly more on-street bicycle lanes are needed. In 
planning and constructing lane improvements, the AASHTO, Guide for the Development of 
Bicycle Facilities, states that the purpose of bicycle lanes “should be to improve conditions for 
bicyclists on the street.” AASHTO further indicates that bike lanes should be “established with 
appropriate pavement markings and signage along streets in corridors where there is significant 
bicycle demand and where there are distinct needs that can be served by them.” 

When space is properly designated for the use of bicycles, with lanes distinguished through 
adequate bicycle lane width, pavement markings, and signage properly visible to motorists, 
bicycle riders will have a heightened sense of safety from traffic, and bicycling will be greatly 
encouraged.  

National Bicycle Route: A designated National Bicycle Route enters the southwest part of 
Mobile County on U. S. Highway 90, and continues to its intersection with Grand Bay Bayou La 
Batre Highway (State Highway 188), at which point it follows State Highway 188 to Dauphin 
Island Parkway, and then extends south to Dauphin Island and then east on Bienville Boulevard.  
It is a bicycle route in name 
designation only, as there is no 
route signage and no marked 
lanes, except for its short 
extension along Dauphin Island 
Parkway and Bienville 
Boulevard. 

3.6.7 Off-Street Walkways 
There are twenty-four public, 
off-street walking facilities 
available in Mobile County.  In 
addition to the off-street 
facilities devoted exclusively 
for walking, there are seven 
off-street shared-use facilities, 
which are discussed later in this 
section of the report under the 
heading, Shared-Use Facilities. 
Based on information provided 
by the City of Mobile and the Mobile County Recreation Plan, there are an estimated 142 public 
parks serving all of Mobile County, with 24, or 17 percent, having off-street walking trails.  
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Sidewalk on North University Boulevard, adjacent to the 
University of South Alabama campus. 

Geographically, four walking trails are located in the older part of the City of Mobile, seven to 
the west of I-65 in the City of Mobile, two in the west central part of the County, nine in the 
north part of the County, and two in the southeast part of the City of Mobile.   

These trails, along with the existing shared-use trails, provide reasonably convenient walking 
facilities to all parts of Mobile County, except the northwest and southwest.  In addition to the 
existing walking trails, the City of Mobile has identified funds to develop walking trails at 
Herndon Park, which is located on Dauphin Street, and at Maitre Park, which is located on Halls 
Mill Road between downtown and I-65.  

The National Parks and Recreation Association does not have quantitative standards for off-
street walking facilities, but rather indicates that such facilities are best related to supply versus 
demand and the size of the community.  Regardless, Mobile County’s approximately 15 miles of 
walking trails suitable for exercise type walking to serve a population of 412,992, which would 
appear to be fairly low. The inclusion of shared-use trails increases the amount of existing trails 
to 32 total miles.  

  3.6.8 On-Street Walkways  
On-street pedestrian facilities consist of sidewalks that 
have been constructed through the years, with no 
overall plan for connectivity or consideration for 
priority destinations, other than in the downtown area.  
Figure 3-2 (page 93) and Figure 3-3 (page 95) show 
the locations of sidewalks throughout Mobile County, 
as well as potential walking destinations, such as 
schools, recreation facilities, and commercial 
concentrations.  The only concentrations of sidewalk 
connectivity are in downtown Mobile and the 
immediate areas surrounding downtown.   

Regarding important arterials, the only real continuity is the sidewalks along Government Street, 
from downtown to the Dauphin Island Parkway, Spring Hill Avenue from downtown to I-65, 
with a few minor gaps, and Dauphin Street, from downtown to just short of South Florida Street. 
West of I-65, short stretches of continuous sidewalk exists only along Grelot Road, Spring Hill 
Avenue, and Hillcrest Road. Although actual statistics are not available, it appears from a review 
of the maps that well over half the streets in Mobile County do not have sidewalks, with 
sidewalk connectivity being virtually nonexistent outside of the older sections of Mobile. 

Subdivision regulations requirements in Chickasaw, Mobile, and Prichard, have increased 
sidewalks on outlying local streets; however, these sidewalks are contained within each 
individual subdivision development, with little or no connections to schools or parks or shopping 
areas. Saraland and Mt. Vernon do not require sidewalks, but do have installation standards that 
must be followed when sidewalks are installed. Other municipalities and Mobile County do not 
have sidewalk requirements in their subdivision regulations. The inconsistency of sidewalk 
requirements has limited sidewalk construction in many parts of the Mobile Area. The City of 
Mobile does have a policy that sidewalks be included, if feasible, in all road widening projects. It 
is recommended that sidewalk requirements be incorporated into all local government 
subdivision regulations. 
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3.6.9 Shared-Use Facilities 
There are seven shared-use facilities in Mobile County, totaling 17.7 miles in length, with 
locations in the north, west central, southeast central and south parts of the County. They provide 
the only off-street opportunity for bicycling, but are shared with walkers.  These facilities 
include: 

Citronelle Walking Park: This three mile long shared-use Rails-To-Trails project is located in the 
City of Citronelle on a circa 1851 railroad right-of-way, abandoned by MidSouth Rail 
Corporation (MSRC) in 1992. Trail characteristics include a ten-foot-wide asphalt path, natural 
gas lighting on both sides of the trail, and identification signage at both trail ends.  There are no 
pavement markings and no trail or traffic control signs. 

Dauphin Island Parkway/Bienville Boulevard: This 3.7 mile shared-use trail starts on Dauphin 
Island Parkway, about 0.8 miles before its intersection with Bienville Boulevard, and then 
continues west on Bienville Boulevard to the Dauphin Island Pier, and east to the eastern 
terminus of Bienville Boulevard. The trail is off-road and runs parallel to the east side of 
Dauphin Island Parkway and the south side of Bienville Boulevard.  The entire length of this ten-
foot-wide asphalt trail has pavement markings and signage. 

Langan Park: A 1.8 mile ten-foot-wide concrete shared-use trail extends across the northern 
boundary of Langan Park, which borders Gaillard Drive/Museum Drive, from North University 
Boulevard to Spring Hill Avenue. This trail has no pavement markings and no signage. 

McNally Park to Doyle Park: This 4.4 mile, ten-foot-wide asphalt shared-use trail extends 
between McNally Park and Doyle Park. Starting at Doyle Park in the north it parallels Brookley 
Airport, and then Bay Front Road southward to McNally Park. There is signage along this trail 
but no pavement markings. 

Montlimar Creek: This ten-foot-wide asphalt shared-use trail extends for a distance of 1.2 miles 
along Montlimar Creek, between Airport Boulevard and Michael Boulevard. There is signage in 
connection with the trail but no pavement markings. 

North University Boulevard: An off-road, shared-use trail is available on North University 
Boulevard, between Old Shell Road and Gaillard Drive/Museum Drive, which is a distance of 
1.3 miles.  From Old Shell Road to USA Drive North the trail is on the west side [1 mile] of 
North University, but is on the east side [0.3 mile] from this point to Gaillard Drive/Museum 
Drive.  This ten-foot-wide trail is paved with concrete, but has no pavement markings or signage. 

Old Shell Road: A two mile, ten-foot-wide concrete shared-use trail parallels Old Shell Road 
between University Boulevard and Cody Road.  There are no pavement markings or signage in 
connection with this route. 

In addition to the above shared-use trails, there is a shared, unpaved, hiking/mountain bike trail 
at Chickasabogue Park in the north part of Mobile County. Although not hilly, this trail has been 
the site for mountain bike competitions including the Alabama State Championships. Publicity 
for Chickasabogue Park states that there are paved roads suitable for “skinny bike tires.”  

Whistler Historic Bike Trail: Although not yet constructed, funding has been secured through a 
federal grant to construct a shared-use trail from Prichard Stadium to Chickasabogue Park. The 
trail will use an abandoned railway right-of-way, from the stadium to Anderson Avenue.  At this 
point it will continue along Anderson Avenue to Whistler Street, then west along Whistler Street 
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to Aldock Road at which point it proceeds north on Aldock Road to the Park. This 2.7 mile 
shared-use trail will utilize approximately 1.2 miles of the abandoned rail bed. Consideration 
might be given to changing the trail name to indicate that it is a shared-use facility.   

3.6.10 Public Facilities and Other Destinations   
Public facilities such as parks, schools, community centers, libraries, government offices, and 
commercial concentrations are potential destinations for bicyclist and walkers.  Figure 3-2 on 
page 93, and Figure 3-3 on page 95, show the locations of schools, parks and recreation facilities, 
commercial concentrations, and other potential major destinations within Mobile County.  As 
previously indicated, Mobile County has only six designated, on-street bicycle routes.  Only a 
few of these destinations are accessible by way of a safe bike ride with proper striping and 
signage.  Therefore, the analysis of accessibility and connectivity will be limited to existing 
sidewalk access and known deficiencies. 

3.6.11 Park and Recreation Facilities 
Based on information from the City of Mobile and the 10 Year Master Plan for Park and 
Recreation Facilities in Mobile County, there are an estimated 142 parks and recreational 
facilities in Mobile County. These parks are operated by a number of governmental entities, with 
the overwhelming majority, 65 percent, managed and operated by the City of Mobile. Sidewalk 
access to parks is, with a few exceptions, limited or nonexistent, except for those parks located in 
the older sections of Mobile. Following is a statistical analysis of sidewalk access to park and 
recreation facilities: 

Table 3-2 
Statistical Summary of Sidewalk Access to Park and Recreation Facilities 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 Good Access Limited Access No Access 
City of Mobile 40 (43.5%) 24 (26.1%) 28 (30.4%) 
Entire County 40 (28.2%) 26 (18.3%) 76 (53.5%) 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Source: Mobile MPO 

Three parks are located along shared-use trails, and three parks are adjacent to designated on-
street bicycle routes.  Obviously, increased walkway access to parks should be given major 
attention in developing recommendations for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.  

3.6.12 Schools 
There are approximately 105 schools, or school related facilities in Mobile County, of which 
only twelve percent have good walkway access to the surrounding area. Twenty-one percent 
have some walkway access to surrounding areas, and sixty-seven percent have very little or no 
sidewalk access. The Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan identifies sidewalk needs relative to individual 
schools, and recommendations for elementary and middle schools.  Walkway access to schools is 
an important consideration, when developing pedestrian and bicycle plan recommendations. 

As for sidewalk continuity or connectivity at the three institutions of higher education in Mobile 
County, it is generally inconsistent. South Alabama University has sidewalk access to North 
University Boulevard and Old Shell Road, but there is no sidewalk connectivity by way of these 
streets to other parts of the vicinity. Spring Hill College has limited access to Old Shell Road and 
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Tuthill Lane, but no connection to development in its vicinity. The University of Mobile has no 
sidewalks in its vicinity. Bishop State Community College has adequate sidewalks that connect 
to the downtown Area.    

3.6.13 Shopping Areas  
Sidewalk access with good connectivity to shopping areas is limited to downtown Mobile and to 
the immediate vicinity of downtown, with connections into surrounding neighborhoods.  No 
shopping area outside of downtown, and its adjacent sections, has sidewalk access with good 
connectivity to surrounding development. A review of Figure 3-2 (page 93) and Figure 3-3 (page 
95) shows that an estimated 45.2 percent of existing shopping areas are completely without 
sidewalks. Some 23.3 percent have sidewalks with access to surrounding development that is 
extremely limited or non-existent. Approximately 31.5 percent have sidewalks that provide some 
connection into surrounding areas, or at least sidewalks for some distance along the street on 
which they are located.  
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3.7 Bicycle/pedestrian Collision Analysis 
Using existing and available data, an analysis was made of reported collisions with bicyclist and 
pedestrians in Mobile County for the years 2006 through 2010. This data was derived from 
records of the University of Alabama Center for Advanced Public Safety, released in May of 
2011.  The results of a statistical summary of the data are shown below in Table 3-3 (page 96) - 
Statistical Summary of Bicycle Collisions, 2006-2010 and Table 3-4 (page 97) - Statistical 
Summary of Pedestrian Collisions, 2006-2010. A more detailed statistical analysis is located in 
the Appendix C.  

3.7.1 Bicycle Collisions 
There were 265 collisions involving bicyclists between 2006 and 2010, four of which resulted in 
a fatality. Two of the fatalities were on 4-lane commercial streets in Mobile and two were on 2-
lane rural roadways in Mobile County. Police reports listed failure to yield the right-of-way by 
the bicyclist as the cause of both fatalities in the City of Mobile. One of the County fatalities was 
reported as travelling the wrong way/side by a bicyclist, and the cause of the other fatality was 
unknown. Bicycle collisions were about evenly divided between those resulting in injuries (50.2 
percent) and no injuries (48.3 percent) with fatalities being 1.5 percent. The majority of 
collisions were on urban 2-lane roadways. Half of all collisions, regardless of road type, took 
place in commercial areas. The ALDOT Chief Engineer has directed that the Alabama 
Department of Transportation cannot allow accident, incident, crash, injury, or fatality 
information and locations to be shown or presented in association with descriptions of 
transportation projects, facilities, or locations in formal planning documents (UPWP, Long 
Range Plan, TIP, Congestion Management Plan, and Air Quality Conformity documentation), 
that include narrative or tabular project listings or descriptions. Including such language in those 
documents could potentially expose both the MPO and the State of Alabama to litigation. 

The greatest number of collisions involving bicyclists occurs on urban roadways of 2-lanes or 
less. As expected, most of the collisions (78 percent) occur in the City of Mobile. The majority 
of Mobile collisions (30 percent) were attributed to failure to yield right-of-way, with following 
too close second at 13 percent. Collisions in the rural parts of Mobile County were attributed to a 
wide variety of reasons, with no one particular cause being predominant.  

Table 3-3 
Statistical Summary of Bicycle Collisions, 2006-2010 

 

Total Collisions: 265 
With Injury:   133 
No Injury:      128 
Fatal:                4 

Cause of Collision:  
Bicyclist:     86 
Vehicle:     172 
Unknown:      7 

Total Collisions By Road Size: 
Interstate:    9                 3-Lane:               14 
5+-Lanes:  20                 2-Lane or less:  156 
4-Lane:      55                 Parking Lots:       11 

Collisions By Governmental Unit: 
    4 in Chickasaw                       7 in Saraland 
    1 in Creola                            10 in Prichard 
206 in Mobile                              1 in Satsuma 
  36 in Mobile County 

No records could be located for governmental entities not listed above.  
Source:  The University of Alabama Center for Advanced Public Safety 
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3.7.2 Pedestrian Collisions 

There were 509 roadway collisions involving pedestrians in Mobile County during the years of 
2006 to 2010, of which 73 or 14 percent were fatal.  Interestingly, rural Mobile County is the 
most dangerous place for pedestrians, with 25 percent of all pedestrian collisions resulting in 
fatalities, compared to the City of Mobile, with 9 percent of collisions resulting in a fatality. 
Slightly over half of the pedestrian fatalities in the County were in open, undeveloped country, 
and according to available records, 79 percent of all accidents were caused by the pedestrian. 
Higher vehicle speeds may be a contributing factor to fatalities in rural areas, compared to 
developed areas with lower speed limits.  

Unlike bicycle collisions, those involving pedestrians overwhelmingly resulted in injuries, with 
only 6 percent resulting in no injury or fatality. Pedestrian violation was the major contributing 
reason for collisions at 35 percent, following by unseen object at 20 percent.  

Table 3-4 
Statistical Summary of Pedestrian Collisions, 2006-2010 

 

Total Collisions: 509 
With Injury:  403 
No Injury:      33 
Fatal:            73 
 

Cause of Collisions:  
Vehicle:        203 
Pedestrian:   260 
Bicyclist:           9 
Unknown:       37 

Total Collisions By Road Size: 
Interstate:   23            2-Lane or less:     188 
5+-Lanes:   10            Lanes Unknown:  214 
4-Lane:       45            Parking Lots:          22 
3-Lane:         7 

Collisions By Governmental Unit: 
    4 in Bayou La Batre                                          51 in Prichard 
    5 in Chickasaw                                                 11 in Saraland 
    3 in Citronelle                                                     4 in Satsuma 
317 in Mobile                                                      114 in Mobile County 

No records could be located for governmental entities not listed above.  
Source:  The University of Alabama Center for Advanced Public Safety 

 

 

3.8 Bicycle and Pedestrian Survey 
As part of the Scope of Work for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, a survey was developed as a 
tool to assist in determining the public’s knowledge and opinion of the existing bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities in Mobile. The intent was to measure awareness of bicycle and pedestrian 
safety, current use of existing facilities, desired facilities, and potential use if additional and 
improved facilities were available.  The results of this survey provided helpful assistance in 
developing recommendations for the overall Plan. 

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Survey was available on the internet, at public locations, at Mobile 
Public Libraries, and at private bike shops. When completed, the survey form could be deposited 
at a number of public locations.  A total of 287 surveys were returned to the South Alabama 
Regional Planning Commission.   

3.8.1 Key Findings of Bicycle and Pedestrian Survey  
Tabulation and analysis of the survey responses revealed the following key findings. A statistical 
analysis and a detailed listing of all comments received on the survey form can be found in 
Appendix C. The statistical analysis and numerous comments made of the completed surveys 
will provide a greater depth of insight regarding the problems and needs of walkers and 
bicyclists.  
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General: 

 The overwhelming majorities of the respondents (95 percent) either live or work in 
Mobile County. 

 Respondents were almost evenly divided between males (53 percent) and females (47 
percent). 

 The most response was from age groups of 25-34 and 45-54 with only 11 percent of 
respondents under 24 years old and 10 percent over age 64.   

Key findings related to both bicyclists and walkers: 
 Most walkers (41 percent) do so daily, while bicyclists are about evenly divided between 

daily and weekly. 

 A substantial majority of both walkers and bicyclist do so for recreation/exercise 
purposes. 

 Schools or library are the destination of less than 8 percent of walkers and 10 percent of 
bicyclists.  Although the percentages are low, more bicyclists bike to work (8 percent) 
than walkers walk to work (4 percent). 

 A large percentage of both walking and biking is done on neighborhood streets. 

 Both walkers and bicyclist consider connectivity to be important. 

 Personal safety is a very major concern of both walkers and bicyclist. 

 In discussing or listing specific streets that would benefit the most from improvements, 
walkers and bikers identified Dauphin Street most frequently, with other streets receiving 
frequent mention. In order of frequency they were Government Street, Old Shell Road, 
Airport Boulevard, and Broad Street.  Downtown and midtown were also mentioned 
often.    

 Respondents mentioned Airport Boulevard the most regarding safety concerns, with Old 
Shell Road, Dauphin Street, Government Street, and Broad Street, mentioned about half 
as much as Airport Boulevard. 

Key findings regarding walking related questions include : 
 Less than three percent walk between home and school, and only slightly more than four 

percent to work. 

 Of the respondents that walk, 39 percent do it daily and 28 percent at least weekly. 

 A large majority (55 percent) walk for recreation/exercise purposes or to visit a park or 
community center, with walking to run an errand or shop a distant second at 18 percent 

 A small percentage of respondents walk to work, school or library destinations. 

 Cited the lack of sidewalks or sidewalk problems (41 percent) as a major deterrent to 
walking, followed by safety concerns at 29 percent. 

 Highest percentages of walkers walk on sidewalks located along local or neighborhood 
streets (32 percent). 
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 Indicated that lack of sidewalks, sidewalks in poor condition, difficulty of crossing unsafe 
streets, and concerns about personal safety were the major reasons for not walking. 

 Wider sidewalks with better physical condition and safer intersection crossings are the 
most important factors to encourage more walking, followed by off-street walking trails. 

Key findings regarding bicycling related questions include: 
 The bicycle respondents classified their skill level equally between advanced (49 percent) 

and intermediate (49.5 percent). 

 Of the respondents that bike, most do it at least weekly. 

 Bicycle activity is primarily for recreation/exercise purposes or to visit a park or 
community center (51 percent), with biking to run errands, or shop a distant second at 18 
percent. 

 Less than 3 percent bike between home and school, and 8 percent to work. 

 The overwhelming major reason preventing bicycling are aggressive, speeding drivers, 
and personal safety concerns, following by a lack of bicycle lanes. Both of these concerns 
are interrelated, as dedicated bicycle lanes would decrease safety concerns.  A lack of 
bicycle lanes was a distant third. 

 Some respondents cited concerns about traffic and aggressive drivers as the main reason 
why they don’t bicycle more. 

 Dedicated bicycle lanes, trails, and paved shoulders would encourage more bicycling. 

3.9 User Needs Assessment  
Adequately identifying user concerns enables the development of more practical bikeway and 
walkway proposals, and will aid policy-makers in implementation of the bicycle and pedestrian 
plan recommendations. This section presents an overview of the concerns of existing and 
potential pedestrians and bicyclists in Mobile County.  The user needs are derived from sources 
such as standardized needs documented by national organizations, interviews with governmental 
officials, public meetings, and user surveys, and from a quantitative analysis of estimated 
existing and future walking and bicycling demand.  

3.9.1Needs and Types of Bicyclists 
It is important to understand that the needs and preferences of bicyclists vary, depending on the 
skill level of the cyclist and the type of trip the cyclist is taking. For example, bicyclists who 
bicycle for recreational purposes may prefer scenic, winding, off-street trails.  The AASHTO 
Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities identifies three classes of bicyclists, based on 
rider ability and level of acceptance to travel in mixed traffic.  These classes are as follows: 

 Class A cyclists are experienced riders, who typically look for: speed, convenience, and 
direct travel routes, and do not mind traveling with traffic. These riders can travel at the 
mid-to-top range of cycling speed and generally prefer on-street travel, especially in 
relation to multi-use paths. 

Class A (advanced) cyclists typically prefer: 

 On-street or bicycle-only facilities, as opposed to shared-use paths 
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 Comfortable negotiating streets like a motorized vehicles, including vehicle lane 
occupancy and using left-turn lanes 

 May prefer a more direct route 

 Rides on-street with the flow of traffic and avoids riding on sidewalks or on shared-
use paths 

 Rides at speeds up to 20 MPH on flat ground, up to 40 MPH on steep descents 

 May bicycle longer distances, sometimes more than 100 miles 

User needs that will benefit the advanced bicyclist are a connected network of bike lanes 
on higher-volume arterials, wider curb lanes, and loop or motion detectors at signals. The 
experienced bicyclist, who is primarily interested in exercise, will benefit from loop 
routes leading back to their point of origin. 

 Class B cyclists are occasional riders who are less secure about travel in mixed traffic. 
These riders have basic skills, typically travel near the middle range of cycling speed, and 
typically prefer to travel along off-road trails, or designated bike lanes 

 Class C cyclists are novice riders, primarily children, who are not likely to ride in mixed 
traffic. These riders operate at speeds closer to that of pedestrians, and typically prefer 
travel along facilities that are completely separated from traffic 

Class B and Class C (casual) cyclists typically prefer: 
 Off-street, shared-use paths or bike lanes along low-volume, low-speed streets. 
 May have difficulty gauging traffic and may be unfamiliar with the rules of the road.  

May walk bicycle across intersections. 
 May use a less direct route to avoid arterial roads with heavy traffic volumes. 
 May ride on sidewalks and ride the wrong way on streets and sidewalks. 
 May ride at speeds comparable to walking, or slightly faster than walking. 
 Bicycle for shorter distances up to two miles. 
The casual bicyclist will benefit from user needs, such as route markers, shared use paths, 
bike lanes on lower volume streets, traffic calming, and educational programs. Casual 
bicyclists may also benefit from a connected network of marked routes leading to parks, 
schools, shopping areas, and other destinations. To encourage youth to ride, routes must 
be safe enough for their parents to allow them to ride.  

3.10 Recommended Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan  
This Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan envisions a comprehensive network of on and off-street 
bicycle/pedestrian facilities that provide convenient access to parks, schools, commercial areas, 
places of work, and other destinations, as well as for recreational and physical fitness purposes.  
The Plan also recommends a structure to develop and maintain bicycle facilities, support bicycle 
and safety education, and encourage more people to bicycle for utilitarian and recreational 
reasons.  
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Management, operation, and policy recommendations, proper management, and maintenance are 
crucial to the long-term success of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and the continued use of 
such facilities. Along with the development of a pedestrian and bicycle network, the Mobile 
Area governing bodies should develop ongoing management programs which ensure that 
facilities are maintained in good condition. 
Equally important will be the development and adoption of policies that support the continued 
development of a pedestrian and bicycle-friendly community. Chickasaw, Mobile, and Prichard 
have requirements for sidewalks on major streets, highways, and secondary streets when a 
subdivision is developed. This type policy is needed in all of the local governments and 
especially in unincorporated Mobile County.  It is recommended that sidewalk requirements be 
incorporated into all local government subdivision regulations. 

3.11 Proposed Shared-Use Facilities 
The AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities states that, "shared use paths 
should not be used to preclude on-road bicycle facilities but rather to supplement a system of on-
road bike lanes, wide outside lanes, paved shoulders and bike routes."  Proposals shown on both 
the Proposed Bikeways Maps and the Proposed Walkways Maps attempt to do this with a 
significant number of off-street shared-use trails that take advantage of abandoned railway right-
of-way, and creeks in various parts of Mobile County. These proposed facilities, all of which 
provide off-road bicycle and walkway trails, include:  

 Utilization of an abandoned railway right-of-way for a proposed off-road shared-use trail 
extending from Bessemer Avenue (Prichard Stadium) in Prichard to Citronelle. This 
proposed 30 mile trail facility is from the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. If implemented, it 
would become the longest, continuous off-road bicycle facility in Mobile County. 

 An off-road, shared-use facility is proposed along the south bank of Three Mile Creek, 
extending from the intersection of Old Shell Road, and North University Boulevard 
northward through Langan Park, and tying in to a short stretch of existing off-road, 
shared-use trail in Langan Park. It then would follow the south bank of Three Mile Creek 
eastward to a proposed on-road bikeway that connects to Water Street. 

 Big Creek Lake: The Mobile Area Water and Sewer System (MAWSS) owns 103 miles 
of woodlands that surrounds the City of Mobile’s drinking water supply, Big Creek Lake.  
Logging trails that were at one time cleared and maintained through this area, could be 
re-used as off-road, shared-use bicycle and pedestrian trails. Even though this land is 
currently closed to the public, serious consideration should be given to the re-use of these 
old logging trails, and the beautiful scenery provided around the lake.  With the 
abundance of nearby horse stables, these trails would also be excellent candidates for 
horse riding.  The cost for clearing out any overgrowth and dressing out these logging 
trails to provide a useable off-road, shared-use trail, should be less costly than blazing a 
new off-road shared-use trail. 

 A shared-use trail along the bank of Montlimar Creek, west of I-65, near its junction with 
I-10.  This facility connects with a proposed on-street bikeway on Michael Boulevard and 
an existing off-road, shared-use trail at its north end, with Crestview Park in the south. Its 
intersection with Government Boulevard connects with existing, and proposed on-street 
bikeways  
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 A short, 0.6 mile, shared-use trail is proposed to be located between Dauphin Street and 
Airport Boulevard, alongside the drainage canal for Montlimar Creek. This proposed 
facility connects with an existing off-road, shared-use trail that extends south, and 
connects with the proposed Montlimar Creek shared-use trail, for a distance of three 
miles to Crestview Park.   

 A combination is suggested for the proposed Montlimar Creek shared-use trail, the 
existing shared-use trail between Michael Boulevard and Airport Boulevard, and the off-
street trail between Airport Boulevard and Dauphin Street proposals, conceivably 
resulting in a continuous five-mile, shared-use trail.  

 A two- mile, shared-use trail, is proposed for the south bank of Eight Mile Creek, 
between South Shelton Beach Road and Moffett Road.  

 The proposed Crepe Myrtle Trail is a fourteen-mile, shared use trail combining dedicated 
paths and shared lanes. The route would begin at Three Mile Creek, run through 
downtown Mobile, run along the Mobile River and Bay, connect with the existing trail at 
Doyle Park near the Brookley Air Field, and end at Dog River. 

3.12 Proposed Bikeway Plan 
The Proposed Bikeway Plan for the Mobile Metro Area is shown on Figure 3-4 (page 111) and 
for Mobile County on Figure 3-5 (page 113), both of which follow this section.    

Key features of the proposed bikeway plan are:  

 Connectivity between major destinations is a major goal of the bikeway plan. 

 A comprehensive network is included, made up of on-street and off-street bikeway lanes, 
that provide access to all parks, major institutional uses, and most schools. 

 Off-road bikeways are shown as part of some forty miles of proposed shared-use 
facilities, utilizing abandoned railway right-of-way and streams. 

 Once implemented, the possibility would exist to bike off-road, from Crestview Park in 
south central Mobile, to Citronelle, with the exception of two stretches of on-road 
cycling.  

 The plan provides access to all parts of Mobile County, although not necessarily by the 
most direct route, in order to avoid streets with the County’s highest degree of bicycle 
difficulty. 

 Sufficient bike lanes are provided in the downtown area and throughout the central part 
of Mobile. 

 Every attempt is made to use routes considered suitable for bicycles. 

 Bikeway access is provided to major recreational facilities in the Mobile County.  
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 On-street bikeway lane access is provided to the University of South Alabama and Spring 
Hill College. 

 On-street bicycle lane linkage is proposed with all existing and proposed Shared-Use 
Trails. 

 The planned bike routes provide the rider with numerous possibilities for a loop ride 
without backtracking over the same route, especially in an area bounded by Moffett Road 
on the north, I-65 on the east, Theodore Dawes Road on the south, and Schillinger Road 
on the west. 

 Access is provided to major destination points, such as major shopping concentrations, 
governmental buildings, Dauphin Island, etc. 

 The Plan proposes that the designated National Bicycle Route in south Mobile County be 
properly developed with lane markings and signage. 

 It is assumed that many of the recommended on-street bicycle lanes can be realized by 
painting bike lane markings, narrowing existing travel lanes, widening existing pavement 
to include paved shoulders, or by removing existing travel lanes. 

 Many of the Bikeways Plan recommendations can be implemented by coordinating 
improvements with other street and development construction projects. 

 It is the intent of the bikeways plan that facilities should be identified with route signs, 
pavement markings, etc., to indicate that special accommodations have been made for 
bicycles. 

3.13 Proposed Walkway Plan 

Key features of the proposed walkway plan are:  

 A major goal of the walkway improvements is connectivity between potential 
destinations. 

 Once implemented, the possibility would exist to walk off-road from Crestview Park in 
south central Mobile to Citronelle, with the exception of two stretches of on-road 
sidewalks.  

 The Plan originally proposed walkways in the vicinity of all schools and recreation 
facilities. It proposed sidewalks that connected recreation facilities and schools with 
development within a two mile radius, especially residential development. This was 
deemed too general in nature, so the Transportation Planning Staff conducted surveys of 
all schools in Mobile County. All schools, kindergarten through twelfth grade were 
surveyed, asking them if and where pedestrian facilities were needed.  Table 3-5 (page 
105) lists the schools that identified the need for pedestrian facilities. Figure 3-6 (page 
115) shows the locations of the schools that identified a need for pedestrian facilities.    
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 Existing walkways provide good access throughout downtown Mobile; however, the Plan 
recommends improvements to fill gaps in the existing sidewalk system and provide 
continuity. 

 The Plan also provides for filling gaps in existing sidewalks in the central areas 
surrounding downtown Mobile. 

 The Plan assumes walkways are recommended in the vicinity of major shopping areas. 

 The Plan assumes that all existing walkways will eventually be brought up to standard by 
the various units of local government. 

 The Plan assumes that all walkways and crossings will eventually be compliant with 
ADA requirements through the construction of new facilities or sidewalk or ramp 
retrofits to existing facilities. 

 Many of the walkway recommendations can be implemented by coordinating 
improvements with other street and development construction projects. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

105



Table 3-5  
Schools with Pedestrian Facility Needs 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
School Enrollment Walk Bus Private Other Existing Adequate Needed Increase Description 

 Alba Middle 627 10% 75% 15% 0%  No No  Yes  Yes   

 Allentown 
Elementary 

815 20% 30% 50% 0%  No  No  Yes  Yes   

Anna Booth 
Elementary   

555 0% 65% 35% 0%  No No Yes  Yes  (A) Extend sidewalks on Hurricane Boulevard 
from Bryant High School to Booth Elementary 
and (B) Build street-length sidewalks on the 
opposite side of Hurricane Boulevard 

 Causey  Middle 
School 

1497 10% 30% 60% 0%  No  No  Yes  Yes   

 Citronelle High 
School 

815 5% 60% 30% 5%  Yes  Yes Yes Yes  A cross walk at the intersection of HWY 45 
and LeBaron Ave. 

 Clark Shaw Magnet 987 10% 50% 40% 0%  No No  Yes  Yes  Students in the neighborhood walk to 
elementary school (John Will) and meet busses 
for other middle and high schools. A large 
majority of students in this neighborhood walk. 

 Cora Castlen 
Elementary 

550 20% 70% 25% 3%  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  We have a bike trail on our street, but no 
sidewalks.  Two schools utilize all of the streets 
in this neighborhood, but we have no 
sidewalks.  There are many middle school 
students walking home.  Our students are 
walking through the back field to avoid the 
large volume of traffic on the street.  Sidewalks 
would make both schools safer places for 
walkers. 

 Council Traditonal 
Magnet School 

670 1% 2% 90% 7%  No No  Yes Yes  We need sidewalks on both sides of  Virginia 
Street  next to the school. 

 Dauphin Island 
Elementary 

86 40%  N/A 60%     Yes No  Yes  Yes   

 Dixon 496 5% 60% 35% 0%  No  No  Yes  Yes  County roads and neighborhood.... our parking 
lot is directly connected to  Four Mile Road. 
Walkers have no sidewalks. Four Mile turns 
into a dirt road. 

 E.R. Dickson 
Elementary School 

868 9% 50% 30% 11%  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Sidewalks are needed along Bit and Spur when 
you cross over University heading west. 
Sidewalks are needed along Bit and Spur 
heading east in the opposite direction.  A 
sidewalk extends from the school to the road 
but the the sidewalk ends at the road (Bit and 
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Spur). 

 Eichold Mertz 510 70% 20% 10%     Yes No Yes Yes   

 Elizabeth S. 
Chastang Middle 
School 

415 10% 65% 25% 0%  Yes  No  Yes Yes  According to the following streets, there are 
adequate sidewalks; however, there should be 
more visible signs noting school zone or slow. 
Sidewalks along Berkley, Main and First Ave. 
need improvements for walkers along with 
visible signs to caution drivers of the school 
zone.  

 Ella Grant 362 15% 40% 35% 10%  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  The sidewalks near the school are on Clark 
Avenue and Easterling Street.  These walks are 
old broken and sometimes underwater.  Often 
they are not as well maintained without 
notification from the school administrator. 

 Grand Bay Middle 
School 

800 70% 20% 0% 10%  No     Yes  Yes   

 Hutchens  573 0% 30% 60% 10%  No  No  Yes  Yes  Sidewalks are needed on Scott Dairy Loop and 
west lake road in  front of the school.  There are 
several neighborhoods within walking distance 
but the traffic is terrible and there are no 
sidewalks so children are not aloud to walk. 

 Indian Springs 
Elementary 

436 20% 18% 24% 0%  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  If there were sidewalks on Lott Rd., more 
students would probably walk to school. As of 
now, I have a family that walks to school on 
University/Lott Rd. (opposite side of the 
school). It is difficult for them as well. As 
University runs into HWY 45, there are no 
sidewalks in this area as well. 

 Just 4 50 1% 2% 60% 37% NA No Yes Yes We desperately need crossing guard and light 

 Leinkauf 441 30% 5% 50% 20%  Yes No  Yes Yes   

 Mary B. Austin 505 12% 20% 60% 7%  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  There are currently sidewalks in the front and 
on one side of the school. It would benefit 
students and parents for there to be sidewalks 
along Provident and Stein Street. An even 
greater benefit would be somewhere in the 
vicinity of Austin where parents could park and 
walk their children to school or park when 
wanting to visit the school. We have very 
limited parking at Austin. When parents 
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attempt to park on side streets this can cause 
traffic problems for our neighbors. An 
additional parking area combined with 
sidewalks would be such a blessing to our 
school community. 

 Maryvale 
Elementary 

560 34% 4% 15% 75%  Yes  No  Yes Yes   

 Mattie T. Blount 
High School 

1000 3% 90% 7% 0%  No  No  Yes  Yes   

 Mary G 
Montgomery High 

2110 2% 65% 33% 0%  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes   

 Mobile County 
Training School 

246 30% 50% 20% 0%  No  No  Yes  Yes  The addition of sidewalks to all streets leading 
to the school would be a great asset for not only 
students but parents who also walk and/or use 
public transportation. 

 Morningside 524 25% 35% 25% 15%  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Street in front of the schol need sidewalks in 
front of the campus.  Greenbrier Dr. so. 

 Murphy High 
School 

2186 5% 65% 30% 0%  Yes  No  Yes  Yes   

 Nan Gray Davis 
Elementary 

530 8% 55% 37% 0%  Yes  Yes Yes Yes  Ditches need fences beside side walks 

 Old Shell Road 513 40% 9% 51% 0%  No     Yes  Yes We need sidewalks along side Sydney Phillips 
Drive. 

 Olive J. Dodge 
Elementary 

1020 13% 45% 40% 5%  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  There are some sidewalks in the neighborhood, 
however additional sidewalks could be 
beneficial. Specifically on Perin Road, West 
Burma Road, and Highland Road. These roads 
are sideroads to Longleaf, the main street 
leading in to the school. 

 Orchard 452 20% 40% 40% 0%  No  No  Yes  Yes   

 O'Rourke 
Elementary   

995 20% 40% 58% 0%  No No  Yes  Yes  Due to the deep ditches on both sides of Leroy 
Stevens Rd, our students have to walk in the 
ditch or on Leroy Stevens Rd. The majority of 
the homes beside Leroy Stevens have put up 
fences which narrowed the area between homes 
and the ditches. 

 Pearl Haskew 
Elementary 

600 10% 39% 20% 0%  No  No  Yes  Yes   

 Phillips Preparatory 
School 

858 2% 55% 43% 0%  Yes No  Yes Yes  There are sidewalks along Old Shell Road so 
students are able to use them to walk to school. 
We do need sidewalks along Sydney Phillips 
Drive 
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 B. C. Rain High 
School 

770 50% 25% 25% 0%  Yes No  Yes  Yes   

 Spencer-Westlawn 640 30% 30% 30% 1%  Yes  No  Yes Yes  Students use several streets that are ajacent to 
the school which include Dobbs, and all parallel 
streets. 

 St. Elmo 
Elementary 

435 10% 31% 12% 0%  No No  Yes  Yes  Sidewalks installed on Boe Road to McDonald 
Road and connecting with a sidewalk from Boe 
Road to the school on McDonald Road would 
improve the safety and security of our 
pedestrian walkers. Presently, students cross 
ditches and some walk through the woods to get 
to school. 

Booker T. 
Washington Middle 
School 

347 95%       0%  No  No  Yes  Yes  Andrews st.  and Donald st. 

 Williamson High 
School 

700 70% 20% 10% 0%  Yes  No Yes Yes  sidewalks are in front of the school (Dublin 
Street) but the side streets, Tuttle Ave, Houston 
Street, etc. could use more sidewalks.  Most of 
our students live in this area and walk to a from 
those street to Williamson High 

 Wilmer Elementary 630 3% 60% 37% 0%  No  No  Yes  Yes  My school is built on Wilmer-Georgetown Rd 
in the county. There needs to be a sidewalk 
built along Wilmer-Georgetown Rd to connect 
the subdivisions on each side of the school to 
the school. 

Chickasaw 
Elementary School 

495 10% 75% 10% 5% No No Yes Yes The city of Chickasaw is four square miles.  
The majority of our students are within walking 
distance of our school.  With safe, adequate 
sidewalk availability I foresee a tremendous 
increase in students walking or riding bikes to 
school.  The specific street names are Chieftain 
Way, Iroqouis, Kansas and 10th avenue.  These 
4 streets are a good start.   

D. Rober Gilliard 
Elementary   

746 25% 50% 15% 10% Yes No Yes Yes There are not sidewalks all the way down 
Dauphin Island Parkway to the school, within 
the two mile zone.   

Jeremiah  A. Denton 690 350/51% 250/36% 90/13% 0% yes no yes yes A crossing guard in from of school would help. 

Erwin Craighead 
Elementary School 

500 50% 30% 10% 10% Yes No Yes Yes Ann Street, Baltimore Street, and Michigan 
Avenue are used by our students each day. 
There is a great need for no parking signs, 
highly marked pedestrian/school crossing signs, 
and a caution light on Ann Street. 
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Hollinger's Island 
Elementary School 

345 2% 49% 49% 0% No No Yes Yes At this time we have no sidewalks leading to 
Hollinger's Island Elementary School.  If ther 
were sidewalks on Hammock Road, pedestrian 
traffic may increase.   

LeFlore High 
School 

1050 75% 10% 10% 5%  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Clinton Street is used on a regular basis. 
Sidewalks are needed to keep students out of 
the street. The sidewalk stops at LeFlore High 
school. Additional sidewalks are needed to 
provide safe travel up to St. Stephens Road. 
The students walk in the street daily. 

Theodore H.S. 1650 20% 55% 30% 0% Yes No Yes Yes  sidewalk is across the road from school 

WD Robbins 
Elementary School 

383 25% 15% 60% 0% Yes No Yes Yes  Main Street in Prichard has incompleted 
sidewalks.  There are gaps, dirt sections, etc.  
Our students can walk on sidwalks for a portion 
each way, but have to resort to walking in the 
street for other portions. 

U. S. M. Wright 1223 0% 0% 95% 5% No No Yes Yes Need side walk in front of school 

 Belsaw 198 0% 85% 15% 0%  No  No Yes Yes Sidewalks are needed along Old Military Road. 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Source: Mobile MPO 
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Figure 3-6 
Mobile County Schools Requesting Pedestrian Facilities  
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3.14 Education and Outreach Strategies 
3.14.1 Existing Bicycle Education and Encouragement Programs 
Bicycle and pedestrian safety education is available to children and adults from many sources in 
Mobile. In the past, the Mobile County Board of Education included a separate unit on bicycle 
and pedestrian safety in the curriculum of the elementary schools and currently it is briefly 
addressed as an issue in the safety unit. On request, the area police departments and the Mobile 
County Sheriff's Department promote safety education to schools, day care centers, and civic 
organizations. The Sheriff's Department also participates in fairs, works with bicycle dealers, 
donates bicycle helmets, and promotes the National Bicycle Month. The Alabama Safe Kids 
Coalition and various municipal fire departments also organize bicycle rodeos in different 
communities throughout the area. 

Organizations that are active in Mobile County and are represented on the Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Advisory Committee include:   

• Mobilians on Bikes (MOB) is a utilitarian bicycling group that focuses on encouraging the 
use of the bicycle as a vehicle for urban transportation. This group tries to create an 
encouraging and fun environment for people too nervous to ride on their own.  They promote 
weekend rides that focus on fun, and attempt to show that regular people wearing regular 
clothes, and of a regular fitness level, can ride a bike and dispel the myth that bicycles are 
only for sport.  MOB hopes to encourage people to bicycle, with the goal of addressing ills 
such as pollution, traffic congestion, and achieving better health.    

• Southern Spokes is a bike blog, started in 2010 to document life on two wheels in Mobile. 
The Southern Spokes web site is www.southernspokes.wordpress.com.  

• Team Share the Road was formed in 2011, in response to the growing number of cyclists that 
participated in a weekly Thursday night ride. It has adopted the mission of promoting safe 
access to streets, roads, and highways. The organizations web site is 
www.teamsharetheroad.org.  

National biking and walking organizations that can be helpful in bicycle and walking education 
and encouragement include: 

• League of American Bicyclists is an active organization that provides information, maps, and 
safety education. It was founded in 1880, with an original mission of advocating for paved 
roads to replace rutted, unpaved roads. The newly discovered sport of bike riding competed 
for road space with horsemen and wagon drivers, much as today’s generation competes with 
automobiles and trucks. The organization’s current mission is to promote bicycling for fun, 
fitness, and transportation, and work through advocacy and education inform a bicycle-
friendly America. The organization has developed a wide array of educational safety 
programs and educational seminars to help develop local programs.  This information is 
continuously updated and is available on the organization’s website at: 
www.bikeleague.org/programs/education.  

• National Center for Bicycling & Walking (NCBW) is a resident program at Project for Public 
Spaces, Inc. It was established in 1977, with the mission of creating bicycle-friendly and 
walkable communities.  The aim of the NCBW's program is to change the way communities 
are planned, designed, and managed, to ensure that people of all ages and abilities can walk 
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and bike easily, safely, and regularly. The organization believes that changes needed to make 
communities more physically active places, will be achieved only through sustained action at 
the local level, in each community, and demanded by the public and supported by positive 
national, state, and local policies and programs. The organizations website is 
www.bikewalk.org.  

• National Center for Safe Routes to School (SRTS) programs are sustained efforts by parents, 
schools, community leaders, and local, state, and federal governments to improve the health 
and well-being of children, by enabling and encouraging them to walk and bicycle to 
school.  SRTS programs examine conditions around schools, and conduct projects and 
activities that work to improve safety and accessibility, and reduce traffic and air pollution in 
the vicinity of schools. As a result, these programs help make bicycling and walking to 
school safer and more appealing transportation choices, thus encouraging a healthy and 
active lifestyle from an early age. The organizations website is www.saferoutesinfo.org.  

• Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center (PBIC) is a national clearinghouse for 
information about health and safety, engineering, advocacy, education, enforcement, access, 
and mobility for pedestrians (including transit users) and bicyclists. The PBIC serves anyone 
interested in pedestrian and bicycle issues, including planners, engineers, private citizens, 
advocates, educators, police enforcement, and the health community.  Information can be 
obtained on the following websites: www.bicyclinginfo.org; www.walkinginfo.org; 
www.pedbikeinfo.org; and www.pedbikeimages.org.  

3.14.2 Education and Encouragement Strategies 

As with any community activity, public support and involvement will be critical to the successful 
implementation of an active bicycle and pedestrian program.  To this end, the following 
strategies are proposed: 

1. Create a school education/encouragement program addressing all of the 5-E’s of the Safe 
Routes to School Program (SRTS): 

• Encouragement - uses events and contests to entice students, teachers, parents, and the 
community to try walking and biking.  This will require coordination and cooperation 
between local governments, the School Board, and individual schools to undertake such 
events as walk and bike day promotions, contests, and activities that encourage biking 
and walking to school and incentives to students for participation in SRTS activities. 

• Education - teaches students and the community important safety skills and launches 
neighborhood safety campaigns.  This program will involve teachers, planners, engineers, 
and law enforcement, and could involve bicycle and walking presentations, safety 
training, and preparation of maps showing biking and walking routes between schools 
and neighborhoods, and driver safety programs. 

• Engineering - focuses on creating physical improvements to the infrastructure 
surrounding schools, reducing speeds, and establishing safer crosswalks and pathways.  
The South Alabama Regional Planning Commission staff, along with local planning and 
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public works staff, would assume responsible roles in assuring proper design and 
construction. 

• Enforcement - uses law enforcement to address neighborhood roadway safety and bicycle 
and pedestrian issues.  Activities might include increased patrols, special traffic direction 
during biking and walking events, and crossing guard programs. 

• Evaluation - measures project activities to assure that they remain on time, on target, and 
in demand.  Parent surveys could be an another way to measure the program. 

2. In addition to the SRTS program, pursue education and outreach programs designed to 
promote bicycling and walking, by explaining existing resources and future proposals.  The 
program could focus on drivers; current and potential cyclists, pedestrians, students, children 
and families, and school personnel.   

3. Establish a Saturday ride to engage residents of all ages, by closing motorized travel on a 
group of streets to enable people to bike, walk, and run in the streets without automobile 
traffic.  Streets could be selected to create a loop ride, linking neighborhoods with a popular 
destination.  Many communities have similar events as a way to increase bicycling and 
walking, promote healthy activity, and enhance community involvement. 

4. Develop and promote programs to emphasize the need for bicycle and pedestrian safety in 
Mobile.  Education, design and enforcement are major considerations for bicycle and 
pedestrian safety.  The safety program should address critical components for making 
roadways safer such as helmet use, training children to ride bicycles safely, need for 
reflective material at night and an overall awareness of roadway dangers by bicyclists, 
pedestrians and motorists. 

5. Conduct periodic surveys to monitor bicycling and walking activity and issues. 

3.14.3 Safety 

A sense of safety and security is very important to a successful increase in biking and walking.  
Proper safety revolves around design, interaction between motorized and non-motorized users, 
education, and enforcement.  Following are some actions that will help achieve a level of safety 
and security for bicyclists and pedestrians: 

• Increase public awareness of traffic rules for bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorists, 
through educational programs. 

• Develop a Share the Road campaign. 

• Request that bicycle and pedestrian safety information be included in driver tests, and be 
distributed with driver license renewals. 

• Ensure that city regulations require standards for safe and accessible pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities. 
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• Design and construct all facilities to meet guidelines established by the American 
Association of State Highway Transportation Officials. 

• Provide pedestrian-friendly street lighting. 

• Develop a liaison connection with local law enforcement to ensure all parties are aware 
of current bicycle group activities and to discuss trending bicycle and pedestrian traffic 
laws. 

• Strictly enforce traffic laws in high activity areas such as schools and recreation areas. 

• Maintain proper maintenance of all streets, sidewalks, and trails. 

• Provide information to inform property owners of sidewalk maintenance responsibilities. 

• Maintain crosswalk striping at the same frequency as roadway striping. 

• Develop a program of traffic calming. 

3.14.4 Enforcement 

Enforcement of traffic laws is important to both bicyclists and pedestrians. The Code of Alabama 
1975, Alabama Motor Vehicle Laws Annotated, Title 32, states that a bicycle rider has all of the 
rights granted to operators of automobiles and is subject to the same responsibilities, except for 
regulations which by their nature do not apply to bicycles.  Pedestrians are required to walk on 
sidewalks when provided, or if a sidewalk is not available, along the shoulder of the highway, or 
the edge of pavement. However, they must yield the right-of-way to all vehicles on the roadway.  
According to the Alabama Pedestrian Crosswalk Law: 

• When traffic-control signals are not in place, nor in operation, the driver of a vehicle shall 
yield the right-of-way, slowing down or stopping, if need be, to so yield, to a pedestrian 
crossing the roadway within a crosswalk, when the pedestrian is upon the half of the 
roadway upon which the vehicle is traveling, or when the pedestrian is approaching so 
closely from the opposite half of the roadway as to be in danger. 

• No pedestrian shall suddenly leave a curb or other place of safety and walk or run into the 
path of a vehicle, when doing so constitutes an immediate hazard. 

• Whenever any vehicle is stopped at a marked crosswalk, or at any unmarked crosswalk at 
an intersection to permit a pedestrian to cross the roadway, the driver of any other vehicle 
approaching from the rear shall not overtake and pass such stopped vehicle. 

The law enforcement element addresses both public safety and crime prevention. An 
enforcement program can be broken into three areas: identification, apprehension, and 
adjudication. Bicyclists (and motorists) involved in a crash, or who have committed a traffic 
violation, need to be identified, as do stolen vehicles. Apprehension involves enforcement of the 
traffic laws and stopping violators. Police officers need to be educated on the importance of 
apprehending and informing bicyclists and motorists who violate traffic laws. Finally, 
adjudication is necessary to correct traffic law violations. Traffic court officials should be 
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informed of bicycle crash problems and encouraged to consider bicyclist citations as seriously as 
motorist citations. 
3.15 Complete Streets 

The following principles regarding complete streets are provided as guidance from the National 
Complete Streets Coalition: 

• Complete Streets are designed and operated to enable safe access users.  Pedestrians, 
bicyclists, motorists, and transit riders of all ages and abilities must be able to safely 
move along and across a complete street. 

• Creating Complete Streets means changing the policies and practices of transportation 
planning and construction. 

• A Complete Streets policy ensures that the entire right-of-way is routinely designed and 
operated to enable safe access for all users. 

• Transportation agencies must ensure that all road projects result in a complete street 
appropriate to local context and needs. 

The National Complete Streets Coalition has identified ten elements of a comprehensive 
Complete Streets policy.  They are:   

• VISION:  Includes a vision of how and why the community wants to incorporate the 
Complete Streets concept into its network. 

• SPECIFIES ALL USERS:  Specifies that all users includes pedestrians, bicyclists, and 
transit passengers of all ages and abilities, as well as trucks, buses, emergency vehicles, 
and automobiles. 

• ALL AGENCIES AND ALL ROADS:  This is understood by all those responsible for 
transportation, to cover all roads. 

• ALL PROJECTS:  Applies to both new and retrofit projects, including design, planning, 
and maintenance and operations for the entire right-of-way. 

• EXCEPTIONS:  Establishes a clear procedure that requires high-level approval of design 
exceptions. 

• DESIGN CRITERIA:  Directs the use of the latest and best design criteria and guidelines, 
while recognizing the need for flexibility in balancing user needs. 

• CONTEXT SENSITIVE:  Directs that Complete Streets solutions will blend with 
community needs and wishes, based on the public participation process. 

• PERFORMANCE MEASURES:  Establishes performance standards with measurable 
outcomes. 

• IMPLEMENTATION:  Includes specific next steps for implementation of the policy. 
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3.16 Road Diet 

Road diet is a reconfiguration of existing roadway right-of-way that reduces the number of traffic 
lanes to better serve bicycles, pedestrians, and transit while continuing to maintain adequate 
accommodation for motor vehicles.  This is accomplished by creating center-turn lanes, on-street 
parking, bike lanes, transit lanes, or a combination of these type facilities.  It is a means of 
reallocating the same space in a manner that benefits all modes of transportation: motorists, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians.   

3.16.1 Functional Improvements 
Road diet conversion may potentially create space within an existing right-of-way for: 
• Bicycle lanes 
• New and/or wider sidewalks for pedestrians 
• On-street parking 
• Street furniture (e.g., streetscape patios) 
• Landscaping buffers between the sidewalk and travel way 
• Turn-outs at transit stops 
• Transit stop amenities, such as shelters and benches 

3.16.2 Appropriate Conditions for Road Diet 
As a general rule, under average daily traffic (ADT) conditions, road diets have minimal effects 
on vehicle capacity, as two-way, left-turn lanes move left-turning vehicles out of the main traffic 
lane.  However, road dieting in above average daily traffic conditions (approximately 20,000 
vehicles or above), will likely increase traffic congestion. 
 
Road diet improvements should be considered as potentially desirable, given the following 
traffic conditions: 
 
• Road dieting might be feasible, and works best with moderate volumes of 10,000 to 20,000 

ADT. 
• A road diet is likely to be feasible with ADT of under 10,000. 
 
Road diet improvements might be considered as potentially beneficial given the following: 
 
• Existing 4-lane roadway, with an inadequate lane width of less than 12 feet 
• Existing development, that has created a high number of turning movements 
• When traffic accidents are higher than the average, for roadways with a similar classification 
• The need to implement bike lane recommendations 
• When traffic calming is needed, because of safety issues 
• A need exists for on-street parking 
• Additional or wider sidewalks are needed, and pedestrian safety is an issue 

 
The cost of implementing a road diet can vary widely, depending on the treatments used in 
reallocating the existing right-of-way, such as painted or raised median, the degree of 
streetscaping, and landscaping enhancements, color treatment of bike lanes and crosswalks, and 
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other activities incorporated into the project. The latter make take the form of transit stops, 
intersection turnouts, and utility relocation.  

3.16.3 Road Diet Benefits 
The following is a brief summary of the benefits that can be realized from road diet conversions. 

Motor Vehicle Safety 

The Highway Safety Manual indicates that converting a four-lane, undivided road, to a three-lane 
road (two lanes with a continuous, center turn lane) reduces crashes by approximately 29 
percent.  Reasons for this include; the removal of left-turn movements from the through-lanes, 
that reduces head-on, left turn, and rear-end accidents; fewer lanes to slow motorists speeds to 
desired levels, and one traffic lane in each direction eliminates lane-changing and side-swipe 
accidents.  A road diet project in Athens, Georgia decreased total crashes by 53 percent.   

Traffic Calming 

Road diet improvements, such as fewer lanes, medians, on-street parking and turn-outs, create a 
traffic-calming effect that benefits all modes of transportation: vehicles, bicycles, and 
pedestrians. These changes eliminate the merge and weave movements that occur on four-lane 
roadways, and result in all vehicles travelling at about the same speed.  A Vancouver, 
Washington road diet project decreased vehicle speeds by 18 percent.  In Clear Lake, Iowa 
aggressive speeding was decreased by 52 percent, and vehicles over the 45 mph limits were 
decreased by 32 percent.  

Improved Traffic Flow 

Case studies have shown that implementing road diet improvements can actually improve traffic, 
especially on streets with numerous curb-cuts, which create excessive left-turn situations.  On 
roadways where average daily traffic is feasible for road diet improvements, there is a minimal 
effect on vehicle capacity, primarily because left-turning vehicles are moved into a common 
turning lane.  Case studies have shown no significant changes in traffic volumes and no traffic 
diversion impacts.  Also, reducing the number of vehicle travel lanes in the same direction 
eliminates lane changes and weaving, which improves vehicle flow along the corridor.  On 
existing streets with lanes that are too narrow, the ability to improve lane width to twelve-foot-
wide lanes provides improved traffic flow.   

Bicycle Facilities  

Road diet improvements are an important tool for creating first class bike lanes.  Removal of a 
traffic lane can provide room for bike lanes on the outside of the remaining travel lane.  The 
addition of a bike lane to a street with road diet improvements creates space dedicated 
exclusively to bicyclists, makes drivers more cognizant of bicyclists, and can encourage more 
bicycle use.  It provides a greatly enhanced and attractive environment for bicyclists.  Road diet 
is a viable option to create bicycle facilities for the community. 

Pedestrian Facilities  

Road diet is also an important tool for creating improved pedestrian facilities through the 
removal of traffic lanes, thereby providing room for sidewalks and/or wider sidewalks.  
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Pedestrian benefits include reduced motor vehicle speeds, reduced crossing distance, medians to 
break crossing distance, and sidewalk buffering from travel lanes through the use of on-street 
parking, bike lanes, or landscaping features.  Of all the benefits to pedestrians, easier, safer street 
crossings are a major factor in encouraging pedestrian activity, including walking for exercise 
purposes.  As is true for biking, road diet provides a much more attractive environment for 
walkers. 

Parking 

Some commercial areas are in need of on-street parking. Where feasible, the eliminated travel 
lane can be used to accommodate on-street parking in shopping areas, commercial corridors, 
school areas, and near churches.  On-street parking serves three purposes, it provides needed 
parking spaces, it serves as a buffer between pedestrians and moving traffic, and it reduces 
speeds due to a more limited travel environment. 

Other Benefits 

A road diet offers the potential to improve the attractiveness and livability of a community 
through streetscape and landscape improvements in medians and intersection turnouts.  This, 
combined with safety traffic conditions, more pleasant driving experiences, increased mobility 
and accessibility for bicyclists and pedestrians, improves the overall quality of life.  Road diets 
also make streets more pleasant for the people who live along them, lowering street noise, 
discouraging speeding, and improving the safety of their homes and personal property.  Also, 
commercial areas benefit through slower traffic, more on-street parking, and pedestrian activity.   

3.17 Management, Operation and Policy Recommendations 
Proper management and maintenance are crucial to the long-term success of bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities and the continued use of such facilities.  Along with the development of a 
pedestrian and bicycle network, an ongoing management program should be developed to ensure 
that facilities are maintained in good condition. 

Equally important will be the development and adoption of policies which support the continued 
development of a pedestrian and bicycle-friendly community.  Chickasaw, Mobile and Prichard 
have requirements for sidewalks on major streets, highways and secondary streets when a 
subdivision is developed.  This type policy is needed in all of the local governments and 
especially in unincorporated Mobile County.   

3.18 Operational Considerations 
Sidewalks require little in the way of operational policies. On-street bicycle facilities, however, 
are governed by State traffic law.  The following operational considerations are recommended 
with efforts made to make them readily familiar to bicyclists and pedestrians. 

1. On-street bicycle and pedestrian facilities use public right-of-way and are open at all times.  
During periods of construction or road closures, clear provisions need to be considered to 
accommodate pedestrians and bicycles.  After-hours lighting, where provided, should be 
designed to adequately meet pedestrian and bicycle needs, and be properly maintained. 

2. Off-street facilities should be open from dawn to dusk, unless other hours are specifically 
designated.  Off-road trails will not be lit, and should be closed after dark.  Restricting use of 
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these facilities after dark is unlikely to be sufficient to maintain adequate trail safety, or to 
justify extended security patrolling. Where feasible, parking lots at trail heads should be 
gated and locked when the facility is closed.   Should after-hours demand increase in the 
future, this policy could be revisited. 

3. Off-street trails are open only for non-motorized transportation, with the exception allowing  
limited access for emergency and maintenance vehicles. 

4. Shared-use trails are only suitable for non-motorized modes of transportation.  The Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Plan recommends off-street, shared-use facilities for several locations.  
Physical barriers to discourage motorized trail use have been incorporated into the design 
standards.  Pavement design and barriers should be designed to accommodate occasional 
access by maintenance and emergency vehicles, where appropriate. 

5. Trail-user rules should be adopted and promoted. Design standards have been developed to 
maximize safety and security benefits, and to minimize user conflicts on trails, especially 
shared-use trails.  In addition, it will be critical to ensure that trail users follow certain basic 
rules in order to permit safe use by all trail users.  User rules, which should be clearly posted 
and publicized, may include: 

• Stay to the right, except when passing. 

• Yield, when entering and crossing a trail. 

• No pets are permitted on trails. 

• Park only in designated areas. 

• No motorized vehicles are allowed on trails. 

• No destruction of vegetation is allowed. 

• Alcoholic beverages, weapons, fireworks, and fires  are prohibited. 
6. Provide posted risk warnings to ensure adequate user safety.  Type and location of needed 

individual warning signs should be determined during design.  

7. Emergency procedures should be established for off-street pedestrian and bicycle facilities.  
While current emergency procedures will generally be sufficient to respond to on-street 
incidents, the Mobile Police, Recreation, and Fire Departments, should be consulted to 
ensure adequate emergency procedures are in place for off-street facilities.  Considerations 
include cardiopulmonary resuscitation (CPR) training for park personnel, emergency vehicle 
access procedures, patrolling needs, and the possible use of call boxes. 

8. Traffic law enforcement should explicitly address laws relating to bicycle and pedestrians.  
Existing traffic law already establishes basic protocol for pedestrians and bicycles in on-
street environments.  Often these laws are not fully understood by cyclists, pedestrians, or 
motorists.  User education, accompanied by the strategic use of warnings or enforcement 
action, should be offered to ensure that existing laws are obeyed.  The most critical areas on 
which to focus on include: 

• Bicycles riding the wrong way, against traffic, or ignoring traffic control devices 

• Bicyclists riding at night without lights 
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• Pedestrians failing to yield to motorists in roadways 

• Motorists failing to yield to pedestrians in crosswalks or failing to yield to bicyclists at 
intersections 

• Motorists speeding on local roads or ignoring traffic control devices 

3.19 Maintenance 
Once developed, pedestrian and bicycle facilities will require on-going maintenance.  Proper 
maintenance can contribute significantly to residents’ perception of the facilities and 
significantly encourage use.  Furthermore, in many instances, facility maintenance is essential to 
ensuring a reasonable level of safety.  An un-swept bicycle lane or wide shoulder, for example is 
a direct hazard, as is a badly cracked sidewalk pavement.  Maintenance procedures should 
include periodic inspection, voluntary notification of problems by users, and a mechanism for 
addressing hazardous conditions in a timely manner. 

1. Clearly identify the various local government departments responsible for facility 
maintenance.  Off-street facilities should be managed and maintained by the various 
recreation agencies, on-street facilities should be managed and maintained by the various 
public works departments, or adjacent property owners. 

2. Establish routine maintenance practices.  Maintenance needs will vary by facility type, but 
should include the following: 

• Litter and debris removal is critical.  On-road bikeways, sidewalks, and trails all require 
regular cleaning and sweeping.  Particular attention should be paid to sweeping the 
shoulder and edges of pavement on designated bike lanes, since these areas often 
accumulate litter and debris, creating a hazard for cyclists. 

• Emptying trash receptacles is a must.  Public trash receptacles, whether adjacent to 
sidewalks or trails, need to be emptied regularly to avoid littering problems. 

• Trim and maintain vegetation on trail shoulders and landscape strips.  Properly 
maintained vegetation can prevent pavement deterioration, and will ensure that safe sight 
distances are preserved. 

• Remove graffiti and make minor facility repairs as needed.  Graffiti removal and minor 
repairs should be made as quickly as possible to deter additional vandalism. 

3. Establish periodic facility inspection and occasional maintenance practices.  In addition to 
the above routine maintenance, facilities should be subject to periodic inspection and 
occasional maintenance practices.  The following practices are recommended for adoption: 

• Inspect pavement surfaces regularly.  Urgent repairs should be completed promptly.  
Major repair and replacement should be infrequent, and should be scheduled as needed. 

• Inspect bridges, underpasses, and other structures carefully to ensure that they remain in 
safe condition. 

• Drainage systems should be inspected seasonally to ensure that they remain functioning 
and unblocked.  This applies equally to trail drainage and to street drainage. 
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• Light fixtures, where provided, should be periodically cleaned and inspected.  Where 
necessary, bulbs should be changed to ensure that safe levels of illumination are 
maintained. 

• Signs and markings should be periodically inspected, to ensure that they are in good 
condition and remain legible.   Signs that are missing or in poor condition, should be 
replaced promptly. 

4. Develop public reporting system for maintenance needs or safety concerns.    Often, facility 
users will notice problems with trail, sidewalk, or bicycle facilities, before a scheduled 
inspection or routine maintenance occurs.  A reporting system should be developed, whereby 
facility users can report issues and concerns to the appropriate city department.  The same 
forum could allow residents or users to request additional facilities or facility modifications; 
this would give the local governments ongoing input into the future development of its 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities and program. 

A name and phone number should be provided at all trail heads and at other convenient 
public locations, particularly those linked into the network.  Suitable locations might include 
the library, the recreation center, and bicycle or sports shops. 

3.20 Supportive Policies 
As new residential and commercial development takes place, an opportunity presents itself for 
Mobile County and local governments, working through the Planning Commission, to 
cooperatively create an environment in which quality bicycle and pedestrian improvements are 
routinely included in all transportation project proposals, alternative funding is actively sought 
and considered, and all interested parties and populations within the community contribute to the 
greater transportation network. The intent of these policies is to ensure the continued 
consideration of pedestrian and bicycle facilities in Mobile County. 

1. Permanent Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee. In 2012, this committee was made a 
permanent committee of the Mobile MPO, and its membership was increased to include more 
citizen members. The Committee is charged with the promotion of bicycle and pedestrian 
initiatives, the continuous updating of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, and assisting in 
implementation of the Plan. 

2. Identify a Mobile County Pedestrian/Bicycle Coordinator to administer overall program and 
coordinate responsibilities of local governments and various departments within the local 
governments.  The development, management, and implementation of facilities and programs 
recommended in the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, will be the responsibility of several 
departments in each unit of local government. A pedestrian/bicycle coordinator would 
provide a single point of contact for the public, and would help ensure that all aspects of this 
plan are implemented in a coordinated, complementary fashion. 

3. Provide Bicycle Parking Racks at all Key Area/High-Use Facility Locations.  The installation 
and maintenance of bicycle parking racks should be considered for all new renovated parks, 
mass transit hubs, libraries, schools, major commercial/retail areas, should be considered.  
Included with the recommendation for providing bicycle parking racks within these areas, 
would go location criteria for proper rack placement.  Bicycle rack location criteria would 
address such items as utility clearances/offsets, ADA clearance widths for wheelchair 
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maneuverability, and offsets to building entrances, sidewalks, parking lots, roadways, and 
driveways. 

4. Incorporate bicycle and pedestrian facilities into new roadway design.  As a new street is 
planned and designed, consideration should be given to the inclusion of bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities.  At a minimum, bicycle and pedestrian facilities should be provided, 
although the detailed layout and facility specification has been left to the design phase.  Any 
additional new roadways, even if not specifically identified for proposed improvements in 
the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, should be considered for pedestrian and bicycle facilities in 
keeping with the overall concepts of the Plan. 

5. Incorporate bicycle and pedestrian facilities in street or roadway projects.  As existing roads 
and intersections are repaired, repaved, or reconfigured, bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
should be incorporated, wherever feasible.  As with new roadways, the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan should be consulted to determine the significance of the individual roadway 
within the city.  Facilities included in the Plan should be incorporated into the roadway re-
design.  For roadways not included in the Plan, consideration should still be given to the 
provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, wherever these facilities might complement or 
enhance the overall bicycle and pedestrian network. 

6. Enforce Local Subdivision Regulations that require sidewalks in new subdivisions, and 
amend those regulations that do not require them, to include sidewalk provisions.  
Opportunities should be made to provide a link between neighborhoods and shopping areas, 
schools, parks, and other destinations.   

7. Systematically retrofit key areas of existing development and street corridors (on-street or 
off-street) to provide bicycle and pedestrian facilities in accordance with the Plan.  The 
Bikeway and Walkway Plans identify routes that could be developed as either pedestrian 
facilities (generally sidewalks), or bicycle facilities (generally marked and signed bike lanes). 
They also identify intersection improvements.     

8. Educate residents, particularly children, about the benefits of walking and bicycling, as well 
as basic safety training.  Walking and bicycling can be extremely safe and pleasant activities, 
if conducted properly.  As levels of activity increase, it becomes increasingly important to 
follow certain basic safety precautions and rules of common courtesy.  Specific educational 
actions should include: 

a. Work with other area agencies to provide bicycle safety training to school-age children, 
and to actively participate in other regional educational initiatives. 

b. Target   schools, church groups, and athletic centers to distribute literature about the 
benefits of walking and bicycling; available and planned facilities, key safety messages; 
special events flyers, and other relevant messages. 

c. Expectations should be clarified with motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, and law 
enforcement officials, in terms of traffic and pedestrian rules and enforcement policies.  
Activities that could become or are expected to become problematic (e.g., cyclists failing 
to obey traffic laws; motorists failing to yield to pedestrians at crosswalks), should be the 
focus of target outreach efforts, followed by enforcement activity as appropriate. 

9. Establish ongoing public participation strategy.  Preparation of the Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Plan included public information meetings, public hearings, an informative web site, and 
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coordination with the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee.  The public meetings and 
web site, presented findings and proposals at various stages of development, and allowed 
citizens to raise a variety of issues, including timing of the proposed projects, typical 
facilities, and policies to ensure that future development is pedestrian and bicycle-friendly.  
All comments and suggestions were given serious consideration, and many suggestions have 
been incorporated in the plan.  

As individual projects are identified and brought forward, the immediate neighborhoods and 
affected institutions (such as schools, churches, and retail centers), should be consulted for 
input in the facility design process.   

3.21 Implementation Strategy 
Implementation of the Plan will include a local funding commitment, acquiring grant funding, 
the inclusion of bicycle and pedestrian recommendations into governmental policies and 
regulations, coordination with all future transportation projects, and the designation of staff 
responsibilities by local governments.  

3.22 Plan Prioritization and Estimated Cost 
Governments in Mobile County are committed to implementing the proposed Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan; however, because of the large scope of the recommendations included in the 
Plan, all proposed activities cannot be carried out immediately.  The priorities should, therefore, 
be considered a flexible sequence of actions, successfully implemented through a planned, 
systematic approach which takes into account need, priority, and financing.  In this manner, the 
recommendations can be successfully realized in an incremental manner over a period of years. 
Successful implementation will require a coordinated effort between departments and agencies 
of local government, as well as an ability to respond to Federal and State grant opportunities.   

3.23 Potential Funding Sources 

Adequate financing is the key ingredient for carrying out most planning recommendations. 
Assistance available through federal grants can provide a substantial portion of the funds 
required to implement the improvements recommended by the Plan.  The effective utilization of 
grant funds will likely be the difference in determining the feasibility of undertaking individual 
components of the Plan, and the overall, long-term success of the Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Program.   

Grants alone, however, will not be sufficient to meet all needs and must be accompanied by a 
substantial commitment of local resources.  A balanced combination of financing from the 
various funding sources identified in this report, will help assure the success of Mobile’s bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities, without placing an undue burden on the local budgets and disrupting the 
quality of services provided to other services and programs. 

The following is a brief discussion of some programs that should be considered and continuously 
monitored for funding opportunities. Further descriptions of these programs are to be found in 
the Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan in the Appendix C. 
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3.23.1 Federal and State  
Federal and State grant programs are a potential source of financial assistance and can, if wisely 
used, assist in the implementation of planning proposals. There are a number of State and 
Federal financial assistance programs, available to aid with funding for projects that cannot be 
undertaken entirely with local funds. The future of Federal grant funds in the current cost-
cutting, balanced budget environment, however, is uncertain. In addition, it is likely that only 
limited amounts of grant assistance can be obtained through existing programs; therefore, there is 
a need to carefully plan grant applications and match grant programs to specific needs and 
improvements.  

According to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), federal surface transportation law 
provides tremendous flexibility to States and MPOs, to fund bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements from a wide variety of programs. Virtually all the major transportation funding 
programs can be used for bicycle and pedestrian-related projects. The FHWA encourages States 
and MPOs to include bicycle and pedestrian improvements, as routine part of larger projects. 
Some other federal and state resources for bicycle and pedestrian facility funding are: 

 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program 
 Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP)  
 Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) 
 Recreation Trails Program (RTP) 
 National Highway Performance Program (NHPP) 
 Surface Transportation Program (STP) 
 Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) 
 Bikes Belong Coalition 

3.23.2 Local 
Most all of the public activities and improvements in the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, will 
require some type of local financial assistance to implement, in addition to potential grant 
funding.  In order for these monies to be utilized, there would have to be a surplus of funds 
sufficient to be appropriated for this purpose in any given fiscal year, as with any other public 
project or program. Local funding sources, which can be utilized to finance public aspects of the 
Plan recommendation, include the General Fund, gasoline taxes, general obligation bonds, and 
property assessments. 

3.24 Proposed and Prioritized Bikeways and Walkways 
The Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan includes maps and tables, indicating proposed bikeways 
and walkways, and prioritized bikeways and walkways. This prioritization was developed by the 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee, based on identified public demand, as well as 
practical feasibility.  Facilities are sited on existing roads, and shown as bike lanes or widened 
shoulders, as well as on separate, multi-use trails or paths, creating a transportation network with 
expanded travel options. All arterial improvements of the Highway Element of the MATS Long 
Range Transportation Plan must not only consider bicycle and pedestrian facilities in projects, 
but must include facilities, if appropriate, “…unless exceptional circumstances exist.” FHWA-
Alabama Division Directive June 9, 2010. Consideration will be determined as part of the 
engineering phase of each project. Recommendations for the bicycle/pedestrian network apply, 
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not only to physical improvements, but also to basic planning techniques and education 
programs.  

3.25 Proposed I-10 Mobile River Bridge 
 

The I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening project is a proposal to increase the 
vehicular capacity of I-10, by constructing a new six-lane bridge, with 215 feet of Air Draft 
Clearance (ADC), across the Mobile River, and widening the existing I-10 bridges across Mobile 
Bay, from four to eight lanes.  The proposed project would originate Mobile County in Alabama 
and extend to Baldwin County.  For the purpose of this plan, only the Mobile County section is 
included. The bridge increases the capacity of I-10 to meet existing and predicted future traffic 
volumes, and to provide a more direct route for local, regional, and coastal interstate traffic, 
while minimizing impacts to Mobile’s maritime industry. 
 
The Federal Highway Administration approved the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) for the proposed I-10 bridge over Mobile River, and widening of the existing I-10 
Bayway, on July 22, 2014.  The DEIS addresses impacts associated with the bridge alignments 
under consideration for the project, and provides a preferred corridor based on studies, and 
addresses the associated impacts.  The preferred corridor (B prime) begins at Virginia Street, 
crosses the Mobile River just south of the Mobile Cruise Terminal, continues across Pinto Island, 
and joins the center of the Bayway, which will be widened two-lanes in each direction, from the 
bridge meeting point to Daphne in Baldwin County. The DEIS was available for public review 
with several ALDOT public meetings during comment period ending on November 7, 2014. 
 
A large number of comments received during the comment period, were in favor of the inclusion 
of a bicycle/pedestrian facility on the bridge, which, as a limited-access Interstate highway, 
makes the addition of such a facility problematic.  The Mobile MPO has adopted a resolution, 
dated June 5th, 2013 supporting a bicycle/pedestrian facility (separated walkway or multi-use 
service feature) on the bridge, and if not feasible, the resolution proposed that mitigation of the 
issue be included as an adjunct to the Environmental Impact Statement, including proposals for 
alternative solutions. 
 
Although Section 39-13 of the Mobile City Code prohibits pedestrians and bicycles on certain 
interstate highways, there are plenty of examples in the United States, where this was 
accomplished safely. It states in the DEIS for the I-10 Mobile River Bridge, that ALDOT is 
committed to providing pedestrian and bicycle facilities across the Mobile River via Cochrane 
Bridge, Bankhead Tunnel, or the proposed I-10 Bridge.  Input from the DEIS process will further 
determine if ALDOT includes a bicycle/pedestrian facility on the proposed bridge, and as is 
supported by the Mobile MPO resolution dated June 5th, 2013. This Long Range Transportation 
Plan for the Mobile MPO, recommends a bicycle/pedestrian facility on the proposed I-10 Mobile 
River Bridge.  
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4.0 Highway Facilities 

 

4.1 Socio-Economic Data 

 

The number, types, and lengths of trips made in any area, whether urban or rural, large or small, 

depends primarily on the types and orientation of land uses found in that area and the social and 

economic characteristics of the population residing there.  Such factors as the number of 

households, household size and income, number of automobiles owned or available, school 

enrollment, and number of people employed and the type of their employment are the basic 

determinants of trip-making.  Therefore, by developing mathematical relationships among each 

of these variables themselves and between the variables and known (or estimated) trip patterns, a 

relatively accurate model for predicting future travel demand can be developed.  The overall 

accuracy of the travel demand model depends on two general factors: the accuracy of trip 

generation (how well does the model estimate the number and kinds of trips actually made in the 

area, both regionally and locally?) and the accuracy of trip distribution (how well do the actual 

trip lengths compare to the model estimates and are the actual trip patterns well duplicated, or in 

other words, does the model accurately predict the number of screenline crossings between a 

given suburban area and the Central Business District).  Socio-economic data is vitally important 

to trip generation and land use patterns are strongly linked to trip distribution, thus their 

respective importance to transportation plan development.  More information on the Mobile Area 

Transportation Study (MATS) modeling procedures can be found in Appendix D of this report. 

 

While socio-economic data may be used at a regional level to determine aggregate travel 

patterns, the principal intent of long-range transportation plans is to pinpoint specific needs over 

a relatively long time frame.  In other words, demand on individual facilities over time must be 

estimated.  For this reason, the study area is broken into numerous small areas for detailed 

analysis; these areas are commonly known as Traffic Analysis Zones, or TAZs or simply traffic 

zones.  TAZs are usually smaller than census tracts, but are larger than individual neighborhoods 

or blocks; for ease of data collection and manipulation, several TAZs normally aggregate to 

census tracts.  In the case of the Mobile Area Transportation Study, 343 TAZs are now used; the 

current zone structure is the sixth version since the first MATS Plan was developed in 1966.  In 

general, the zones have been revised each decade to maintain consistency with Census divisions 

and also to more logically conform to the actual development patterns which have taken place 

over time. 

 

The current MATS zone structure of 343 zones includes 312 internal TAZs, 31 dummy zones, 

and 17 cordon, or external, stations.  The internal and external zones are shown on Figure 4-1 on 

page 133; dummy zones are not actual geographic units and therefore do not appear on the map.  

They are often included in model networks for ready availability to represent future 

developments or possible subdivisions of TAZs; when needed, they are moved to the proper area 

of the system and plugged in the already developed network. 

 

In order to make meaningful comparisons between different parts of the study area without 

having to examine each TAZ, the internal zones are aggregated into 30 Planning Areas as 

enumerated in Table 4-1 on page 132 and illustrated on Figure 4-2 on page 135. 
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Table 4-1 

Planning Area to TAZ Equivalency 
 
 

Planning 

   Area  Traffic Zones 
 

 1 1-16,18,119 

 2 25-41 
 3 94-103, 105-116 

 4 71, 72, 82-93 

 5 59-62, 66-70, 73-81, 284, 285 
 6 42-48, 50-58, 63-65, 157 

 7 120, 121, 268 

 8 17, 22-24, 104 
 9 19-21 

 10 49 

 11 117, 118, 122, 261-267 
 12 123-132, 259, 260 

 13 133-135, 137, 181-187, 283 

 14 136, 138-144, 176-180 
 15 145-150, 171-175 

 16 151-156, 158, 168-170 

 17 159-167 
 18 269-272, 276 

 19 253-255, 257,258, 274, 275, 292,295 

 20 188-191, 250-252, 256, 289, 290 
 21 192-195, 245-249 

 22 196-204, 243, 312 

 23 240-242, 244, 310, 311 
 24 205-210, 223-225, 237, 287 

 25 211-222, 232,233, 286, 288 

 26 234-236, 238, 239, 294 
 27 226-231, 282, 293, 302 

 28 291, 296-301 

 29 303-309 
 30 273, 277-281  

 

 

For convenience and clarity, these analysis areas will be used for data summaries throughout this 

report as opposed to actual TAZ comparisons.  For documentation purposes, specific TAZ data 

for both the base year (2010) and the forecast year (2040) are included in Appendix D of this 

report. The MATS travel model uses seven independent variables to predict the trip-making 

characteristics of each TAZ.  Most of this information is available from standard sources such as 

the U.S. Census.  The necessary data includes: 

 

 Number of households 

 Zonal median household income (which includes automobile 

   ownership through cross classification) 

 Number of retail employees 

 Number of service sector employees 

 Number of all other nonretail employees 

 College enrollment (enrollment at all technical colleges, 

   junior colleges, colleges, and/or universities) 

 Number of campus dormitory units. 

 

Source: Mobile MPO                  
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Figure 4-1 

MATS Traffic Zones
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Figure 4-2 

MATS Planning Areas
 

 

 

  

Source: Mobile MPO 
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Figure 4-3       Figure 4-4 

      Mobile County Persons/Household     Study Area Growth: 1975-2040 

The employment data projections were developed by SARPC from industrial classifications 

forecast percentages provided by the US Census Bureau. The Mobile Area Transportation Study 

area had 167,158 employees based on the 2010 US census. However, SARPC purchased 

employment data for the base year 2010 from InfoUSA, and verified the data for accuracy. The 

number of employees based on the verified InfoUSA data for 2010 was 181,307, which was 8 

percent over the Census data. This was largely construction jobs and self-employed workforce 

that were not visible in the census data.    

 

4.1.1 Socio-Economic Projections 

 

The 2040 employment projections are by Major Occupation Group, based on NAICS forecasts 

from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). Annual percentage rate of increase per industry was 

obtained from the BLS data and applied to the aggregated employment in the study based on 

NAICS codes. The percentages were slightly modified to cater to the growing Airbus 

Manufacturing facility in Mobile, and its multiplier effect.  

 

The 2040 employment projection resulted in 237,656 employees in the MATS area by 2040. The 

237,656 employees were distributed throughout the study area based on the projected urban area. 

The projected 2040 urban area was based on results from the SLUETH model (see Figure 4-5 on 

page 137).  The SLEUTH model attempts to predict urban area based on historical satellite 

imagery, and the pattern of growth.   

 

SLEUTH is an acronym for Slope, Land Use, Exclusion, Urban, Transportation, Hillshade. In 

simplistic terms, each raster of a satellite image has a color. Each color can be attributed to 

concrete, roof top, trees, farmland, etc. Historically, as the urban landscape changes, these colors 

change and can produce somewhat of a trend analysis of urban growth. The model continues that 

trend and forecasts it to year 2040, excluding growth on 4-f properties, flood plains, and hills, 

with a gravitational pull towards the transportation network. The TAZs were individually 

analyzed and given a growth rate based on the urban prediction produced by the SLEUTH 

model. 
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The results of the applied projected socio-economic data to the SLEUTH model were reviewed 

with Mobile County and all cities of the Mobile MPO. MPO staff met with each Mayor and 

planning and/or engineering staff to review and modify (based on local knowledge) the 

socioeconomic growth of each Traffic Analysis Zone.  

 
 Figure 4-5 

 SLEUTH Model Urban Area (2010 and 2040) 

 

   

 

 A comparison of historic data to projected data for the MATS area is illustrated on Figure 4-4. 

 

Adequate land to accommodate forecasted employment increases in those sectors that are 

generally restricted in location options (such as government, military, port-related, and 

manufacturing/industrial) was allocated to the TAZs first.  Manufacturing employment was 

generally allocated to municipal zones (as suggested by Mobile County Engineering) that are for 

manufacturing. The idea behind this was that Airbus multiplier employees will locate in areas 

already zoned manufacturing, rather than seek out property and having it rezoned.  

 

Residential development, per growth rates established by the SLEUTH model, was allocated 

based on available land, historical subdivision activity, established densities in the immediate 

area or in nearby similar areas, and accessibility to the established highway network. Additional 

preference was given those areas with sewer service.  These growth rates produced by the 

SLEUTH model by TAZ are available in Appendix D of this report. Service employment, retail 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                                                    Based on S.L.U.E.T.H. Model 
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employment, and insurance/real estate employment, were distributed with consideration given to 

the proximity of residential development and consistency with established ratios of these land 

uses to residential uses in the area.  Keeping in mind that income changes reflect real dollars, not 

current dollars, TAZ income was adjusted sparingly, generally upward in developing areas, but 

occasionally downward in isolated inner area zones with deteriorating infrastructure, declining 

property values, and/or lagging development rates.  Downtown, midtown and parts of north 

mobile typically were considered built out as projected by the SLEUTH model; however, 

modifications were made to the spatial distribution of socioeconomic data based on local 

knowledge, such has hotel locations downtown, etc.   

 

Table 4-2 summarizes the projected growth patterns for each of the study area's planning areas. It 

shows the number of households, retail employment, and total employment by planning area for 

2010 and projections to 2040.   Since the planning areas are based on aggregated zones, the 

historical comparison of planning areas is not feasible, since the planning areas and some of the 

boundaries of existing planning areas have changed.  However, it is widely recognized, and 

further supported and quantified by the data in Table 4-2. The fastest growing part of Mobile 

County in absolute terms since the mid-1970's has been the area west of Interstate 65, south of 

Moffett Road, and north of Interstate 10. This area is roughly equivalent to planning areas 14, 15, 

16, 21, 22, 23,24 and 26 (please see Figure 4-2 on page 135 for planning area identification). In 

fact, according to the 2010 US Census, the number of households in these districts increased by 

18 percent from 2000 and in 2010, and now has a combined number of households of 68,600. 

  
Table 4-2 

Socio-Economic Data by Planning Area, 2010 - 2040 
 
 

                  2010           2040 

         Employment   Employment  

     Area   HH       Retail Total Emp HH      Retail Total Emp 
 
   1   665   940   12,848    774   1,315   13,789  

    2   6,354   754   7,207    6,166   771   7,536  

    3   5,772   436   4,436    5,602   485   4,833  

    4   6,131   758   9,288    6,012   1,023   10,977  

    5   6,893   7,244   19,889    6,848   7,198   20,364  

    6   9,078   915   5,935    9,046   3,391   9,773  

    7   101   9   2,444    105   11   2,805  

    8  13     58   3,220   12     70   3,504  

    9   8   167   3,552   59   437   8,949  

    10   192   322   3,466    185   347   5,055  

    11   4,912   2,094   4,904    5,280   3,287   7,053  

    12   4,001   773   2,718    4,400   1,188   4,136  

    13   8,070   960   4,853    8,837   1,513   7,060  

    14   9,962   2,636   13,829    10,839   3,424   16,722  

    15   15,812   4,671   22,018    15,893   5,835   25,931  

    16   9,073   2,509   12,281    9,592   3,524   15,958  

    17   4,393   499   1,575    5,119   797   2,428  

    18   2,798   308   1,531    3,332   700   3,009  
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    19   2,339   136   907    3,002   634   1,906  

    20   3,762   157   888    4,066   236   1,514  

    21   5,927   1,103   3,087    6,998   2,023   5,077  

    22   8,708   4,141   10,002    10,035   6,410   15,045  

    23   3,923   314   1,114    4,554   543   1,685  

    24   8,524   3,253   7,863    9,493   5,361   11,986  

    25   6,092   1,489   11,301    7,250   2,817   17,469  

    26   4,194   93   967    5,035   187   1,555  

    27   4,899   221   1,428    5,931   553   2,863  

    28   2,259   372   991    2,847   996   2,073  

    29   1,625   371   1,965    1,897   675   3,246  

    30   1,401   83   2,193    1,789   132   3,355  

         

     147,881   37,786   178,727    160,998   55,883  237,656  

 

Other areas showing strong estimated residential growth between 2010 and 2040, are planning 

areas 19 (Celeste Road corridor), 21 (Chunchula / Semmes), 22 and 23 (west Airport Blvd) and 

27 (stretching south of Interstate 10 to Bayou la Batre). The southern suburbs of planning areas 

26 and 27 have projected growth that can be attributed to the completion of the McDonald Road 

Interchange and the reduction of travel time to downtown, as well as, the availability of property 

in that area of the county. 

 

During the same time period, commercial development has been strongly concentrated in the 

Airport Boulevard corridor, roughly defined by districts 5, 14, 15, and 22.  Over 7,000 new jobs 

are projected in the planning areas between 2000 and 2010, and over 12,300 jobs are projected in 

2040 in this corridor.   The Airport Boulevard corridor accounted for slightly less than 20 percent 

of the area’s employment in 1975 and over 36 percent of area employment in 2010.  Other areas 

exhibiting strong employment growth since the 1970's, include planning areas 16, 24, and 25 (the 

Interstate10 corridor from Interstate 65 west to Fowl River). Planning area 8 has had a large 

increase of employment since 2000, due to the Austal expansion, as well as planning area 10 

with Airbus. In terms of retail, planning area 6 is projected to have a large increase of retail and 

service employees with the planned McGowin Park.  

 

The information contained in Table 4-2 on page 138 is summarized graphically and geo-

graphically on Figures 4-6, 4-7 on pages 141 and 142 respectively.  Figure 4-6 on page 141 

illustrates current residential distribution and expected growth patterns over the next thirty-year 

period.  Figure 4-7 on page 142 illustrates employment distribution in 2010 and 2040.  Figure 4-

8 on page 143 shows the expected change in both households and employment by planning area 

during the planning period.  As is readily apparent from Figure 4-8, most of the new devel-

opment in the study area is forecasted to take place west of  65 and Dog River, in area 5 east of 

Interstate 65 as continued commercial development, area 6 with McGowin Park, and planning 

area 1 with projected hotels and development downtown.    

 

Given existing development densities in mature areas, the projections detailed here reflect an 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                                                
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essentially built-out condition in the area east of Interstate 65, in the southeastern portion of the 

current municipal boundaries of the City of Mobile, and in some of the contiguous 

unincorporated TAZs in Mobile County.  While development will continue in the high-growth 

areas mentioned above, growth rates in general are expected to slow somewhat from recent 

levels.  The exception is downtown, which, as projected by the SLEUTH model, is built out. 

However, there are plans in place to revitalize growth and increase density in the downtown area.  

Growth rates across the study area will vary widely, with the highest rates located in sparsely 

developed outer areas adjacent to the interstates and other major  highway corridors: South 

Mobile County near Interstate 10, out along US 45 and US 98, along Airport Boulevard west of 

Cody Road, and near Interstate 65 in Eight Mile, Saraland, and Satsuma.  In absolute terms, 

planning areas 26, 27, and 28 will probably see the most growth, with the opening of the 

McDonald Road interchange, followed by planning areas 11, 19, and 20, with more moderate 

numbers due to the available property in North Mobile County. 

 

Projections were not only developed as noted above, but Mobile County and each municipality 

within the MATS area assisted in the development of growth pockets. Results from the SLEUTH 

model along with aerial photography and demographics, were presented to each governing 

agency and development patterns were discussed with respective officials in each agency. 
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Figure 4-6 

Households by Planning Area (2010 and 2040) 

 Source: Mobile MPO   Based on US Census Data 
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Figure 4-7 

Total Employment by Planning Area (2010 and 2040) 

 

 

 Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                                               Based on US Census Data 
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 Figure 4-8 

Projected Growth by Planning Area (2010 to 2040) 

 

 

 
      

 Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                                               Based on US Census Data 
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4.2 Regional Travel Patterns 

 

The preceding section discussed base year and forecast year socio-economic data, which consists 

of residential and commercial land use patterns, historical and projected development rates, and 

personal income levels.  These are the basic factors which determine travel characteristics in any 

area, but prior to development of the travel simulation models (please see 4.2.1 on page 151), 

some additional information or assumptions are required.  Some of this missing data is related to 

the physical characteristics of the trips themselves and is discussed more fully in the companion 

report in Appendix D of this Long Range Plan. Some of the needed data involves the number of 

trips generated by the households in the study area (internal trips) and also the number of trips 

into or through the study area, that are generated outside the study cordon (external trips). 

 

Household income (and implicitly the number of automobiles owned) is a critical factor in travel 

behavior.  In general, for a specific household at any given income level, access to more vehicles 

indicates the probability of more trips being made on a daily basis, and for any given number of 

vehicles per household, an increase in income will usually mean an increase in daily vehicle 

trips.  In other words, the higher the income, the higher the vehicle ownership rate, and the 

greater the number of vehicles per household, the higher the trip rate is per household.  Vehicle 

ownership data by income for the MATS planning area is shown below in Table 4-3; also shown 

is the distribution of households by income range for 2010 and 2040.  Four important 

qualifications should be made regarding this table: (1) the distribution is based on zonal median 

income, not actual income for each household, (2) the income ranges are expressed in 2010 

dollars, not current dollars, (3) the distribution of households by income is based on 2010 Census 

data for the MATS planning area, and (4) vehicle ownership by income level is based on data 

published in 1998 by the Transportation Research Board. (See NCHRP Report 365 for all urban 

areas in the US grouped by population ranges. A comparison of the TRB nationwide data on 

vehicles per household by income and the actual 2000 Census data for Mobile County is 

contained in the model development report).  

 

Percent Vehicles per Household by Median Household Income is no longer available through the 

US Census Bureau or the American Community Survey data. These percentages were identified 

in 2000 Census table SF-3. 

 
Table 4-3 

MATS Percent Households By Vehicles/HH By Income and Household Income Distribution  

 

TAZ Median Income     Vehicles/Household      Percent of Total 

     (2010 $'s)   0  1  2 3+   2010 2040 
 

 
$     0 – 24,999   22 44 24  10 32.3 32.1 

$ 25,000 - 49,999  6 35 41 18 27.0 26.9 

$50,000 or more  3 26 49 22 40.8 41.0  

 

 

The data in Table 4-3 are used with a trip rate table to estimate the number of vehicle trips that 

will be made in the study area or produced by a specific traffic zone. Table 4-4 on page 145 

 Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                                               Based on US Census Data 
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contains the vehicle trip rates by income range and by number of vehicles per household as used 

in the Destination 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan. The average vehicle trip rate for each 

income range is also shown, as is the weighted average trip rate by number of vehicles owned for 

both 2010 and 2040.  These trip rates were derived from the data contained in NCHRP Report 

365 for urban areas with population between 250,000 and 500,000. 
 

Table 4-4 

MATS Vehicle-Trip Rates By Vehicles/HH By Income  

 

TAZ Median Income Vehicles/Household Average 

       (2010 $'s) 0 1 2 3+  Rate 
 

 
$      0 – 24,999 0.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 2.60 

$ 25,000 - 49,999 0.0 6.1 8.1 10.0 4.70 

$50,000 or more 0.0 7.3 9.8 12.6 6.80 

 

Weighted Average Rates 

2010 4.34 7.26 9.47 7.22 

2040 4.34 7.26 9.47 7.23 

 

 

In addition to the trips generated by each household, MATS models also estimate the number of 

trips produced by college dormitories.  Dormitory-based trips are generated at the area-wide rate 

for one-vehicle households at 5.4 trips per day in both 2010 and 2040.  These household-

generated trips are known as internal trips, or trips with both ends inside the study area.  Table 4-

5 compares the anticipated increase in travel to the projected growth of study area population, 

households, and employment during the planning period.  Figure 4-11 on page 148 illustrates the 

same data graphically. 

 

In addition to the impact of additional travel due to increased internal trips, the study area's roads 

will also have to provide capacity for trips that are generated by activities outside the MATS 

boundary.  These trips are classified as external trips and can be categorized as internal-external 

trips or external-external trips (through trips).  Internal-external trips are those with one end in 

the study area and one end outside the study area (work-commute trips are a good example), 

while through trips are those with both ends outside the study area. A vacation traveler from 

Louisiana on Interstate 10 bound for Disney World is a good example of this type.  Therefore, 

two very different factors will affect the growth of external trips:  1) study area growth will to a 

large extent dictate the increase and pattern of internal-external trips, and 2) factors completely 

unrelated to the study area will control through-trips. 

 

In November of 2013 and July of 2014, the Mobile MPO contracted with the company AirSage 

to capture cell phone data on the Bayway/Causeway.  The company has the ability to capture 

anonymous cell phone frequencies at times that there are activities on the device, and archive 

that data. This was extremely useful, because from the the frequencies captured on the 

Bayway/Causeway, AirSage logged the estimated home location of those frequencies. It 

produced a snapshot of who was crossing Mobile Bay, and what state they were from.  This data 

 Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                                             Based on NCHRP Report 365 
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Figure 4-9 

November 2013 Cell Phone Captures 

 Source: Mobile MPO  Based on Airsage Data 
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Figure 4-10 

July 2014 Cell Phone Captures 

 

 
 

 

 Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                                                                                                  Based on Airsage Data 
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increased the amount of external-external trips that were thought to have been using the Bayway. 

Figure 4-9 and Figure 4-10, on the previous page, depict the cell phone frequencies that were 

captured and the estimated State or Alabama County of those frequencies.  

 

In percentage terms, the resulting increase in external trips is substantially higher than the 

increase in internal trips.  As shown in Table 4-5, by year 2040, internal vehicle trips are 

projected to increase by 10 percent, but as shown in Table 4-6, external trips are projected to 

increase by 110 percent.  Note that the internal trip-ends shown in Table 4-5, include one end of 

the internal-external trips so the percentage increase shown there is greater than the increase 

shown in Table 4-6 (which shows trips).   

 
Table 4-5 

MATS Socio-Economic and Travel Data Summary (2010 and 2040)  

 
2010  2040    Increase 

 

 
Population 383,786 417,806      9% 

Households 147,881    160,981      9% 

Employment 178,727    237,656    33% 

Internal Vehicle-Trips     1,079,119 1,184,262    10%  
 
Calculated Data 

Persons per HH     2.61  2.60 

Employees per HH      1.21  1.48 

Employees per Person    0.47  0.57 

Vehicle-Trips per HH    8.38  9.36 

Vehicle-Trips per Pers.   3.22  3.61 

  
Figure 4-11 

Projected Study Area Growth (2010-2040) 
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      Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                                               Based on US Census 
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Trip-end data by traffic zone and trip purpose for 2010 and 2040 are contained in Appendix D of 

this report and are summarized by planning district in Table 4-6 below.  Figures 4-12 on page 

151 and Figure 4-13 on page 152 illustrate the projected increase in trip-ends by district between 

2010 and 2040.  Several points can be made regarding the trip-end data.  First, the Airport 

Boulevard corridor, defined by planning districts 14, 15, and 22, accounted for over 27 percent 

of all 2010 daily trip-ends in the entire study area; thus, there is already substantial pressure on 

the road system in this area. Those 3 planning areas accounted for over 22 percent of total overall 

growth in 2040.  Second, planning area 19, 20, and 27 are expected to account for about 29 

percent of all new trip-ends generated in the MATS area between 2010 and 2040; also in the 

southern and western portions of the study area, districts 21 through 26 together should contain 

about 29 percent of the new trip-ends.  Third, the largest increase in external traffic demand 

within the study area, by a large margin, will be in the Interstate 10 corridor. National data 

suggests this, regardless of what happens in Mobile, and the Alabama Department of 

Transportation suggests a growth rate of 3 percent per year on the Interstate 10 corridor.  

 

Therefore, the mid-west and southern mid-west portions of the MATS study area (planning areas 

previously mentioned) are projected to account for over 50 percent of the growth in areawide 

trip-ends between 2010 and 2040.  Combined with existing capacity problems, the impact of 

future growth on the road system in that area could be immense. 

 
Table 4-6 

MATS Daily Trip-Ends (2010 and 2040)  

 
Planning    

 District 2010  2040     Change     Percent
 

 

1 52,616 55,710 3,094 6% 

2 73,127 69,519 (3,608) -5% 

3 48,430 46,941 (1,489) -3% 

4 74,269 77,379 3,110 4% 

5 184,098 168,965 (15,133) -8% 

6 78,890 110,391 31,501 40% 

7 5,706 6,237 531 9% 

8 7,870 8,526 656 8% 

9 10,045 24,205 14,160 141% 

10 12,870 15,710 2,840 22% 

11 67,380 82,964 15,584 23% 

12 43,375 53,063 9,688 22% 

13 75,279 89,187 13,908 18% 

14 168,133 194,828 26,695 16% 

15 227,845 239,259 11,414 5% 

16 126,188 144,276 18,088 14% 

17 36,239 44,770 8,531 24% 
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External 

I-10 E 63,330 126,100 62,770 50% 

US 90 E 16,900 40,900 24,000 59% 

Dauphin Island Pkwy 6,000 16,500 10,500 64% 

SR 188 2,900 5,600 2,700 48% 

US 90 W 6,000 10,000 4,000 40% 

I-10 W 43,700 74,500 30,800 41% 

Old Pascagoula 3,000 7,000 4,000 57% 

Grand Bay-Wilmer 10,700 25,000 14,300 57% 

Dawes 3,600 8,400 4,800 57% 

Jeff Hamilton 2,100 4,900 2,800 57% 

Airport 3,400 7,900 4,500 57% 

Tanner-Williams 5,000 11,700 6,700 57% 

US 98 W 12,900 23,800 10,900 46% 

Lott 5,000 9,200 4,200 46% 

US 45 N 9,100 11,700 2,600 22% 

Celeste 4,600 11,500 6,900 60% 

US 43 N 22,000 53,000 31,000 58% 

I-65 N 19,600 39,600 20,000 51% 

Total 239,830 487,300 247,470 51% 

18 26,367 37,098 10,731 41% 

19 19,109 30,810 11,701 61% 

20 27,431 31,625 4,194 15% 

21 58,385 77,197 18,812 32% 

22 131,507 168,784 37,277 28% 

23 30,819 37,777 6,958 23% 

24 112,609 144,288 31,679 28% 

25 82,376 114,526 32,150 39% 

26 31,150 39,169 8,019 26% 

27 37,016 49,523 12,507 34% 

28 20,883 33,743 12,860 62% 

29 18,144 25,036 6,892 38% 

30 14,774 19,905 5,131 35% 

Total Internal 1,902,930 2,241,411 338,481 18% 

  Source: Mobile MPO  
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Figure 4-12 

Trip-Ends by Planning District (2010-2040) 

  Source: Mobile MPO  
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Figure 4-13 

Trip Increase by Planning District (2010 to 2040) 

  Source: Mobile MPO  
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4.2.1 Travel Demand Forecast Model 

The Mobile MPO uses the travel demand forecasting software by Citilabs, Cube Voyager. The 

Alabama Department of Transportation purchased this software for all MPOs in the State of 

Alabama and the Mobile MPO is required to use this software. The Voyager software is an 

integral role in determining travel patterns within the next 25 years. The model is validated to 

current traffic counts and specific federal parameters (please see Appendix D) to base year 

conditions. The socio-economic data is forecasted to year 2040 and the model is run using future 

year data, resulting in estimated future volumes for the entire network. From this future network, 

all Alternatives are tested for network performance. 

The above data in Section 4.2 Regional Travel Patterns and data from Section 4.1 Socio-

Economic are compiled for 312 internal traffic analysis zones (TAZs) and this is the data that is 

input into the model. The output is traffic volume for both the base year (2010) and the future 

year (2040).  The base year model was validated to the Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) 

for 2010. The overall Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) produced by the model, varied less than 1 

percent of the overall actual VMT. Further, the simulated base volume was compared to 2010 

AADT in terms of volume classification, functional classification and screenlines (imaginary 

lines dissecting facilities). The network validation is well below federal standards and the 

validation summary is included in Appendix D. In 2012, the Mobile MPO calibrated the gravity 

model, which is the engine that runs CUBE Voyager travel demand forecast software. The 

Mobile MPO is the first MPO, not only in Alabama but in the United States to use cellular 

technology to calibrate a model to the zonal level. Rather than validating a network performance 

in terms of volume to AADT, the gravity model produces an origins-to-destination matrix, which 

is assigned to the network.   

4.2.2 Model Calibration 

In 2011, the company, AirSage, was contracted to capture cell phone frequencies within the 

study area, and average the movement of the anonymous encrypted frequencies. For the month 

of May 2012, over 192,000 cellular devices were captured, with an average of 67 pings per day 

(Figure 4-14 on page 154). The average nighttime location for each device for the month of May 

2012, was considered to be the devices home location. Likewise, the average daytime location 

was considered to be the devices work location. From this, a matrix of home-based-work origin 

and destination trips was devised solely from cell phone data. More importantly, friction factors 

(please see Appendix D) were developed through an iterative process, until the average trip 

length and trip length frequency distribution curve, matched for both the model and the cell 

phone data.  Table 4-7 details the both the modeled average trip lengths and the cell phone 

average trip lengths for internal trip purpose. 

Table 4-7  

Average Trip Length 

Trip Purpose Cell phone Model 

HBW  18.19 18.16 

HBO 15.87 15.79 

NHB 17.20 17.09 

 Source: Mobile MPO   Based on Airsage Data 
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Figure 4-14  

Cell Phone Trip Distribution Plot 

 Source: Mobile MPO  Based on Airsage Data 
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4.3 Projected Traffic Conditions 

Other portions of this report explain the estimation/forecasting procedure used to project future 

traffic levels and the data required as input to the computer models.  The development scenario 

used in the Destination 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan was explained in Section 4.1 

Socio-Economic Data and the impact on trip-end distribution was discussed in 4.2 Regional 

Travel Patterns.  A separate report in Appendix D details the procedure used to simulate trip-

making in the community, under either present or future conditions.   

Table 4-8 

Mobile Area Transportation Study Trip Data (2010 and 2040) 

Vehicle-Trips/Day    2010  2040 %Increase 

Home-Based Work 118,700 130,300 

Home-Based Other 550,400 604,000 

Non-Home Based  410,100 450,000 

Trucks   25,200  37,400 

Total Internal 1,104,400 1,221,700 11% 

Internal-External 154,700 323,100 

Through   25,800 50,200 

Through Trucks 16,700 31,900 

Total 1,301,600  1,626,900 25% 

Trip-Ends/Day 

 Planning Area     2010   2040 Increase % Increase  % of New 

1 52,616 55,710 3,094 6% 0.91% 

2 73,127 69,519 (3,608) -5% -1.07% 

3 48,430 46,941 (1,489) -3% -0.44% 

4 74,269 77,379 3,110 4% 0.92% 

5 184,098 168,965 (15,133) -8% -4.47% 

6 78,890 110,391 31,501 40% 9.31% 

7 5,706 6,237 531 9% 0.16% 

8 7,870 8,526 656 8% 0.19% 

9 10,045 24,205 14,160 141% 4.18% 

10 12,870 15,710 2,840 22% 0.84% 

11 67,380 82,964 15,584 23% 4.60% 

12 43,375 53,063 9,688 22% 2.86% 

13 75,279 89,187 13,908 18% 4.11% 

14 168,133 194,828 26,695 16% 7.89% 

15 227,845 239,259 11,414 5% 3.37% 

16 126,188 144,276 18,088 14% 5.34% 

17 36,239 44,770 8,531 24% 2.52% 

18 26,367 37,098 10,731 41% 3.17% 

19 19,109 30,810 11,701 61% 3.46% 

20 27,431 31,625 4,194 15% 1.24% 

21 58,385 77,197 18,812 32% 5.56% 

22 131,507 168,784 37,277 28% 11.01% 

23 30,819 37,777 6,958 23% 2.06% 

24 112,609 144,288 31,679 28% 9.36% 

25 82,376 114,526 32,150 39% 9.50% 

26 31,150 39,169 8,019 26% 2.37% 
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27 37,016 49,523 12,507 34% 3.70% 

28 20,883 33,743 12,860 62% 3.80% 

29 18,144 25,036 6,892 38% 2.04% 

30 14,774 19,905 5,131 35% 1.52% 

 

Internal 1,902,930 2,241,411 338,481 18% 100%   

 

External 239,930 487,300 247,470 103% 

 

Total  2,142,860 2,728,711  585,951 27% 

 

 

To briefly recap, Table 4-8 above quantifies the projected growth in area-wide, vehicle-trips per 

day between 2010 and 2040, and illustrates the impact on various parts of the study area.   When 

the projected growth of internal trips is combined with external trips, the total increase is 

forecasted at 27 percent over the 25-year period.  In general, the portions of the study area that 

are outlying western urban areas and the Airport Blvd corridor, will experience the greatest 

increase in trip-ends. In fact, this area, as shown by Figure 4-15 on page 158 is projected to 

account for almost 58 percent of the new internal trips over the study period. The planning areas 

that are projected to increase more than thirty-three thousand trip ends per day are areas 6, 14, 

16, 21, 22, 24, and 25. 

 

Future road needs are determined by assigning the forecasted trips to future road networks and 

evaluating the resulting deficiencies.  Generally, the first step is to assign the trips to the Existing 

and Committed, or E+C system.  The E+C system is the system of roads now open to traffic, 

plus those recently opened, currently under construction, or under contract for construction.  The 

MATS E+C system is the October 2014 road network (not base year), plus what is currently 

under construction as of October 2014. These facilities include additional lanes, since 2010, on 

Cottage Hill Road, from Schillinger Road to Dawes Road, Schillinger Road from Howells Ferry 

Road to US 98, and Interstate 10 from Rangeline Road to Carol Plantation Road. Lott Road was 

reassigned from collector in 2010 to a minor arterial in 2040. This change in functional 

classification explains the increase in miles of minor arterial roads between base years 2010 and 

the 2040 E+C network.  

 

As shown in Table 4-9 on page 157, the impact of the projected growth on the E+C system 

would be intolerable by today's traffic service standards.  While the number of vehicle-miles 

driven in the study area each day would increase from 9.6 million in 2010 to over 14 million in 

2040, or almost 49 percent, the available lane-miles to accommodate this increase would be only 

about 20 miles greater than today, representing increased capacity of about 1 percent.  The street 

miles operating at unacceptable, over-crowded conditions (level-of-service E or F) would 

increase from 2010's 82 miles to over 238 miles in 2040.  The number of miles of road remain 

the same between 2010 and the 2040 E+C network at 656.7 miles, because there are no new 

roadways being built. The number of lanes-miles do increase because of the additional lanes on 

Schillinger, Interstate 10, and Cottage Hill Road between 2010 and 2040 E+C network. The 

capacity utilized in 2010 is about 56 percent compared to 2040 E+C utilizing about 82 percent of 

the capacity.  

 

     Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                                         
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In the 2040 E+C network, there are over 238 miles of roadway that are operating at a LOS E or 

F.  This is what the projects of the recommended 2040 plan try to alleviate, reducing the number 

of miles of roadway operating at a LOS E or F to 175.0 miles of roadway. The projects of the 

recommended plan are the best possible scenario for use of federal funds to reduce the number of 

Table 4-9 

Mobile Area Transportation Study System Comparisons (2010 and 2040, Local streets are not included) 

 2010 2040 E+C         2040 PLAN 

Miles Lane-Mi Mi Lane-Mi Mi Lane-Mi Mi 

Freeway/Expressway 306.7 59.2 317.8 59.2 340.7 61.5 

Principal Arterials 545.7 152.4 551.9 152.4 594.5 159.2 

Minor Arterials 581.6 227.4 584.4 227.8 624.8 234.7 

Collectors 470.5 217.8 470.5 217.8 482.1 218.3 

Total 1904.5 656.7 1924.5 656.7 2042.1 673.6 

VMT Mi/day % of Tot Mi/day % of Tot Mi/day % of Tot 

Freeway/Expressway 3,432,512 36% 5,149,829 36% 5,226,269 36% 

Principal Arterials 2,984,236 31% 4,117,199 29% 4,092,665 28% 

Minor Arterials 2,286,012 24% 3,339,613 23% 3,412,235 24% 

Collectors 954,654 10% 1,721,952 12% 1,640,760 11% 

Total 9,657,415 14,328,596 14,371,928 

Level Of Service Mi /LOS D 

Cap 

Used Mi /LOS D Cap Used Mi /LOS D Cap Used 

Freeway/Expressway 4.3 74.5% 76.7 108% 78.4 102.5% 

Principal Arterials 27.8 60.1% 65.6 82.1% 35.6 75.5% 

Minor Arterials 37.1 50.5% 57.8 73.6% 34.5 69.6% 

Collectors 13.1 30.2% 38.5 54.8% 26.4 50.6% 

Total 82.4 56.0% 238.5 82.1% 175.0 77.0% 

miles of roadway operating at LOS E or F. The ultimate result of this growth and accompanying 

congestion will be a need for additional highway capacity throughout the MATS planning area, 

with the need being obvious west of Interstate 65.  As explained in Appendix D of this report, a 

threshold daily traffic level can be established suggesting the likelihood of capacity-related 

problems (LOS E or F) during some part of the day but generally not all day.   

  Source: Mobile MPO 

157



 
 

 
 Figure 4-15 

Planning Areas with Highest Projected Trip Increase (2010 to 2040) 
 

 
 

     Source: Mobile MPO                                                                                                                                
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Many of the current capacity problems occur on the routes that radiate out from the Mobile CBD 

and many are in the vicinity of Interstate 65.  In 2010, these roads included Interstate 10 east of 

the CBD (Wallace Tunnels and Bayway), and from Rangeline Road to Theodore Dawes Road, 

the Bankhead Tunnel, Airport Boulevard from Interstate 65 to University Boulevard and west of 

Snow Road, Cottage Hill Road from Pleasant Valley Road to Hillcrest Road, Dauphin Street 

from Sage Avenue to Springhill Memorial Hospital, Old Shell Road from Florida Street to Cody 

Road, Springhill Avenue from Catherine Street to Florida Street and east of Moffett Road, 

Moffett Road from Interstate 65 to Overlook Road, and Zeigler Boulevard from Springhill 

Avenue to Cody Road. 

Non-radial roads exhibiting capacity problems in 2010, included Interstate 65 from Airport 

Boulevard to US 98, McGregor Avenue from Airport Boulevard to Dauphin Street, Mobile 

Street from Springhill Avenue to Fillingim Street, all of Schillinger Road, Theodore-Dawes 

Road from Old Pascagoula Road to Interstate 10, Cody Road from north of Grelot Road to north 

of Old Shell Road, Grand Bay Wilmer Road from Interstate 10 to Old Pascagoula Road, and 

Cottage Hill Road from Schillinger Road to Dawes Road.  

Of the base year deficiencies noted above, the E+C projects directly addresses several 

deficiencies that have been improved since 2010, or that are committed. These projects are 

Cottage Hill Road from Schillinger Road to Dawes Road, Schillinger Road from Howells Ferry 

Road to US 98, Schillinger Road from Cottage Hill Road to Halls Mill Creek, and Interstate 10 

from Rangeline Road to Carol Plantation Road. 

Since the other deficiencies are not being addressed at this time, they would be expected to grow 

significantly worse between now and 2040.  Most of the Interstate Highway System is projected 

to carry over 40,000 vehicles more per day in 2040 than in 2010, and portions are projected to 

carry over 65,000 more per day.  The Interstate 10 sections east of the Mobile CBD — the 

Wallace Tunnels and the Bayway — will have a traffic demand double their normal capacity, 

with approximately 126,000 vehicles per day on the Bayway and over 116,500 per day in the 

tunnels, compared to a capacity of just under 56,000.  Without additional capacity, all of 

Interstate 10 within the MATS area west of the Interstate 65 interchange will be over capacity, 

although not to the extent of the Bayway and tunnels.  It is important to recognize available 

national data suggesting truck traffic on Interstate 10 in the next 25 years will double, regardless 

of what happens to Mobile’s economy. 

Likewise, Interstate 65 between Government Boulevard (US 90) and Moffett Road (US 98), will 

exceed capacity significantly by the end of the study period.  Airport Boulevard and Schillinger 

Road will both have substantial capacity deficiencies west of Interstate 65 by 2040 unless major 

improvements are undertaken.  Virtually the entire major street network west of Interstate 65, 

from US 45 south to Rangeline Road, will be functioning at level-of-service D or worse by 2040, 

and a majority of these roads will be providing LOS E or F.  In the absence of substantial road 

improvements, almost three times as many miles of area roads will exceed capacity in 2040 as in 

2010 (82.4 miles versus 238 miles) as shown in Table 4-9. Section 4.4 System Concepts and 

Alternatives of this report discusses the series of alternate road network tested, and the degree to 

which each would satisfy the projected 2040 traffic demand, in the MATS area.   
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4.4 System Concepts and Alternatives 

 

As noted in Section 4.2, the level of traffic congestion would be substantially greater in 2040 

than it currently is, if only those projects now regarded as committed (the E+C System), are 

built.  Over three times more miles of streets would be operating below LOS D, than were doing 

so in 2010.  Both Interstate highways, virtually every major radial street in the study area, and 

most north-south corridors west of Interstate 65 would be operating below acceptable levels.  

Average peak hour speeds would decrease, from 2010's 36 miles per hour, to 12 mph in the E+C 

network (Table 4-10). Granted, the 2010 travel demand forecast model is not validated for 

speeds; however, there obviously needs to be substantial improvements of some type to satisfy 

the projected 2040 traffic demand in the MATS area.  

 

The projected traffic problems in Mobile, as in most urban areas, are not the result of a single 

factor, but rather are due to a combination of factors ranging from land use and the ability of the 

street network to accommodate the trips generated, to the amount of available public 

transportation, and the area's modal split.  The use of public transportation can be a significant 

factor in determining trip-making characteristics in medium to large urban areas.  The type of 

trip most sensitive to peak hour congestion problems — home-based work — is also the type 

most frequently associated with transit use.  However, according to the 2000 U. S. Census 

Journey-to-Work data, commuters in the Mobile urban area used transit for approximately 1 out 

of every 100 trips, and the municipality with the highest use of transit for work trips (the City of 

Prichard) had a mode split of between 3 and 4 transit trips per 100 work trips.  This data was not 

available for the 2010 Census or in the American Community Survey data. However still 

relevant, a large range in the modal split across census tracts was revealed in the journey-to-work 

data, and not surprisingly, is related to income levels. Transit is presently utilized by those with 

no other option.  Public transportation use for work commuting was the highest in tract 4.01, 

with 15 percent using public transportation.  The tracts with the highest percentages of transit 

work trips had relatively small working populations, representing only 18 to 26 percent of the 

tract total population (less than half the area average); those tracts contain large concentrations of 

public housing and are classified as poverty areas.  

 

Clearly, without major changes in trip-making choices, transit, bicycling, and walking will not be 

significant factors in relieving traffic congestion in the MATS area.  Further, because the mode 

split is so low in this area, the travel models cannot reliably predict transit usage or transit trip 

patterns.  As discussed in Section 2.0 and Section 3.0 of this report, transit, paratransit services, 

and bicycling are recognized and supported by the MATS MPO as available options for 

addressing travel demand in the Mobile urban area.  However, out of necessity and experience, 

they are regarded at this time as support services as opposed to potential solutions to substantial 

projected road congestion.  As future updates are conducted in the study area, the current and 

potential roles of transit will be re-evaluated, and proposing transit as a credible alternative to 

capacity road improvements for solving congestion problems will be re-examined.  Section 2.0 

of this Plan addresses the current status and potential options for transit and paratransit services 

in Mobile.  The remainder of this section details the road improvement alternatives evaluated for 

implementation as part of the Destination 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan. 
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4.4.1 Consistency with other Plans 

It should be noted that Table 4-12 in the next chapter details the funding scenario for the next 25 

years. This amount of money projected is less than half of what was estimated for the previous 

Long Range Plan. The reason for this is a more detailed methodology was used in order to be 

consistent with the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). Projects of 

Alternates 2 and 4 below already have ALDOT project ID numbers and are in the outer years of 

the STIP.  Alternate 3, (built from Alternative 2), costs almost 88 percent of Mobile’s projected 

funding, as prescribed by ALDOT. These projects of Alternate 3 that are already in the system, 

have been part of numerous Long Range Transportation Plans, some for decades. Alternate 5 

projects are not in the system, and for the first time in the Mobile MATS history, there are some 

non-capacity-adding improvement projects. With limited funding, and the limited flexibility to 

develop projects, the projects below represent the best use of federal funds over the next 25 

years. 

Two basic concepts were tested as part of this update: (1) projects that ALDOT has committed to 

funding - projects included in Alternate 2 with the exception of the I-10 Mobile River Bridge, and 

(2) development of a project schedule of substantial arterial improvements to be funded with 

MPO Attributable dollars.   

4.4.2 Alternate 1 

The development of alternates within each concept progresses from the minimal to the optimal, 

with most of the systems addressing the deficiencies of its predecessor.  Alternate 1 is the E+C 

system as described in this Section. This is sometimes referred to as the No Build network. If the 

area does not build another road between 2010 and 2040, this is essentially the road network. 

These are improvements that are underway or have been completed since 2010; Cottage Hill 

Road from Schillinger Road to Dawes Road, Schillinger Road from Howells Ferry Road to US 

98, Schillinger Road from Cottage Hill Road to Halls Mill Creek, and Interstate 10 from 

Rangeline Road to Carol Plantation Road. Each of the alternates as described below also 

includes the E+C (Alternate 1) projects. 

As the alternates are reviewed, it is important to remember that the proposed roads shown as 

dashed lines on the accompanying figures, are not intended to represent specific alignments or 

locations.  These lines are proposed only as general corridors, where improvements will be 

required before the end of the study period.  Prior to construction of any of these roads, specific 

studies will be conducted to determine environmental, social, and economic impacts.  For those 

projects determined to be warranted, studies will then be completed to finalize engineering 

details including  specific location and necessary rights-of-way. 

4.4.3 Alternate 2 

Alternate 2 is illustrated in Figure 4-16 on page 162 and is the most basic improved system 

evaluated.  It addresses many of the current capacity problems in the study area by including 

those projects currently in the pre-construction phase (as opposed to long-range planning).  In 

other words, these projects are either being designed now, have been designed and rights-of-way   
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Figure 4-16 

MATS 2040 Alternate 2 

  Source: Mobile MPO 
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are now being acquired, or have a phase of the project included in the current Transportation 

Improvement Program (TIP).  It should be noted that the projects that ALDOT committed to in 

the next ten years are included in Alternate 2, and all subsequent alternates. Some, but by no 

means all, of the most severe long-term capacity problems in the MATS area, are addressed by 

Alternate 2. This can be regarded as an absolute minimum improvement alternative, and includes 

the following projects: 

ALDOT Projects 

 New Alignment on SR 158 Extension from Schillinger Rd, to Study Area Boundary

 Add 2 lanes to Schillinger Rd, from US 98 to Lott Rd

 Add 2 lanes to I-10, from Carol Plantation to McDonald Rd

 US 43 / I-65 Interchange Improvemetns

 Celeste Rd / I-65 Interchange Improvements

 I-10 West Tunnel Interchange Improvements

MPO Projects 

 Add 2 lanes to Zeigler Boulevard, Forest Hill Dr to Athey Rd

 Add 2 lanes to Schillinger Road, US 98 to Lott Rd

 Add 2 lanes to Zeigler Boulevard, Cody Rd to Schillinger Rd

 Add 2 lanes to McDonald Road, North of I-10, to Old Pascagoula Rd

 Add 2 lanes to Dauphin Street, Sage Ave to Springhill Memorial Hospital

 Add 2 lanes to Three Notch Road, Schillinger Rd to McDonald Rd

 Add an additional lane to McGregor Avenue, Dauphin St to Airport Blvd

 Add 2 lanes to Zeigler Boulevard, Schillinger Rd  to Tanner Williams Rd

 Add 2 lanes to Three Notch Road, McDonald Rd to Ben Hamilton Rd

 Add 2 lanes to Three Notch Road, Ben Hamilton Rd  to Dawes Rd

 New Alignment on McFarland Road, Old Pascagoula Rd to Three Notch Rd

Alternate 2 would add about 66 lane-miles (8 limited access, 58 arterial/collector) to the E+C 

system.  Average travel speed would be raised somewhat to about 13 mph, network capacity 

increased about 2 percent, VMT unchanged, and miles of roadway operating at LOS E or F 

would be reduced by almost 18 percent to under 186.8 miles.  However, the data also shows in 

Table 4-10, on page 168, that capacity utilization would still be substantially higher than base 

year conditions (56 percent vs 79.5 percent) and the miles of congested roads would be well 

higher (82.4 miles compared 199.2 miles). There would be 39 miles less roadway operating at a 

LOS D compared to the E+C network. .  Alternate 2 would cost about $283.6 million to 

construct, and that is accounting for only the projects requiring federal funds. 

4.4.4 Alternate 3 

Alternate 3 is detailed in Figure 4-17 on the next page, and includes the I-10 Mobile River 

Bridge. The bridge is the only additional project in Alternate 3. The I-10 Mobile River Bridge 

could not be included in the projects of Alternate 2, because those projects are either being 

designed now, have already been designed with right-of-way purchase underway or a project  
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Figure 4-17 

MATS 2040 Alternate 3 

  Source: Mobile MPO 
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phase is included in the current Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Because the I-10 

Mobile River Bridge currently does not have funding, it was not included in the Alternate 2; 

however, all subsequent alternates include the I-10 Mobile River Bridge. Section 4.5.2 has more 

detail concerning the I-10 Mobile River Bridge. The Mobile County portion of the Mobile River 

Bridge project is $544.2 million. Alternate 3 would reduce the number of miles operating at a 

level of service E or F, from 199.2 miles in Alternate 2 to 187.8 in Alternate 3. Of note, the 

majority of the reduction in miles of roadway operating at facility failure, are principal arterials, 

rather than interstate. Considering there is only one interstate project difference between 

Alternate 2 and 3, Alternate 3 has 11 fewer miles of a roadway operating at LOS E or F less than 

Alternate 2. Obviously, when an interstate is at failure, the congestion trickles onto the arterial 

system.  

The Interstate 10 Wallace Tunnels have a LOS D capacity of 55,600 per day. The 2013 Average 

Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) for the Wallace Tunnels is 73,300, LOS F (facility failure). When 

there are periods of high volume in the Wallace Tunnels, or when there are incidents (the 

Wallace Tunnels have a high incident rate), the trickle effect of congestion locks down arterials, 

not just in downtown Mobile, but affects arterials connecting to Interstate 10 for several miles.  

The 2040 capacity of the I-10 Mobile River Bridge is expected to be 88,000 with a volume of 

almost 80,000 vehicles per day.  

4.4.5 Alternate 4 

Alternate 4 includes all projects from previous alternates, including the E+C projects, the 

Alternate 2 projects, and the I-10 Mobile River Bridge. The additional projects that are included 

in the Alternate 4, are those that do not have any phase currently programmed in the TIP. 

However, these projects are needed:  

 Add 2 lanes to Cottage Hill Rd, from McFarland Rd to Dawes Rd

 Add 2 lanes to Airport Blvd, from Snow Rd. to Eliza Jordan Rd

 Add 2 lanes to Dawes Rd, from Cottage Hill Rd to Grelot Rd

 Add 2 lanes to Snow Rd, from Airport Blvd to Tanner William Rd

 New Alignment to Snow Rd, from Moffett Rd to (new) US 98

 Add 2 lanes to Tanner Williams Rd, from Snow Rd to Eliza Jordan Rd

The following projects are also considered Alternate 4. These projects are considered to be 

regionally significant; however they are funded with local dollars only. These projects are not to 

be considered as projects that are fiscally constrained, and are expected to be funded through 

Pay-As-You-Go programs or similar.   

 Add 2 lanes to Tanner Williams Rd, from Zeigler to Snow Rd

 Add 2 lanes to Schillinger Rd, from Cottage Hill Rd to Old Pascagoula Rd

Alternate 4 reduces the number of miles of roadway operating at a level of service E or F by 10 

miles. This can be expected as the number of lane miles were increased by 27 miles between  
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Figure 4-18 

MATS 2040 Alternate 4 

  Source: Mobile MPO 
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Figure 4-19 

MATS 2040 Alternate 5 

  Source: Mobile MPO 
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Alternate 4 and Alternate 3. Alternate 3 has 2005 lane miles of network, with 187.8 roadway 

operating at a level of service E or F. Similarly, Alternate 4 has 2034.5 lane miles of network, 

with 178.2 roadway operating at a level of service E or F. Alternate 4 is estimated to cost $904.8 

million and that includes the costs of Alternates 3 and 2. 

 

4.4.6 Alternate 5 

Alternate 5 includes all projects from previous alternates: the E+C projects, the Alternate 2 

projects, Alternate 3, which is the I-10 Mobile River Bridge, and the Alternate 4 projects. The 

additional projects that are included in Alternate 5, are those that do not have any phase currently 

programmed in the TIP, or are either not capacity projects. These projects include two Airport 

Boulevard improvements based on the Airport Boulevard Capacity Study, conducted by Volkert 

and Associates, and the Celeste Road widening from Interstate 65 to Forest Ave. The Airport 

Boulevard Capacity Study has numerous improvements recommended for Airport Boulevard 

(please see Section 6.0 Congestion Management Process); however the Technical Coordinating / 

Citizens Advisory Committee (TCC/CAC) recommended only the Azalea Road interchange and 

the Malls area intersection improvements be completed first, as part of this Long Range 

Transportation Plan. Alternate 5 estimated cost is $951.1 million and is the recommended 

alternate, and discussed further in terms of network statistics in the section below.  

 

4.4.7 Summary and Conclusions 

 

Table 4-10 below and Figures 4-20 on page 169 and 4-21 on page 170, summarize the projected 

characteristics and operating conditions of each of the five alternates evaluated in detail.  Table 

4-10 summarizes the statistics for each network as projected by the travel models.  Figure 4-20 

on page 169 graphically demonstrates the relationship of each alternate to the others (and to base 

year conditions) in terms of physical characteristics — projected daily vehicle-miles-traveled, 

available lane-miles, and equivalent lane-miles. (Note the direct correlation between increased 

travel speed and decreased congestion.)  Figure 4-21 on page 170 depicts the performance 

characteristics of the alternates through comparison of average peak-hour-speed and miles of 

congested roadway.  Table 4-15 on page 175, which is included in Section 4.5 of the document 

explains the assumptions and methodology used to estimate capital, maintenance, and user costs 

and benefits. 

 

It should be reiterated in closing this section, that none of the alternative systems discussed here 

will completely address all of the capacity deficiencies projected to occur within the MATS 

boundaries during the twenty-five year study period.   Each alternate would probably have at 

least several isolated segments of congested roads, having significant sections of congestion.   
 

Table 4-10 

MATS 2040 Highway Network Evaluation Summary 
 
 

 

Vehicle-Mile Vehicle    Lane- Miles    Average Capacity   Costs ($ millions)   

  Traveled Hours Freeway Arterial Speed Utilization Miles>D Constrct Maint   Savings 

2010 Net 9,657,415 267,177 306.7 1,127.3 36.30 56.0% 82.4 N/A N/A N/A 

Alternate 1 14,328,595 1,175,948 317.8 1,136.2 12.20 82.1% 238.5 N/A $364.5 N/A 

Alternate 2 14,398,471 1,109,342 326.1 1,190.8 12.99 79.5% 199.2 $284 $376.7 $17,898.9 
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Alternate 3 14,366,931 947,326 340.7 1,190.8 15.18 78.4% 187.8 $828 $383.2 $19,608.9 

Alternate 4 14,386,475 933,077 340.7 1,217.7 15.43 77.4% 178.2 $905 $387.3 $19,687.0 

Alternate 5 14,371,928 917,468 340.7 1,219.3 15.68 77.0% 175.0 $951 $388.3 $19,885.0 

 

 

 

All alternates tested exhibited at least two common weaknesses: (1) the need for an extraordinary 

level of improvement to east-west roads in the Airport Boulevard corridor, and (2) the likelihood 

of significant capacity problems on Interstate 10 and Interstate 65 throughout the study area.  The 

former is addressed to varying degrees by each alternate network considered here, and it has 

been a long time problem with the road network of the study area. Recently, an Airport 

Boulevard Capacity Study was completed to address issues with Airport Boulevard, when 

facility widening is not considered an option. Alternate 5 includes two of these projects. 

However, the travel demand forecast model is not designed to capture delay savings for an 

interchange, rather than intersection, or a Florida T at the malls. Costs are certainly realized, but 

it is inherent not all of the delay savings of congestion hours are captured. The second area of 

concern, however, has yet to be thoroughly and completely resolved by this new Plan, or any 

other recent study, which is the amount of interstate congestion, projected both in the immediate 

future, and over the long term.   

  
 Figure 4-20 

MATS 2040 Highway Network Physical Characteristics 
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With the completion of the new US 98/Schillinger Road arterial loop, and potential Snow Road 

arterial loop, there may be some slight decrease in the overloads on Interstate 65. But due to its 

high historic traffic growth rate, the long-term growth on Interstate 10 is projected to be very 

large. All of Interstate 10 will eventually need additional lanes, which is detailed in the Visionary 

Element of this plan.  The projected traffic volumes at the western study area boundary, are well 

above LOS D capacity by 2040.  If this trend continues, the additional capacity required can be 

provided by four additional lanes (two in each direction) as proposed in the Visionary Element. 

Funding, however, is not available at this time. 

 

The projections at the eastern study area boundary, coupled with the rate of traffic increase on 

the Interstate 10 Bayway, in recent years, as well as the current traffic levels, suggest that major 

improvements are necessary now for Interstate 10 east of the Mobile CBD, including additional 

capacity across the Mobile River.  The projections developed as part of this Plan, indicate that 

the Interstate 10 east corridor will continue to be LOS F, as the AADT already shows it over 

capacity.    The I-10 Mobile River Bridge is included in all 2040 alternates tested for this Long 

Range Plan, except the Existing and Committed system and Alternate 1. It will be extremely 

important to the area’s long-term growth and continued economic expansion, that the project be 

constructed within a reasonable time frame. For more on the I-10 Mobile River Bridge, please 

see Section 4.5.2 I-10 Mobile River Bridge of this document. 
 

 Figure 4-21 

MATS 2040 Highway Network Performance Characteristics 
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4.5 Recommended 2040 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 environments, 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.  With limited funding 

comes the critical necessity of prioritizing projects based on that absolute 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 a per lane-mile construction cost; it also includes annual maintenance expenses for the life 

of the road (at least 30 years).  Similarly, 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. 

 

4.5.1 Funding 

 

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 on 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 with 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 to a lesser extent, 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 streams have been projected to 

continue at current levels, meaning that the focus remains on federal/state funding for major 

projects, moderate amounts of local matching funds, initiating smaller capital projects, and 

supporting 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).  In the past it has been assumed 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.   

 

The funding projection methodology that is typically used, is based on the past ten years 

spending levels for each funding category. For example, as detailed in Table 4-11 on page 172, 
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in the past ten years the average amount of National Highway Performance Program spent in 

Mobile is $8,296,000 per year.  Of that total, $7,869,000 per year has been spent on capacity 

improvement projects and $427,000 been spent on maintenance and operations. Those annual 

averages can be projected 25 years to give us an idea of what type of funding levels can be 

expected in the 25 years. However, the highway funding scenario for this Long Range Plan is 

strictly based on projects that ALDOT can complete in the next ten years, plus the MPO 

dedicated annual funding. It should be noted that the Mobile MPO Attributable funds have never 

funded a maintenance type improvement, although one is scheduled in priority three, the 

Government Street reconstruction.  
 

Table 4-11 

Estimated Federal Funding Forecasts ‐ FY‐2014 thru FY‐2040 (thousands) 

 

 

 The funding scenario for the Highway Element of Destination 2040 Long Range Plan, is based 

on the MPO’s projected revenue at current levels, plus the projects ALDOT will fund over the 

next 25 years. ALDOT has stated that because of funding shortfalls, ALDOT will only construct 

$150 million of new capacity throughout the State of Alabama each year.  The over $544 million 

for I-10 Mobile River Bridge is obviously excluded from the $150 million worth of additional 

capacity projects statewide, as a reliable funding stream has not been identified for the I-10 

Mobile River Bridge at the adoption of this Long Range Plan. The I-10 Mobile River Bridge, the 

three additional capacity projects, and three interchange projects are to be included in the 

Destination 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan as the ALDOT’s funded portion of federal 

funds.  Based on these assumptions, and as detailed in Table 4-12 on page 173, the MATS Study 

     Source: Mobile MPO                                 Based on ALDOT Data                                                                                                        
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Area can expect to receive $752,889,462 of ALDOT funded projects over the next 25 years. The 

match for the State’s federal funds vary between 20 percent and 10 percent based on which 

funding program is used. 

The Mobile MPO receives $6,865,639 of federal funds based on federal formula, and funded by 

the current federal transportation funding legislation, MAP-21. These annual funds require a 20 

percent match which totals an annual programmable amount of $8,582,049. Projecting the 

annual programmable amount to 25 years, equates to $214,551,225 over the next 25 years (2015 

to 2040). The projected funding of the highway element of this Long Range Transportation Plan 

is the MPO projected funding, plus the ALDOT’s projects that will be implemented in the next 

25 years.  

Table 4-12 

MATS 2040 Funding Scenario (federal plus match) 

ALDOT Funded Projects Phase Funding 

SR 158 Extension from Schillinger Rd to Study Area Boundary UT,CN $106,067,146 

Schillinger Rd from US 98 to Lott Rd UT,CN $5,000,000 

I-10 From Carol Plantation to McDonald Rd UT,CN $39,221,496 

I-65 / Celeste Rd Interchange ROW,UT,CN $8,938,316 

I-65 / US 43 Interchange UT,CN $18,951,661 

I-10 West Tunnel Interchange UT,CN $30,500,000 

I-10 Mobile River Bridge (Mobile Urban Area Only) PE,ROW,UT,CN $544,210,843 

TOTAL ALDOT FUNDED $752,889,462 

MPO Attributable Funding 

Annual Allocation (plus match) $8,582,049 X 25 years $214,551,225 

TOTAL 25 YEAR PROJECTED FUNDING $967,440,687 

The I-10 Mobile River Bridge

The I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening project is a proposal to increase the 

capacity of I-10 by constructing a new six-lane bridge, with 215 feet of Air Draft Clearance 

(ADC) across the Mobile River, and widening the existing I-10 bridges across Mobile Bay from 

four to eight lanes.  The proposed project would originate in Mobile County in Alabama and 

extend eastward to Baldwin County.  For the purpose of this plan, only the Mobile County 

section is included. The bridge increases the capacity of Interstate 10 to meet existing and 

predicted future traffic volumes. It will provide a more direct route for local, regional, and 

coastal interstate traffic, while minimizing impacts to Mobile’s maritime industry. 

The Federal Highway Administration approved the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(DEIS) for the proposed I-10 bridge over Mobile River and widening of the existing I-10 

Bayway on July 22, 2014.  The DEIS addresses impacts associated with the bridge alignments 

under consideration for the project and provides a preferred corridor, based on previous studies, 

  Source: Mobile MPO 
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and address the associated impacts.  The preferred corridor (B prime) begins at Virginia Street, 

crosses the Mobile River just south of the Mobile Cruise Terminal, continues across Pinto Island, 

and joins the center of the Bayway, which will be widened to two-lanes in each direction, from 

the bridge meeting point to Daphne in Baldwin County. The DEIS was available for public 

review at several ALDOT public meetings and on their website during the comment period 

ending on November 7, 2014 with a total of 641 comments. 

Funding for the bridge has not yet been determined as of this writing and with the adoption of the 

Long Range document. However, the bridge is a priority for the State of Alabama, and the 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has approved the I-10 Mobile River Bridge to be 

included in this Destination 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan. The approved spending plan 

for the bridge is $80 million per year, starting in year 2018 for 15 years. The Mobile County 

portion of the bridge is estimated to cost $544,210,843 (see Table 4-13). This does not mean that 

the bridge will be funded based on jurisdiction, as the Eastern Shore MPO has the Baldwin 

County portion in its Long Range Transportation Plan. The bridge will be funded at an estimated 

cost of $850 Million. 

The innovative financing techniques to fund the bridge will be forth coming, after the adoption 

of this plan. This project is a critical future infrastructure, and has been identified in Section 3.0 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities to include a bicycle / pedestrian lane, and in Section 5.0 

Climate Change, as being vulnerable to potential climate change stressors in the future.  

Table 4-13 details the cost estimates for each phase of the I-10 Mobile River Bridge Project.  

Table 4-13 

I-10 Mobile River Bridge (Mobile Urban Area Only) 

Project Reference Number Phase of project FY Total Est. Cost 

 

100062408  Preliminary Engineering   2018 $51,102,973 

100062410  Right of Way 2019  $25,414,527 

100062411  Utilities   2019 $4,866,612 

100062412  Construction   2020 $462,826,731 

       Total    $544,210,843 

   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     Source: ALDOT                                                                                                                                
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4.5.3 Cost 

Alternates 1-5 had cost estimates that were based on the ALDOT’s Preliminary Cost Estimate 

Chart Table 4-14. This chart is specific to this time frame and 2013 dollars, and is not to be used 

for any other cost estimate calculations, unless adjusted. The projects of Alternates 1-5 have 

project cost estimates provided by either ALDOT or the project sponsor.  

Table 4-14 

MATS 2040 Long Range Plan Financial Considerations 

 

 

 

 

Table 4 -15 

MATS 2040 Maintenance and Road User Cost 

 

Maintenance 
(Amount shown is thousands of dollars per lane-mile per year) 

Freeway $18.0 

Principal Arterial  $ 6.5 

Minor Arterial/Collector  $ 5.0 

     Source: ALDOT                                                                                                                                
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ROAD USER COSTS 
Annual Road User Costs = Time Cost + Truck Operating Cost + Auto Operating Cost 

[(Veh-Hr X Avg Wage/Hr X Pers/Auto) + (%Trucks X Veh-Mi X $/Mi) +(%Autos X Veh-Mi X 

$/Mi)] X 300 Days 

Average Wage per Hour = $15.19 (based on 2010 and per capita income) 

Persons per Auto = 1.12 

Average Wage per vehicle = $17.01/hr 

Truck Operating Cost = $1.50 per mile ($86/hour ATA, 55 mph)  

Auto Operating Cost = $ .55 per mile (federal rate) 

Percent Trucks = 10% of vehicle miles 

Vehicle Hours weighted 80% off-peak, 20% peak 

After evaluating the E+C system and Alternates 2 through 5, 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 5 to the Metropolitan Planning Organization.  

This alternate provides good overall traffic service (in terms of congestion, average speed, etc.), 

high user benefits, reasonable cost, and lower disruption of established development. It should be 

noted that alternates are built from previous alternates. The expected revenue for the next 25 

years is maximized in terms of network performance, by ultimately selecting alternate 5.  

4.5.4 Freeway Improvements 

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.  

National data (Freight Analysis Framework 3 and the Commodity Flow Study) suggests that 

truck traffic on Interstate 10 will almost triple in the next 25 years (see Section 7.0 Freight). This, 

regardless of what impact the local trucking industry has on the road network.  This plan 

proposes to add lanes to the existing Interstate 10 and this is consistent with ALDOT’s 

commitment to fund it.  The major needs to the existing interstates and freeways are far beyond 

what can be funded. The entire Interstate 10 facility in Mobile County is anticipated to be over 

capacity in year 2040, and some portions, including the tunnels, are already over capacity. These 

Interstate 10 improvements will occur within the existing right of way, and although multiple 

lanes are required based on the forecasted volumes, it is not feasible as part of this fiscally 

constrained plan. Additional lanes will also be needed on the Interstate 10 Bayway prior to 2040, 

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 Interstate 10 in other areas.  Alternates 2 

  Source: Mobile MPO 
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through 5, evaluated in this update and including the recommended 2040 Plan, feature a 6-lane 

freeway on a high-level bridge structure in the Interstate 10 corridor over Mobile River. All cost 

estimates are based on that concept, and at approximately $544 million, this project alone 

accounts for a significant percentage of the construction cost of each of the alternates. Interstate 

10 has 2 projects in the plan, which are labeled 7 in Figure 4-23 on page 181. The I-10 Mobile 

River Bridge (Figure 4-22), additional lanes from Carol Plantation Road to McDonald Road and 

two interchange improvements at Celeste Road and west of the Interstate 10 Tunnel, are the only 

interstate projects included in this plan. 

 
Figure 4-22 

I-10 Mobile River Bridge Artist Rendering 

 

 
 

Source: ALDOT 

 

Likewise, the majority of Interstate 65, from Interstate 10 to US 43, will require additional 

capacity by the year 2040. However, since this plan is fiscally constrained, and ALDOT has not 

committed to fund any additional lanes on Interstate 65, additional capacity cannot be afforded 

with this plan. Results of the travel demand forecast model clearly show the need for capacity on 

all of the interstates in the MATS area. This is especially true when there are projects that may 

already be in the system, such as Interstate 65 from SR 158 to US 43, but no funding.  The 

portion of Interstate 65, from US90 to US98, is already over capacity in 2010; however, right of 

way constraints would prohibit any real additional capacity on this section of interstate.  

 

4.5.5 Arterial Improvements 

 

Second in importance to the development of a better freeway network, is the need to address 

capacity problems in the portion of the study area west of Interstate 65.  The existing demand 

and projected growth in west Mobile, must be accompanied by arterial improvement to handle 

this type of growth. The Airport Boulevard corridor, for example, shows a large amount of 

growth, but options for improvements on Airport Boulevard between Interstate 65 and Cody 

Road are limited, especially by this fiscally constrained plan. However, in 2010, Airport 

Boulevard was 5-laned to Snow Road, and a continuation of that to Eliza Jordan Road is needed. 

Also, as represented by project 1 on Figure 4-23 on page 181, are two intersection/interchange 

type improvements to Airport Boulevard. An interchange type facility at Azalea Road and a 
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Florida T-type intersection on Airport Boulevard, was determined to be feasible by the recently 

conducted Airport Boulevard Capacity Improvement Study. Likewise, Zeigler Boulevard is 

projected to be 5 lanes by 2017, from Forrest Hill Drive to Cody Road, and additional lanes are 

needed on Zeigler Boulevard, and Tanner Williams Road to Snow Road by year 2040 (project 

number 17 on Figure 4-23, page 181.  

 

A large portion of the housing growth is expected in the planning area of the 

McFarland/McDonald Road/Snow Road Corridor. Part of the impetus behind the projected 

growth in West Mobile, is the opening of the McDonald Road interchange. This opens up 

quicker travel times to downtown and other areas attracting home-based work trips. Housing 

projections below the watershed of Big Creek Lake, are higher than those undeveloped areas 

north of the lake. This growth needs to be accompanied by a form of arterial loop utilizing Snow 

Road.  The road as proposed would serve three primary purposes: 

 

 As a possible bypass for through trips between the areas north, east, and south of the 

study area 

 To directly link suburban portions of the study area together and reduce circuitous trip 

patterns between them 

 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).  

 

The arterial McFarland Road Extension project (project number 10 on Figure 4-23), would be a 

2-lane arterial facility connecting McDonald Road to McFarland Road at Three Notch Road.  It 

will improve access to West Mobile from the suburban areas utilizing the new McDonald Road 

interchange and will act as an arterial loop connecting Snow Road to Interstate 10.  

 

Another North-South arterial improvement is the widening of Schillinger Road (project number 

13 on Figure 4-23). The entire Schillinger Road corridor is approaching capacity, according to 

the traffic counts in the base year 2010. The amount of traffic today cannot be handled by the 

two-lane arterial, as Schillinger Road from Howells Ferry Road to US 98, is currently under 

construction. Schillinger Road, from Moffett Road to Lott Road is currently in the system with 

projected funding by ALDOT ($5 million) and the remainder funded by the MPO, sponsored by 

Mobile County. Schillinger Road from Halls Mill Creek to Three Notch Road (project number 

L1 on Figure 4-23), however, will be completed with local dollars, and is considered a regionally 

significant project and therefore included in the plan. Once the new US 98 project (project 

number 14 on Figure 4-23) is complete, commuters from Mississippi will be utilizing the new 

arterial improvement connecting with I-65. External trips will be utilizing this facility as well, 

rather than Moffett Road as well.  Three Notch Road will serve as a southern connector (project 

number 16 on Figure 4-23) to the new arterial loop. 

 

It is recognized that US 43 will have an increase in trips over the next 25 years, and that is 

clearly evident today. However, currently there are access management practices developed for 

the US 43 corridor, and some of the capacity issues should be addressed. It is important to note 

that this Plan is developed every 4-5 years, and can be updated in the interim if a significant 

decrease in facility efficiency is apparent. Nonetheless, US 43 is recognized in the Visionary 
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Element as requiring additional lanes in the future, when funds become available.  

 

One of the most congested areas in the study area is Dauphin Street, from Sage Avenue to 

Springhill Hospital. Travel times have increased considerably over the past decade on this 

section of road (project number 4 on Figure 4-23), and a major capacity improvement project is 

needed. In the same corridor, and sharing a lot of trip patterns with Dauphin Street, is McGregor 

Avenue (project number 11 in Figure 4-23). Although it is not feasible to improve McGregor 

north of Dauphin Street, south of Dauphin Street is not only at capacity now, but is in need of an 

additional lane. 

 

And finally, there is a project to reconstruct Government Street (project number 6 on Figure 4-

23, page 181). It has long been recognized that the projects on the MATS Long Range Plan have 

been determined by need of capacity. However, because of lack of federal funds to maintain the 

current system, this project will be using federal MPO attributable funds to completely 

reconstruct Government Street from Pine Hill Road to Water Street, and will be a joint 

ALDOT/MPO project.  
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Figure 4-23 

MATS 2040 Highway Plan 

  Source: Mobile MPO 
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Table 4-16 
Recommended Highway Projects, 2010 – 2040 

     2010     2040      2010        2040 
MAP#. CPMS# FUNDS PHASE COST ROAD FROM TO DIS LANE LANE VOLUME VOLUME PRIORITY 

1 n/a MPO ALL $10.90  Airport Blvd Snow Rd Eliza Jordan Rd 1.2 2 4 13,800 19,900 2 

2 n/a MPO ALL $17.80  Celeste Rd  I-65 Forest Ave 2 2 4 13,500 24,400 3 

3 n/a MPO ALL $9.00  Cottage Hill Rd McFarland Rd Dawes Rd 0.8 2 4 7,500 17,100 2 

4 100052460 MPO CN $3.65  Dauphin Street Sage Ave Springhill Mem. Hosp. 1.1 4 6 33,000 45,000 1 

100052459 MPO UT $0.28  Dauphin Street Sage Ave Springhill Mem. Hosp. 1.1 4 6 33,000 45,000 1 

100052458 MPO RW $0.27  Dauphin Street Sage Ave Springhill Mem. Hosp. 1.1 4 6 33,000 45,000 1 

5 n/a MPO ALL $5.25  Dawes Rd Jeff Hamilton Rd Grelot Rd 1.5 2 4 14,000 13,700 2 

6 n/a MPO ALL $8.19  Government St Macy Place Water St 2.3 n/a n/a 26,000 32,300  3 

7 100033461 NHPP CN $33.39 I -10 Carol Plantation Rd McDonald Rd 4.2 4 6 55,400 97,700 1 

100062412 DPIP CN $462.83  I-10 (Bridge) Virginia St Baldwin County 3 new 6 - 78,100 2 

100062411 DPIP UT $4.87  I-10 (Bridge) Virginia St Baldwin County 3 new 6 - 78,100 2 

100062410 DPIP RW $25.41  I-10 (Bridge) Virginia St Baldwin County 3 new 6 - 78,100 2 

100062408 DPIP PE $51.10  I-10 (Bridge) Virginia St Baldwin County 3 new 6 - 78,100 2 

9 100052450 MPO CN $4.80  McDonald Road North of I-10  Old Pascagoula Rd 0.5 2 4 11,500 30,400 1 

100052449 MPO UT $0.70  McDonald Road North of I-10  Old Pascagoula Rd 0.5 2 4 11,500 30,400 1 

100052448 MPO RW $1.00  McDonald Road North of I-10  Old Pascagoula Rd 0.5 2 4 11,500 30,400 1 

10 100059791 MPO CN $13.10  McFarland Road Old Pascagoula Rd  Three Notch Rd 3.1 new 2 n/a 18,400 1 

100059790 MPO UT $2.40  McFarland Road Old Pascagoula Rd  Three Notch Rd 3.1 new 2 n/a 18,400 1 

100059789 MPO RW $6.00  McFarland Road Old Pascagoula Rd  Three Notch Rd 3.1 new 2 n/a 18,400 1 

100059788 MPO PE $2.50  McFarland Road Old Pascagoula Rd  Three Notch Rd 3.1 new 2 n/a 18,400 1 

11 100052602 MPO CN $3.38  McGregor Avenue Dauphin St  Airport Blvd 0.6 2 4 19,100 19,500 1 

100052601 MPO UT $1.50  McGregor Avenue Dauphin St  Airport Blvd 0.6 2 4 19,100 19,500 1 

182



Table 4-16 
Recommended Highway Projects, 2010 – 2040 

     2010     2040      2010        2040 
MAP#. CPMS# FUNDS PHASE COST ROAD FROM TO DIS LANE LANE VOLUME VOLUME PRIORITY 

100052600 MPO RW $2.50  McGregor Avenue Dauphin St  Airport Blvd 0.6 2 4 19,100 19,500 1 

12 100046891 MPO CN $7.55  Schillinger Road US 98 Lott Rd 2.1 2 4 13,000 24,800 1 

100046891 STPAA CN $5.00  Schillinger Road US 98 Lott Rd 2.1 2 4 13,000 24,800 1 

100046890 MPO UT $0.30 Schillinger Road US 98 Lott Rd 2.1 2 4 13,000 24,800 1 

13 n/a MPO ALL $28.00  Snow Rd Airport Blvd Tanner William Rd 2.8 2 4 13,000 20,000 2 

n/a MPO ALL $14.10  Snow Rd Moffett Rd (new) US 98 1.5 2 4 n/a 12,900 2 

14 100060152 NHPP CN $24.05 SR 158 Schillinger Rd Lott Rd 1.6 new 4 n/a 26,000 1 

100060155 NHPP CN $13.16 SR 158 Schillinger Rd Lott Rd 1.6 new 4 n/a 26,000 1 

100060153 NHPP CN $17.72  SR 158 Lott Rd Glenwood Rd 4.1 new 4 n/a 26,000 1 

100060482 NHPP CN $18.26  SR 158 Lott Rd Glenwood Rd 4.1 new 4 n/a 26,000 1 

100060154 NHPP CN $12.00  SR 158 Glenwood Rd McCrary Rd 3.5 new 4 n/a 26,000 1 

100060483 NHPP CN $13.16  SR 158 Seabury Creek Bridge - new 4 n/a 26,000 1 

100060484 NHPP CN $13.16  SR 158 Interchange Lott Rd - new 4 n/a 26,000 1 

15 n/a MPO ALL $9.90  Tanner Williams Rd Snow Rd Eliza Jordan Rd 1 2 4 11,000 17,400 2 

16 100052464 MPO CN $4.50  Three Notch Road Schillinger Rd  McDonald Rd 1 2 4 11,600 22,500 1 

100052463 MPO UT $0.45 Three Notch Road Schillinger Rd  McDonald Rd 1 2 4 11,600 22,500 1 

100052462 MPO RW $0.91  Three Notch Road Schillinger Rd  McDonald Rd 1 2 4 11,600 22,500 1 

100052461 MPO PE $0.28 Three Notch Road Schillinger Rd  McDonald Rd 1 2 4 11,600 22,500 1 

100052596 MPO CN $4.87  Three Notch Road McDonald Rd  Ben Hamilton Rd 0.9 2 4 3,500 19,900 1 

100052595 MPO UT $0.49  Three Notch Road McDonald Rd  Ben Hamilton Rd 0.9 2 4 3,500 19,900 1 

100052594 MPO RW $0.99  Three Notch Road McDonald Rd  Ben Hamilton Rd 0.9 2 4 3,500 19,900 1 

100052465 MPO PE $0.33 Three Notch Road McDonald Rd  Ben Hamilton Rd 0.9 2 4 3,500 19,900 1 

100052599 MPO CN $4.87  Three Notch Road Ben Hamilton Rd  Dawes Rd 1 2 4 3,000 15,100 1 

100052598 MPO UT $0.49  Three Notch Road Ben Hamilton Rd  Dawes Rd 1 2 4 3,000 15,100 1 

100052597 MPO RW $0.99  Three Notch Road Ben Hamilton Rd  Dawes Rd 1 2 4 3,000 15,100 1 

100052466 MPO PE $0.33 Three Notch Road Ben Hamilton Rd  Dawes Rd 1 2 4 3,000 15,100 1 
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Table 4-16 
Recommended Highway Projects, 2010 – 2040 

     2010     2040      2010        2040 
MAP#. CPMS# FUNDS PHASE COST ROAD FROM TO DIS LANE LANE VOLUME VOLUME PRIORITY 

17 100037215 MPO CN $17.12  Zeigler Boulevard Forest Hill Dr Athey Rd  3.4 2 4 15,000 25,200 1 

100043178 MPO UT $2.00  Zeigler Boulevard Forest Hill Dr Athey Rd  3.4 2 4 15,000 25,200 1 

100046895 MPO CN $5.24  Zeigler Boulevard Cody Rd Schillinger Rd 1.8 2 4 13,600 25,200 1 

100046894 MPO UT $0.38  Zeigler Boulevard Cody Rd Schillinger Rd 1.8 2 4 13,600 25,200 1 

100046893 MPO RW $0.84  Zeigler Boulevard Cody Rd Schillinger Rd 1.8 2 4 13,600 25,200 1 

100055883 MPO CN $5.00  Zeigler Boulevard Schillinger Rd  Tanner Williams Rd 1.4 2 4 7,000 17,200 1 

100055882 MPO UT $1.12  Zeigler Boulevard Schillinger Rd  Tanner Williams Rd 1.4 2 4 7,000 17,200 1 

100055881 MPO RW $1.88  Zeigler Boulevard Schillinger Rd  Tanner Williams Rd 1.4 2 4 7,000 17,200 1 

100055880 MPO PE $0.03  Zeigler Boulevard Schillinger Rd  Tanner Williams Rd 1.4 2 4 7,000 17,200 1 

Locally Funded Projects 

L1 n/a Local ALL $14.91 Schillinger Rd Three Notch Rd Halls Mill Creek 2.3 2 4 15,100 26,000 L1 

L2 n/a Local ALL $15.0 Tanner Williams Rd Zeigler Blvd Snow Rd 1.8 2 4 13,400 23,800 L2 

MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS TYPE PROJECTS 

N/A n/a MPO ALL $15.0  Congestion  Management  Process - n/a n/a - -   1 

1 n/a MPO ALL $6.80  Airport Blvd Malls Intersection  Intersection  - n/a n/a - -   3 

7 100055753 IM CN $30.00  I-10 West Tunnel Int Interchange  - - - - - 1 

100055752 IM UT $0.50  I-10 West Tunnel Int Interchange - - - - - 1 

8 100039475 IM CN $7.33  I-65 Celeste Rd Int. Interchange  - - - - - 1 

100050694 IM CN $16.70  I-65 US 43 Int. Interchange  - - - - - 1 

100050693 IM UT $0.14  I-65 US 43 Int. Interchange  - - - - - 1 

TOTAL Federal Projects (millions) $975.06 ($747.08 ALDOT, $227.98 MPO) 

Priority 1  (2015 - 2020)     $ 322,610,000 
Priority 2  (2020 - 2030)    $ 621,360,000 
Priority 3  (2030 - 2040)    $ 31,090,000 

-All projects are required to have some form of bicycle /pedestrian facility included in the project, or a valid reason for an exclusion; please see Section 3 Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Facilities of this Plan.  

-These priorities were determined by the Mobile MPO and are subject to change;  
-Year of Expenditure (YOE) cost based on 1% per year applied to first year of these priorities 
-Total programmable STP Fund amount for MPO is $8,922,488.8 X 2017-2040 = $231,309,828 
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4.5.6 Priorities 

 

As implementation of this plan progresses over the years, not only is it critically important 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 4-16 (pages 183-187), 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 (2015-2020), over 

the intermediate term (2020-2030), and longer term (2030-2040).  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 being 

programmed for construction at the present time and already have a CPMS number.  Second 

priority projects are, in essence, the I-10 Mobile River Bridge. This is because no work has 

actually started on the project, lacking at the time of this document approval, both a reliable 

funding source and an environmental Record of Decision (ROD). Third priority projects are 

those projects that are long-term and must enter the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 

process at some future point, in order to be funded with MPO funds. 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, that 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 2040. 

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 2040 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 that divide the MATS 

area. 
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4.5.7 Visionary Element 

 

Because this Long Range Transportation Plan has to be fiscally constrained, it is the intent of the 

long range planning process to develop projects that fulfill the future demand. However, there is 

not enough estimated funding to complete the projects by year 2040. Ultimately, the road system 

of the Mobile Area Transportation Study should have a complete freeway network and arterial 

network satisfying the future travel demand. Unfortunately, this is not the case. Because the 

projected demand is so great in 2040, there is not enough projected funding to fulfill the needs of 

the future. For this reason, a Visionary set of projects was tested. The Visionary Element is 

essentially Alternate 5, plus a variety of interstate and arterial projects as depicted in varying 

colors on Figure 4-24 on page 189.  

 

It is recognized that Interstate 65 and Interstate 10 are both constrained by right-of-way and the 

cost to widen those facilities. However, the need is still there, as determined not only by recent 

trends, but the travel demand forecast model as well. Although already at capacity, Interstate 65, 

from Interstate 10 to SR 158, have right-of-way constraints that would make it difficult to fund.  

 

The current Interstate 10 improvements of the recommended Long Range Transportation Plan 

are occurring within the existing right of way. This is certainly a cost savings, but in order to 

expand lanes beyond what is recommended in this plan, right-of-way will have to be acquired, 

and that potentially creates millions of dollars more in construction costs. Likewise, Interstate 65 

cannot be widened south of Interstate 165. The right of way cost of a project of that magnitude 

would prohibit it. However, north of Interstate 165 to US 43 needs to be improved; this project 

would cost an estimated $60 million. Rangeline Road Widening to Fowl River has been a project 

that has been in the last four Long Range Plans. It is a needed improvement that would cost over 

$40 million to construct. SR 158, from US 43 to Interstate 65, is a project that has right-of-way 

authorized in 2012 and an estimated construction cost of $14 million. However, because of 

ALDOT fiscal constraints, that SR 158, from US 43 to Interstate 65, is not included in any of the 

Alternates above.  

 

US 43 has just recently started to experience an increase in volume and is projected to be well 

over capacity by 2040, costing over $50 million. US 43 has a projected increase in volume due to 

US 69 (north of the Study Area) and US 43 serving as a north-south route traversing the State of 

Alabama. Trucks, in particular, are expected to increase. Snow Road widening would create 

another arterial loop around Mobile, parallel to Schillinger Road. Several iterations of the Long 

Range Transportation Plans have shown an Outer Loop that was planned as a limited access 

facility. That project is no longer a viable project. The widening of Snow Road in the Visionary 

Element is estimated to be an additional $40 million, connecting with project number 13 on 

Figure 4-23. Both Old Pascagoula Road and US 90, between McDonald Road and Grand Bay 

Wilmer Road, are projected to be over capacity, only because of the volume overflow created by 

the increase in Interstate 10 traffic. This is an anomaly in the model the Mobile MPO needs to be 

aware of. It is assumed that if I-10 has the additional lanes that are needed, the projected over 

capacity on Old Pascagoula Road and US 90, will be alleviated.  
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Figure 4-24 

MATS 2040 Visionary Plan 
 
 

 

     Source: Mobile MPO                    
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Table 4-17 below details the projects of the Visionary Plan. Interstate projects are tan color on 

Figure 4-24 (page 189) and arterial projects are pink. The projects that have CPMS numbers 

have some phase already started; however, because of ALDOT funding constraints, the projects 

are not moving forward.  Some of these projects have been in the planning process for decades. 

All projects in the Visionary Plan are based on projected capacity deficiencies. Of note, are the 

Airport Boulevard interchange projects. These projects are the result of an Airport Boulevard 

Capacity Study, funded with Mobile MPO funds and sponsored by both the City of Mobile and 

Mobile County. These projects are detailed again in Section 6.0 Congestion Management of this 

document. The Visionary Element projects are estimated in excess of $550 million, in addition to 

the recommended Long Range Plan. 

 
Table 4-17 

MATS 2040 Visionary Plan 
 
                               2010      2040 

CPMS# FUNDS PHASE COST ROAD FROM TO DIS LN LN VOL VOL 

100056483 NHPP CN $128.00  I-10 SR-188 McDonald Rd 6.4 4 6 48,900 88,000 

100040267 NHPP PE .96 I-10 SR-188 McDonald Rd 6.4 4 6 48,900 88,000 

100057146 NHPP CN 78.92 I-65 Celeste Rd US 43 4.3 4 6 34,100 73,700 

100043152 NHPP CN 51.30 I-65 SR 158 Celeste Rd 2.1 4 6 43,000 77,900 

100041558 NHPP CN 15.60 US 90  McDonald Rd S. of Theodore Dawes 3.5 2 4 11,600 24,300 

100041557 NHPP UT 0.93 US 90  McDonald Rd S. of Theodore Dawes 3.5 2 4 11,600 24,300 

100041556 NHPP RW 4.93 US 90  McDonald Rd S. of Theodore Dawes 3.5 2 4 11,600 24,300 

100041555 NHPP PE 0.86 US 90  McDonald Rd S. of Theodore Dawes 3.5 2 4 11,600 24,300 

100009302 NHPP CN 14.00 SR-158 I-65 US 43 2.0 2 4 16,000 16,000 

100009308 NHPP UT 0.94 SR-158 I-65 US 43 2.0 2 4 16,000 16,000 

100042906 STPAA CN 36.74 SR-193 Laurendine Rd N. of Fowl River 6.8 2 4 12,000 23,500 

100043118 STPAA CN 34.78 SR-193 Laurendine Rd N. of Fowl River 6.8 2 4 12,000 23,500 

100042157 STPAA RW 29.42 SR-193 Laurendine Rd N. of Fowl River 6.8 2 4 12,000 23,500 

100008997 STPAA UT 0.50 SR-193 Laurendine Rd N. of Fowl River 6.8 2 4 12,000 23,500 

- STPAA ALL 56.00 US43 I-65 Study Area 7.7 4 6 22,800 58,000 

- MPO ALL 16.90 Snow Rd Airport Blvd Cottage Hill Rd 2.8 2 4 7,000 15,600 

- MPO ALL 32.50 Snow Rd Tanner Williams  Moffett Rd 5.0 2 4 11,000 13,600 

- MPO CN 9.97 Airport Blvd University Blvd Int Interchange - - - - - 
- MPO RW 5.37 Airport Blvd University Blvd Int Interchange - - - - - 
- MPO PE 1.00 Airport Blvd University Blvd Int Interchange - - - - - 
- MPO CN 9.47 Airport Blvd Hillcrest Rd Int Interchange - - - - - 
- MPO RW 1.96 Airport Blvd Hillcrest Rd Int Interchange - - - - - 
- MPO PE 0.95 Airport Blvd Hillcrest Rd Int Interchange - - - - - 
- MPO CN 1.42 Airport Blvd Cody Rd Int Interchange - - - - - 
- MPO RW 6.91 Airport Blvd Cody Rd Int Interchange - - - - - 
- MPO PE 0.69 Airport Blvd Cody Rd Int Interchange - - - - - 
- MPO CN 6.74 Airport Blvd Schillinger Rd Int Interchange - - - - - 
- MPO RW 3.79 Airport Blvd Schillinger Rd Int Interchange - - - - - 
- MPO PE 0.67 Airport Blvd Schillinger Rd Int Interchange - - - - - 

     Source: Mobile MPO                    
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5.0 Climate Change 

 

5.1 Impacts of Climate Change and Variability on Transportation Systems and 

Infrastructure 

 

The U.S. Department of Transportation’s Center for Climate Change and Environmental 

Forecasting conducted a comprehensive, multi-phase study of climate change impacts on 

transportation in the Central Gulf Coast region. The study, formally known as Impacts of 

Climate Change and Variability on Transportation Systems and Infrastructure: Gulf Coast Study 

(hereafter, the Gulf Coast Study), is the first such study of its magnitude in the United States, and 

thus represents an important benchmark in our understanding of what constitutes an effective 

transportation system adaptation planning effort.  

 

While the accuracy of global climate change projections has been the source of increasing 

speculation over recent years, investigations into the potential impacts of projected changes on a 

regional scale have been scarce. The exact risks that climate change poses to transportation 

systems are not yet well known. As many of the nation’s infrastructure components, such as rail 

lines, highways, bridges, and ports, are built to last for up to 100 years, it is important that their 

design and long-term operations consider factors that could affect their resilience and 

effectiveness over their life span, such as changing environmental conditions due to climate 

change. 

 

The Gulf Coast Study was initiated to better understand climate change impacts on transportation 

infrastructure and to identify potential adaptation strategies. This study area was selected as the 

focal point due to its dense population and complex network of transportation infrastructure, as 

well as its critical economic role in the import and export of oil, gas, and other goods. The study, 

funded under the U.S. Department of Transportation’s (USDOT) Surface Transportation 

Environment and Planning (STEP) Cooperative Research Program, the USDOT’s Center for 

Climate Change and Environmental Forecasting, and other USDOT offices, is managed by 

FHWA, with assistance from the DOT Climate Center and individual modal administrations. The 

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) has provided support for much of the climate science work. 

 

5.1.1 The Gulf Coast Study includes two phases: 

 

5.1.1.2 The Gulf Coast Study Phase One 

 

Phase 1 (2008) – During Phase 1, FHWA partnered with the USGS and the U.S. Climate Change 

Science Program, to investigate potential climate change risks and impacts on coastal ports, road, 

air, rail, and public transit systems in the coastal region from Mobile, Alabama to 

Houston/Galveston, Texas. The study assessed likely changes in temperature and precipitation 

patterns, sea-level rise, and severity and frequency of tropical storms.  

 

The assessment concluded that under certain conditions, storms could increase in intensity by at 

least 10 percent, hurricanes of Category 3 and higher could increase in intensity and in 

frequency, average annual temperatures could rise by at least 2.7°F over the next fifty years, the 

number of days over 90°F could increase by 50 percent, and relative sea-level rise could increase 
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by at least a foot (and in many areas more). The concern was that by 2050, given the preceding 

scenario, there is the specter of widespread inundation.  

 

Phase 2 then explored how these changes could impact transportation systems. It found that a 

comparative  sea-level rise of four feet would permanently inundate 27 percent of the Gulf Coast 

region’s roads and highways, 9 percent of its railways, and 72 percent of its ports; higher 

temperatures would likely lead to more rapid deterioration of infrastructure and higher 

maintenance costs; more intense precipitation events could overwhelm drainage systems and 

cause damage and delays; and increased hurricane intensity, coupled with sea-level rise would 

pose a significant threat to infrastructure. 

 
Figure 5-1 

Gulf Coast Phase 1 Study Area

  

 

 

 
Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 

 

5.1.1.2 The Gulf Coast Study Phase Two 

 

Phase 2 (Adopted as part of Destination 2040 LRTP) -The purpose of Phase 2 is to provide a 

more detailed assessment of the vulnerability of the most critical components of the 

transportation system, to weather events and long-term changes in climate. This work was 

conducted in a single metropolitan area—the Mobile, AL region and is discussed from 5.2 to 5.8 

of this section.   

 

With the intention of making the processes used in the study replicable in other areas. USDOT is 

conducting Phase 2 in partnership with the Mobile Metropolitan Planning Organization, part of 

the South Alabama Regional Planning Commission (SARPC).  

Phase 2 includes the following tasks: 
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• Task 1: Identify critical transportation assets.  

• Task 2: Develop climate information and assess sensitivity of assets to climate stressors. 

• Task 3: Determine the vulnerability for key links and assets. 

• Task 4: Develop and apply detailed risk management tools. 

• Task 5: Coordinate with local planning authorities and the public on the process and 

implications of the analysis. 

• Task 6: Publish and disseminate the information learned. 
 

Figure 5-2 

Gulf Coast Phase 2 Study Area 

 

 

 

 
Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 

 

5.2  Purpose 

 

As part of the Gulf Coast Study Phase 2, the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) 

sought to improve its understanding of how a metropolitan transportation system - including 

highways, ports, airports, rail, transit, and pipelines - could be affected by climate change. 

Building on previous work under this project, in which it was determined what transportation 

assets were critical, and then developed climate projection data and scenarios, the USDOT 

developed and tested methodologies for conducting system-wide transportation climate 

vulnerability assessments. The goals of this effort were two-fold: (1) to develop and pilot novel 

approaches for conducting system-wide climate change vulnerability assessments, with the 

intention that the methodologies could be replicated by other transportation agencies, and (2) to 

understand where important transportation-related climate vulnerabilities may exist in Mobile, 

Alabama. It was intended that the MPO would serve as the pilot for all methodologies developed 

under the Gulf Coast project.  

 

5.2.1 Transportation Climate Change Vulnerability Assessments: A Need for Streamlined 

Methodologies 
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The approaches developed for this work are meant to help overcome a primary barrier of 

transportation agencies wishing to prepare for climate change: developing effective 

methodologies. In order to prepare for climate change, transportation practitioners must first 

understand how climate change could affect their transportation system and assets, so that they 

know where to focus their limited resources in preparing for climate change.  However, 

transportation networks are comprised of many individual assets, each of which is differentially 

affected by the various climate stressors, and a comprehensive vulnerability assessment of any 

single asset can be a resource-intensive endeavor. 

 

Scope of Vulnerability Assessment Methodology 

The methodology discussed in this Section of Destination 2040 covers the following modes: 

 Highways 

 Ports 

 Airports 

 Rail 

 Transit 

 

Pipelines were also qualitatively evaluated, but lack of data prevented a quantitative 

vulnerability assessment. The methodology also covers the following climate change stressors: 

 

 Changes in temperature 

 Changes in precipitation 

 Sea-level rise 

 Increased severity of storm surge 

 Winds associated with more severe storms 

 

Evaluating the vulnerability of each individual asset is simply not feasible for most 

transportation agencies.  Therefore, it is important to consider ways to cost-effectively identify 

which assets are potentially more likely to be affected by projected changes in climate in order 

to get a better understanding of system-wide vulnerabilities; this will help determine where 

additional resources should be dedicated to better monitor asset-specific vulnerabilities. In order 

to overcome the infeasibility of doing detailed vulnerability assessments for all individual assets, 

this study developed a screening approach that helps identify which assets could be considered 

more likely to be vulnerable to future climate conditions.  The hallmark of this approach is the 

use of indicators, which are characteristics that may indicate the degree to which an asset is 

exposed, sensitive to, or is able to adapt to a particular climate stressor.  Using indicators, each 

asset receives a score based on exposure, sensitivity, and adaptive capacity, creating an overall 

vulnerability score.  Assets with high vulnerability scores should be the first assets to receive 

more detailed attention, so as to determine their specific vulnerabilities, and/or to begin adapting 

to their vulnerabilities. Meanwhile, assets with lower vulnerability scores may not need 

immediate action. 

 

Indicators can be qualitative or quantitative, and may utilized existing datasets, spatial analysis, 

or stakeholder input.  Example indicators include: scour condition rating of bridges from the 

National Bridge Inventory (a quantitative measure using an existing dataset); presence of assets 
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in the 500-year flood zone (evaluated using spatial analysis); and stakeholder input on which 

assets have traditionally experienced climate-related damage (qualitative assessment based on 

stakeholder interviews). Regardless of their type and data source, indicators have one thing in 

common - they can be evaluated across large numbers of assets at relatively low cost. 

 

The approach developed for this work also includes a methodology for identifying reasonable 

boundaries to plausible future climate scenarios.  To evaluate future vulnerabilities, it is 

important to understand how the climate may change over time.  However, projecting future 

climate conditions involves a lot of uncertainty, and requires that assumptions be made about 

how much greenhouse gases humans continue to emit into the future, and the effect, if any, how 

the global sea-level may rise, or what future storms could look like. Furthermore, different 

climate models will yield different results given the same inputs. Picking one emissions 

scenario or one climate model on which to base adaptation actions or behaviors is risky, since a 

transportation practitioner cannot have a large degree of confidence that they selected the right 

model.  However, considering a wide range of models and input assumptions, yields an 

intimidating amount of climate projection data, with each data point being equally as likely to 

occur as the others. To overcome this challenge, this project developed a methodology that 

incorporated the results of different emission scenarios, models, and sea-level rise, and storm 

assumptions, while also harnessing these various climate projections into conceptually simple 

future climate narratives, against which to evaluate vulnerabilities. 

 

Detailed information on the methodology, including the use of indicators and development of 

climate narratives, is included in Section 5.3 and 5.4. 

 

5.2.2 Using this Methodology in Other Analyses 

 

The methodologies developed were tested using the Mobile, Alabama transportation system as a 

test case. This pilot effort yielded important lessons learned regarding the application of the 

methodologies.  These lessons may assist other transportation agencies in conducting similar 

assessments on their own transportation systems, and are discussed in Section 5.2.2. The 

intention of this work is that other transportation stakeholders can adapt and build upon these 

methodologies to conduct their own vulnerability assessments.  The methodology was designed 

to be highly flexible and scalable to accommodate different situations in terms of resource and 

data availability, types of modes and assets being evaluated, and climate stressor types (e.g. 

temperature, precipitation) of concern. Detailed information on the methodologies employed can 

be found starting in Section 5.3. 

 

As part of a larger effort to assist transportation agencies in preparing for climate change, 

USDOT developed new tools and resources that will help other transportation practitioners 

conduct vulnerability assessments, similar to the one described here. The first tool, the CMIP 

Data Processing Tool, enables transportation practitioners to download temperature and 

precipitation project data for their location, and easily translate the raw data into terms that are 

more relevant to transportation assets, such as short-term temperature or precipitation extremes, 

rather than focusing on longer-term averages. The outputs of this tool can provide the basis of 

the temperature and precipitation exposure against which to evaluate vulnerability.  The second 

tool, the Vulnerability Assessment Scoring Tool (VAST), automates the scoring methodology 
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described in this report. Users enter asset information, select the parameters for the analysis, 

and select indicators to evaluate exposure, sensitivity, and adaptive capacity.  Then, the tool 

calculates vulnerability scores based on these inputs. VAST significantly reduces the resources 

needed to complete the analysis described in this report. 

The USDOT has developed other tools and resources to assist transportation practitioners in 

conducting vulnerability assessments and adapting to climate change. These resources, 

including the CMIP Climate Data Processing Tool and VAST, are housed in the Assess 

Vulnerabilities section of FHWA’s virtual adaptation framework at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/en 

vironment/climate_change/adaptation/adaptation_framework/. 

5.2.2.1 Building on Mobile-Specific Findings 

The pilot testing of these methodologies also yielded important findings related to the climate 

vulnerability of Mobile’s transportation system. These findings may help Mobile better 

understand where and when climate vulnerabilities may need to be addressed. These results were 

also used to identify specific assets thought to be particularly vulnerable, which then underwent 

detailed engineering assessments of vulnerability and adaptation.  These engineering assessments 

looked at the specific design and location characteristics of the assets in question, and evaluated 

how the asset might be affected under particular climate conditions. The assessments also 

considered viable adaptation options for mitigating the impacts of the projected future climate 

conditions. 

This study is not intended to provide recommendations for specific actions that Mobile should 

undertake to prepare for climate change. Appropriate adaptation actions need to take into account 

available resources, community priorities, local tolerance for risk, and other factors - all of which 

also need to be weighed against local priorities outside the realm of climate change adaptation. 

However, the findings of this vulnerability assessment can help inform future discussions about 

how to prioritize adaptive actions. 

The overarching Mobile-specific findings are discussed in Section 5.4.  Detailed results of the 

vulnerability assessment are discussed in Section 5.4.1. 

5.2.2.2 Key Lessons Learned in Evaluating Vulnerability Using an Indicators Approach 

Due to resource constraints, climate change vulnerability assessments are often limited to small 

geographic areas, a single mode, and/or a single climate stressor. The approach described in this 

report provides a way to conduct more comprehensive vulnerability assessments by looking for 

specific characteristics (indicators) that may suggest that certain assets are particularly 

vulnerable. Although the results from this approach are not specific enough to provide definitive 

conclusions regarding the vulnerability of any specific asset, they can be used to identify specific 

assets, modes, or geographic areas that could be potentially vulnerable, as well as specific 

climate stressors that could be particularly problematic to a community. 

The methodologies discussed here are highly flexible. They can be applied to a variety of modes 

and locations, and can be easily scaled for varying levels of resource constraints and data 
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availability. Other transportation agencies may find these methods to be a solid foundation for 

their own analyses, but that those agencies may well find that different indicators, scoring 

methodologies, or evaluation methods work better for their particular needs. 

Furthermore, perfect information is not necessary to conduct a broad vulnerability assessment, 

and indicators and scoring methodologies can be easily customized to account for local priorities 

and knowledge. 

5.3 Key Findings in Methodology 

The study team learned several key lessons while testing this vulnerability assessment approach. 

These lessons are grouped into several key categories and discussed below: 

5.3.1 Scoping the Vulnerability Assessment 

How assets should be defined and selected is an important consideration at the outset of the 

vulnerability process. This vulnerability assessment focused on specific, broadly-defined assets 

within each mode (e.g., highway segments, rail segments, ports, airports, transit facilities). For 

other vulnerability assessments, the resolution could vary. For example, the vulnerability screen 

can be applied at the level of highway segments, or could focus on specific asset types within 

highways like culverts, bridges, and roadways. The chosen resolution affects the indicators and 

methods used to assess vulnerability. 

Determining which assets to include is also important. Some organizations may want to limit the 

scope of the assessment to fit time or resource constraints, or focus results on a subset of assets. 

A criticality assessment, as done in this study, is one way to limit the number of assets 

considered. 

Determining which climate stressors to evaluate is another early scoping need, especially for 

organizations interested in limiting the amount of climate data they need to collect. As a pilot 

study testing replicable approaches, this study focused on several climate stressors. Other 

assessments, however, may choose to focus on stressors deemed most important, based on 

general knowledge of exposure or sensitivities. 

5.3.1.1 Use of Climate Data 

Trying to look at too many timeframes and climate narratives can result in an overwhelming 

amount of data to process. Narrowing the scope of the assessment through desktop exercises 

could be one way to simplify the process. For example, in some cases, highways may be 

identified as not sensitive to temperature because the pavement binders can withstand even the 

highest temperature ranges projected. If this is determined at the outset, temperature could be 

eliminated as a stressor to consider for highways, leaving more resources and time to focus on 

other climate stressors. As another example, a local transportation agency may determine that 

only the near or medium term timeframes are relevant to their local planning priorities, and 

choose to not consider longer-term climate changes in their assessment. 

Evaluating the interactions between different climate stressors proved difficult in this 

vulnerability assessment, but in reality will be an important factor in how communities and 

transportation systems respond to climate change. This analysis explicitly considers such 
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interactions in the storm surge analysis, where one narrative includes the impacts of storm surge 

combined with sea-level rise. It was more difficult to explicitly assess interactions between other 

climate stressors, such as heavy downpours and high winds, alongside storm surge during 

extreme events. Similarly, the study team did not have enough information to evaluate changes 

in humidity with changes in temperature, though humidity is an important aspect of heat stress. 

 

5.3.1.2 Scoring Vulnerability through Exposure, Sensitivity, and Adaptive Capacity 

Indicator 

 The concepts of exposure and sensitivity can be difficult to separate, as both help determine 

whether an asset would be damaged by climate change. Ideally, exposure refers only to whether 

an asset will experience a change, and sensitivity refers only to whether it would be damaged if 

hypothetically exposed. In practice, however, this distinction can be difficult to make. This 

difficulty is illustrated in the exposure and sensitivity indicators used in the precipitation 

analysis, where location in a flood zone is used as a sensitivity indicator. Other examples are 

discussed in text boxes throughout the report. 

 Adaptive capacity can apply both to the adaptive capacity of a specific asset, and to the 

adaptive capacity of the system, as relates to that specific asset. This analysis considers both 

asset-specific and system-level adaptive capacity. The vulnerability scores for individual assets 

therefore provide some indication of the vulnerability of the overall system. For example, an 

airport with multiple runways has higher adaptive capacity than an airport with one runway, 

since this enables the airport to function in a wider range of wind conditions, or in the event that 

one runway is unavailable. Meanwhile, having multiple airports in a region means that the 

regional system may have higher adaptive capacity; if one airport becomes unavailable, 

passengers or cargo may be transported using nearby airports (albeit at a lower level of 

performance than typical conditions). Both asset-specific and system-level adaptive capacity 

indicators are used to evaluate adaptive capacity of airports in this study. 

 Transportation professionals interested in applying this approach face decisions about 

whether to incorporate definitive thresholds for asset sensitivity to different stressors. For an 

asset or system to be vulnerable, it must both be exposed and sensitive to climate change 

impacts. The study team did not designate any assets as definitively not sensitive in this analysis. 

Future vulnerability assessments may opt to incorporate thresholds of sensitivity in their scoring 

approach, below which a given asset is not sensitive to a given stressor and, therefore, not 

vulnerable. However, identifying such thresholds is difficult, depends greatly on the 

practitioner’s confidence in the indicators, and is an opportunity to inject bias vulnerability 

assessment results, in favor of past experience. Care should thus be taken before applying a 

methodology that automatically deems assets not vulnerable, because they are not sensitive 

under a chosen threshold. 

 Having more indicators does not necessarily yield better results. Having many indicators 

that agree about how vulnerable an asset is increases the robustness of a result; however, 

disagreement among indicators can mask an asset’s vulnerability. This is because not all 

indicators are as telling about an asset’s vulnerability as others, nor do all indicators have 

consistently reliable data. The importance and accuracy of indicators will vary by study area. 

Weighting some indicators more strongly than others, or grouping indicators can be a way to 

overcome this problem. For example, if an asset has been damaged in the past (and is clearly 
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sensitive), but is otherwise in good condition, it may make sense to weigh historical performance 

more heavily. Similarly, if detailed information is available for several indicators related to the 

condition of an asset, it may make sense to group these related indicators, so as to limit how 

strongly the asset’s condition influences the overall score, compared to other factors that can 

only be evaluated by one or two indicators. Consulting stakeholders and local experts can help to 

identify effective indicators and appropriate weights. 

 Historical vulnerability can be a useful tool to begin evaluating future vulnerability. The

study team arrived at several of the indicators used in this assessment, by investigating the 

reasons behind previous weather-related damage in Mobile. On the advice of the local 

transportation officials, this assessment weighted historical performance more heavily than other 

sensitivity indicators. The transportation officials indicated that looking at historical 

performance can help capture which assets would be affected first, or most significantly, as the 

climate changes. 

That said, relying too heavily on historical vulnerability can be difficult when dealing with novel 

climate impacts. For example, under extreme scenarios, such as two-meter increase in sea-level, 

many assets that have never experienced tidal flooding before may be highly vulnerable. This 

can be taken into account by weighting historical performance lower or equal to other indicators 

when assessing vulnerability for the most extreme, never-before-seen narratives. 

 The results of the indicator-based screen are heavily influenced by decisions about scoring

approaches and how those scores are weighted – both by indicator and by vulnerability 

component. The scoring system and weights in this study were based on professional judgment 

and Mobile-specific considerations. A vulnerability assessment elsewhere would need to review 

and revise the specific methodology used. This also is a reminder that it is important to conduct a 

sensitivity analysis to validate the robustness of the screening’s conclusions, and identify which 

assumptions are driving results. The methodology used to evaluate the robustness of this study’s 

results is described in Appendix E. 

5.3.1.3 Using Vulnerability Screen Results 

 These findings highlight the need for a gut check of the results. While most of the results

from this analysis appeared reasonable, there were a small number of results that did not 

resonate with the experience of reviewers and stakeholders. It is important to remember that this 

type of broad, screening-level approach will inevitably have limitations. As an example, one 

adjustment made for this analysis related to the treatment of coastal highway segments in flood 

zones. There were a few cases where a small piece of a segment crossed a riverine flood zone 

and was therefore counted as non-coastal, even though the asset was clearly a coastal asset. The 

vulnerability scores for those assets appeared to be a bit skewed, so the default calculations were 

revised. In another example, scores of certain coastal highway segments relating to precipitation 

changes seemed to be unduly influenced by adaptive capacity scores. Upon further review of the 

sensitivity and adaptive capacity scores, it was apparent that high adaptive capacity scores were 

sufficient to propel these assets to the top of the vulnerability list, even though they were not 

believed to be particularly sensitive. Knowing the facets of these results allows decision-makers 

to judge the implications of the vulnerability score. 

 Evaluating each component of vulnerability separately, in addition to as part of a composite

vulnerability score, adds another dimension to the analysis of results. One way to separate these 

concepts is to view vulnerability as a relationship between likelihood of damage (a combination 
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of exposure and sensitivity) and adaptive capacity, which allows decision-makers to make real-

time decisions about the weight of each component in their decision- making, and potentially 

vary those decisions by asset (such as in the case of highway precipitation results discussed 

above). 

 The complex interactions between the three components of vulnerability and vulnerability to

different stressors make it important to think critically about the most effective ways to represent 

the results. Spatial representation (i.e., maps) of the vulnerability results through color-coding 

can be one powerful way to illustrate the results of the screening (and also facilitate the gut check 

process. Knowing decision maker’s needs can inform the appropriate outputs for a vulnerability 

assessment. 

Related to these lessons are three key caveats to the final vulnerability screen scores, which need 

to be considered when reviewing the results. These caveats are: 

 It is difficult to make an apples-to-apples comparison of vulnerability scores to different

climate stressors for specific assets. There is no correlation. That is, an asset could end up with a 

vulnerability score of 3.3 for storm surge and 3.2 for sea-level rise, but such scores do not 

necessarily mean that the asset is more vulnerable to storm surge than to sea-level rise. Different 

indicators were used for each climate stressor, meaning the resulting vulnerability scores are not 

directly comparable. Still, the results can generally show which climate stressors may be more 

problematic than others. An asset scoring 3.3 for storm surge, and 1.3 for temperature is likely 

more vulnerable to storm surge than temperature. 

 Similarly, different indicators were used to evaluate each mode. A highway asset scoring 3.5

for wind is not necessarily more vulnerable than a port asset scoring 3.4 for wind. Order of 

magnitude, however, can still be useful. While the quantitative scores are not directly 

comparable across modes, they do provide an indication of which modes appear to be relatively 

more or less vulnerable. 

 Vulnerability scores were based on readily available data, expert interviews, and spatial

analysis. As with any quantitative analysis, the quality of the results is dependent on the quality 

of the input data. 

Mobile-specific caveats and limitations are discussed in Section 5.4. 

5.3.2 Areas for Future Research 

While this approach and its associated indicators were well vetted with transportation officials, 

engineers, and climate change vulnerability experts, there are specific areas that would benefit 

from additional research or evaluation by other localities. Such future analyses will help improve 

and build upon the methods presented in this document. The authors have identified the specific 

areas that may benefit from future research include: 

 Evaluation of additional indicators: This document discusses alternate indicators that were

not used in this project, but that could be considered for other efforts. These alternate indicators 

often address characteristics that may be relevant to other locations, but were not relevant to 

Mobile (such as cold-weather-related indicators) or that rely on data that may be available 

elsewhere but that were not readily available for Mobile. As other transportation agencies 

evaluate their systems for climate vulnerability, additional indicators may be identified. 
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 Systematic evaluation of the effectiveness of using the chosen indicators: It would be

interesting to evaluate how effective these indicators are in actually identifying assets that are 

more vulnerable. This check against reality could be done by looking at past climate events and 

the associated impacts on the transportation system. That is, if a similar assessment were 

conducted 5 or 10 years ago, using the selected indicators, would it have accurately identified 

the areas that exhibited vulnerability to recent weather events? This evaluation was outside the 

scope and resources of this study, but conducting this type of evaluation in the future could 

provide important insight into the selection and weighting of indicators. 

 Further review of scoring and weighting assumptions: As noted above, the assumptions on

scoring and weighting are important influencers of the results. Future review of these 

assumptions and evaluating them in different contexts would help improve robustness of the 

methodology. 

 Approaches for linking existing data collection structures with vulnerability assessments:

This indicator-based vulnerability screening approach is heavily data-dependent. Therefore, it 

would be helpful to determine effective ways to link existing data collection systems (such as 

asset management systems) with vulnerability screens. For example, the fields available in an 

asset management system can determine the available pool of indicators. In addition, 

determining key vulnerability indicators can be a way of identifying data fields for future 

collecting and tracking. 

5.4 Key Findings in Mobile 

This section provides a high-level summary of the findings for Mobile’s transportation system, 

including specific findings for each mode.  As noted previously, this work was intended to 

identify where climate change-related vulnerabilities may exist in Mobile’s transportation 

system, but does not provide recommendations on how to mitigate these vulnerabilities. 
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Figure 5-3 

Graphical Depiction of Least Extreme and Most Extreme Climate Narratives  

 
 

 
Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 

 

5.4.1 Overall Vulnerabilities of the Transportation System 

 

In general, transportation assets in Mobile seem to be particularly vulnerable to sea-level rise 

and storm surge. Under the most extreme narratives, all modes except airports have assets that 

scored as highly vulnerable, and most modes had assets scoring either moderately or highly 

vulnerable, even under the least extreme narratives. The analysis indicates that there are 

highways and rail assets that are vulnerable to storms that could conceivably happen today; 

more intense storms, coupled with sea-level rise, could cause significant impacts on all modes. 

Please see Figure 5-4 and Figure 5-5 on pages 203-204. 
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5.4.1.1 Summary of Transportation System Vulnerabilities 

 

• Storm surge and sea-level rise appear to pose the greatest threat to Mobile’s transportation 

system. Parts of the system are highly vulnerable, even under lower sea-level rise narratives and 

current storm conditions 

• In general, coastal areas show greater vulnerability scores than inland areas for all climate 

stressors 

 

5.4.1.2 Key Caveats in Vulnerability Assessment Results 

 

The vulnerability scores represent relative vulnerability within each type of mode to each type of 

stressor. Direct comparisons cannot be made between scores across modes or stressors, since 

different indicators and methodologies are used to generate them. However, the results, along 

with local context, can provide a sense of the key transportation system vulnerabilities in Mobile. 

See Section 5.4.1.3 for a further discussion of the caveats in the vulnerability assessment results. 

 
Figure 5-4 

Summary of Vulnerabilities to Sea-level Rise by Mode* 
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* Least and Most refer to the Least Extreme and Most Extreme narratives/timeframes as described in 
Section 3.2.Low = vulnerability score from 1.0 to 1.9; Moderate = score from 2.0 to 2.9; High = score 
from 3.0 to 4.0. Assets that are not exposed are considered to be not vulnerable. See Section 4for 
detail on the scoring methodology used. 

 

Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 
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Figure 5-5 

Summary of Vulnerabilities to Storm Surge by Mode* 
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*Least and Most refer to the Least Extreme and Most Extreme narratives/timeframes as described in 
Section 3.2. Low = vulnerability score from 1.0 to 1.9; Moderate = score from 2.0 to 2.9; High = score 
from 3.0 to 4.0. Assets that are not exposed are considered to be not vulnerable. See Section 4 for 
detail on the scoring methodology used. 

 
Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 

 

Vulnerability scores for temperature and precipitation are not as high. It is not until the most 

extreme conditional narrative that any of the assets analyzed score as highly vulnerable to 

temperature or precipitation, and even then only a few of the total assets appear to be highly 

vulnerable. For temperature, certain marine port and airport assets exhibited high vulnerability 

scores under the most extreme narrative. For precipitation, only highways and ports have assets 

with high vulnerability scores under the most extreme narrative. Please see Figure 5-6 and 

Figure 5-7 on page 205 for precipitation and temperature. 

 

Among the modes, highways assets seem to have the highest vulnerability to winds associated 

with hurricanes. The high vulnerability scores for highways are due, in part, to the thresholds at 

which traffic is disrupted by winds, and in part to the potential for damage to the physical assets 

themselves. Please see Figure 5-8 on page 206. 
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Figure 5-6  

Summary of Vulnerabilities to Temperature by Mode* 
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*Least and Most refer to the Least Extreme and Most Extreme narratives/timeframes as described in 
Section 3.2.Low = vulnerability score from 1.0 to 1.9; Moderate = score from 2.0 to 2.9; High = score 
from 3.0 to 4.0. See Section 4 for detail on the scoring methodology used. 

 
Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 

 

Figure 5-7 

Summary of Vulnerabilities to Precipitation by Mode* 
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*Least and Most refer to the Least Extreme and Most Extreme narratives/timeframes as described in 
Section 3.2. Low = vulnerability score from 1.0 to 1.9; Moderate = score from 2.0 to 2.9; High = score 
from 3.0 to 4.0. See Section 4 for detail on the scoring methodology used. 

Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 
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Figure 5-8 

Summary of Vulnerabilities to Wind by Mode*
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*Least and Most refer to the Least Extreme and Most Extreme narratives/timeframes as described in 
Section 3.2. Low = vulnerability score from 1.0 to 1.9; Moderate = score from 2.0 to 2.9; High = score 
from 3.0 to 4.0. See Section 4 for detail on the scoring methodology used. 

 
Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 

 

This research indicates that the highway and port assets studied are susceptible to a wider range 

of climate stressors than the other modes. Under the most extreme conditions, highways and 

ports each show high vulnerability scores to four out of five climate stressors. Rail and transit 

show high vulnerability scores under two of the five climate stressors under the most extreme 

narrative (i.e., sea-level rise and storm surge), and airports show high vulnerability scores for 

just one of the stressors (i.e., temperature). 

 

Not surprisingly, the vulnerability scores tended to increase as the conditions became more 

extreme. In the case of temperature, the most notable vulnerabilities occurred at the end-of-

century timeframe. Thus, Mobile’s transportation system may have limited vulnerabilities to 

changes in temperature in the near term. For precipitation, the less extreme narratives show 

only modest increases, or even decreases, in precipitation. Thus, while the scores indicate that 

many assets have low vulnerability to precipitation in the near-term, it is actually possible that 

the assets would experience a slight decrease in vulnerability relative to historical data. Under 

more extreme precipitation narratives, however, the precipitation exposure increases 

significantly, thereby increasing the overall vulnerability of the transportation system. 

 

Geographically, the coastal areas appear to be particularly vulnerable. While this might not be 

surprising from a sea-level rise and storm surge perspective (since it is the coastal areas being 

inundated), it is also interesting to note that precipitation vulnerability scores tend to be higher 

near the coasts. This finding is in line with input from Mobile stakeholders, and with the fact that 
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the coastal areas tend to be low-lying, and that some of these areas have existing drainage issues. 

Some of the assets with particularly high vulnerability to temperature are also near the coast, 

although their vulnerability is driven by other characteristics, rather than proximity to the coast. 

Wind is the only stressor not showing a concentration of vulnerable assets near the coastal 

regions. The assets with higher wind vulnerability scores extend inland from downtown, and are 

also in the more inland, southern part of the County. Some of these segments are in areas with a 

larger number of traffic signals. Figure 5-9 through Figure 5-13 on pages 208-212 illustrate the 

spatial distribution of vulnerabilities for each climate stressor. 

Maps of all vulnerability scores—for any combination of assets, climate stressors, and 

narratives—are available in the web viewer that accompanies this report at http://www.fhwa.dot.  

gov/environment/climate_change/adaptation/ongoing_and_current_research/gulf_coast_study/ph   

ase2_task3/geospatial/. 
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Figure 5-9 

Geographic Distribution of Vulnerabilities to Temperature, All Modes 

 

Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 
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Figure 5-10 

Geographic Distribution of Vulnerabilities to Precipitation, All Modes 

 

 

 
Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 
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Figure 5-11 

Geographic Distribution of Vulnerabilities to Sea-level Rise, All Modes 

  Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 
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Figure 5-12 

Geographic Distribution of Vulnerabilities to Storm Surge, All Modes 

 

 
     
   Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 
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Figure 5-13 

Geographic Distribution of Vulnerabilities to Wind, All Modes 

 

 
Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 
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5.4.1.3 Caveats 

Vulnerability results presented in this report are derived from an indicator-based scoring system. 

This is the first large-scale attempt to systematically evaluate and score vulnerability based on 

readily available data, expert interviews, and threshold analysis. The results presented are subject 

to inaccuracies and gaps in the data. In recognition of this limitation, results of this study include 

a data availability score, so that decision-makers are aware of instances where incomplete data 

may have influenced the results. The specific effects of data gaps on the results are discussed in 

Section 5.5. 

Historical performance is a sensitivity indicator frequently used across modes and climate 

stressors. Upon advice from local stakeholders, this indicator was generally weighted 15 

percentage points more heavily than other indicators. This increased weighting represents the 

fact that assets that have demonstrated vulnerabilities in the past are likely to be among the first, 

or the most severely affected, under increasingly severe weather impacts. However, this 

weighting assumption may bias the results against assets that have historically not been affected, 

but that have other characteristics that suggest they may be particularly vulnerable in the future. 

Also, as discussed within the mode-specific sections of this report, sufficient data to complete the 

analysis for rail segments were available only for rail segments maintained by the Alabama State 

Port Authority (ASPA); these segments are referred to as Terminal Rail at Alabama State Docks 

(TASD), and represent rail yards and segments immediately surrounding the ports. Therefore, the 

vulnerability results for rail represent coastal segments exclusively; findings are not 

representative of segments elsewhere in the County. Furthermore, there were only two critical 

airports and only three critical transit facilities in Mobile, so the results presented in this report 

may be limited in their applicability elsewhere. However, the process for identifying indicators 

of vulnerability should be applicable broadly and could be calibrated to reflect a broader range 

of example facilities. 

Given the range of climate models and emission scenarios available to support analyses of future 

climate, it is challenging to synthesize and communicate vulnerability information in a way that 

is useful to practitioners. This research provides insight into which stressors may be particularly 

problematic for Mobile and for specific assets, and for which stressors there may be less 

vulnerability. These vulnerability findings hinge on a small set of climate narratives that are 

chosen from a rich set of climate information developed for Mobile in order to provide decision 

makers with information about the range of possible vulnerabilities rather than to pinpoint 

vulnerability under any single set of future climate conditions. 
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Finally, it is difficult to make an apples-to-apples comparison of vulnerability scores of specific 

assets to the different climate stressors and across modes. In this analysis, different indicators 

were used for each stressor; thus, too much stock should not be taken in the fact that an 

underlying vulnerability score for one stressor is just slightly higher/lower than the score for a 

different stressor. Similarly, different indicators were used for each mode, making it difficult to 

compare vulnerability across modes. The results show relative vulnerability within each mode 

and climate stressor. 

The following sections detail vulnerabilities found for highways, ports, airports, rail, and transit. 

 

5.5 Overview of Vulnerabilities of Critical Highway Segments 

According to the analysis, the highway system in Mobile is vulnerable to storm surge, sea-level 

rise, extreme precipitation events, extreme winds, and heat waves, in order of descending 

vulnerability. The assets that appear to be most vulnerable tend to have one or more of the 

following characteristics: 

 Location close to the coastline or water bodies 

 Low elevation 

 Advanced facility age or is in sub-optimal condition 

 Lack of system redundancy 

 

Please see Figure 5-14 on page 215 for a summary of highway vulnerability results. 

 

5.5.1 Summary of Highway System Vulnerabilities 

 According to the analysis, storm surge represents the source of the greatest vulnerability for 

Mobile’s transportation system. Vulnerability scores are greatest for low-lying coastal roads 

and bridges 

 Proximity to water is a major driver of the vulnerability scores—particularly to storm surge, 

sea-level rise, and heavy precipitation 

 The most vulnerable areas appear to be those closest to downtown as well as in the southern 

tip of Mobile County, near Dauphin Island 

 The components of the highway system that score highest for vulnerability are those that are 

(a) susceptible to damage because of their construction, location, or condition, and/or (b) 

difficult to repair or replace if they are damaged because of high replacement costs or little 

redundancy in the highway system 

 Mobile’s highways do not appear to be very vulnerable to projected increases in 

temperature 
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Figure 5-14 

Number of Highway Segments that are Not Exposed or have Low, Moderate, or High Vulnerability, by Stressor*
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*Least and Most refer to the Least Extreme and Most Extreme narratives/timeframes as described in 
Section 3.2.Segment vulnerability is calculated using the maximum vulnerability score across sub-
segments.Low = vulnerability score from 1.0 to 1.9; Moderate = score from 2.0 to 2.9; High = score 
from 3.0 to Assets that are not exposed are considered to be not vulnerable. See Section 4 for detail on 
the scoring methodology used.  

Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 

 

According to the analysis, the highway system’s most significant vulnerabilities relate to coastal 

assets experiencing storm surge. Telegraph Road (R6) is highly vulnerable, due to its exposed 

location, which has already demonstrated coastal flooding in the past. The Wallace Tunnel (R1) 

and the Causeway (R10) are also highly vulnerable to storm surge because of their coastal 

location and low elevation. The Dauphin Island Parkway is another highly vulnerable coastal 

asset, particularly the segment just south of Brookley Aeroplex. It scores as highly vulnerable 

due in part to its exposed location. The vulnerability scores of these assets also reflect the fact 

that they are highly important to Mobile, and losing service along these segments would greatly 

affect the overall transportation system. Figure 5-15 on page 216 shows a map of highway asset 

vulnerabilities to storm surge. Similar maps for all assets and climate stressors are available in 

the web viewer that accompanies this report at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/climate_ch  

ange/adaptation/ongoing_and_current_research/gulf_coast_study/phase2_task3/geospatial/. 

 

Mobile’s highways also appear to be quite vulnerable to sea-level rise. Half of all representative 

segments studied in this analysis are projected to be inundated under the lowest sea-level rise 

narrative of 30 centimeters by 2050 (see Figure 5-11 on page 210). 
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Figure 5-15 

Vulnerabilities of Highway Representative Segments to Storm Surge (most extreme narrative) 

Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 
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Among those assets, the ones scoring as most vulnerable have two key traits: they have flooded 

in the past during high tide events and are relatively difficult to repair or replace. For example, 

the five bridges with the highest vulnerability scores are along the Causeway—expensive assets 

that have low approach and deck heights and have flooded in the past from tidal events. 

The highway vulnerability analysis for precipitation changes focused on whether highways 

would be vulnerable to precipitation-induced inland flooding; since direct projections of inland 

flooding were not available, the potential impacts of projected changes in extreme precipitation 

events were evaluated. Highway precipitation vulnerability scores depend greatly on whether 

today’s extreme rain events become more frequent and severe. If they do, as projected under the 

more extreme narratives in this study, then portions of Mobile’s highway system appear to be 

vulnerable to these changes (see Figure 5-10 on page 209). One important driver of the 

vulnerability score is whether the roadway has historically flooded during heavy rain events. 

Assets that are vulnerable under today’s conditions would still be vulnerable if conditions 

worsen. Other factors affecting precipitation vulnerability scores are whether assets are located 

in flood zones, if they are bridges with low approach heights, and whether they are situated to 

collect runoff. The assets with the highest precipitation vulnerability scores are the Causeway 

(R10), the Dauphin Island Parkway (R15), the Dauphin Island Bridge (R26), the I-10 Bridge 

across Mobile Bay (R27), and a segment of Bellingrath Road where it crosses Fowl River (R25). 

The Dauphin Island Bridge and I-10 Bridge across Mobile Bay are major coastal bridges that do 

not, intuitively, seem vulnerable to precipitation-driven flooding. Their high vulnerability is 

driven by three traits that they share: they are sensitive because the approaches to the bridges are 

very low in elevation, meaning they are more susceptible to flooding. In addition, they both have 

very low adaptive capacity, as indicated by their high cost and lack of detours. Thus, if they were 

to be damaged by flooding, Mobile’s transportation system would be severely affected. 

Mobile’s highway system appears to be only moderately vulnerable to extreme winds from 

hurricanes that may affect the area. Most bridges in Mobile are designed to withstand wind 

speeds of 100 to 150 mph depending on whether they are coastal, but wind speeds can negatively 

impact signs, power lines, and service at lower thresholds, generally starting at around 74 mph. 

The projected wind speeds associated with the most extreme storm narrative ranged from 108 to 

120 mph. Therefore, highways in Mobile appear to have low vulnerability to wind from a 

structural standpoint. The roads with the highest wind vulnerability scores are those closest to 

downtown (see Figure 5-13 on page 212), because they have the highest density of signs and 

signals; damage to signs and signals can impair use of the road. 

Finally, the screen shows that the Mobile highway system is not very vulnerable to projected 

temperature increases (see Figure 5-9 on page 208). According to ALDOT, most assets in 

Mobile are paved using an asphalt binder (PG 67-22) designed to withstand ambient air 

temperatures up to about 130°F. Temperatures in the Mobile region are not projected to reach 

these levels even under the most extreme narrative, so road surfaces in Mobile are unlikely to be 

greatly damaged by temperature increases. I-10 (R2 and R3) is more vulnerable than other 
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highways because it experiences high volumes of truck traffic, which increases the likelihood of 

pavement rutting during high temperatures. 

Table 5-1 indicates the assets that rank in the top 10 most vulnerable highways for each stressor. 

The table is sorted by the number of stressors for which the highway is one of the most 

vulnerable. The five segments that score among the most vulnerable for all climate stressors are 

all coastal assets highly exposed to extreme weather stressors and that would burden the entire 

transportation system if they were closed after damage. For example, they are highways that 

serve areas with little redundancy in the system or that have very high replacement costs. 

Further, many of these assets are ones that have been damaged from extreme weather in the past, 

demonstrating that they are susceptible to damage. Figure 5-16 on page 220 shows these assets on 

a map. Vulnerabilities are not necessarily uniform across the study area. The coastal areas of 

Mobile appear to be, unsurprisingly, most vulnerable to sea-level rise and storm surge, 

particularly in the areas closest to downtown as well as the southern tip of Mobile, near Dauphin 

Island. Precipitation vulnerability scores tended to be higher near the coast, which is where the 

land elevation is lower and where more water features are found. Wind vulnerability scores were 

higher in more developed areas, as the number of intersections, traffic lights, and signage 

increases. Maps of highway vulnerability scores to all climate stressors are in the appendix to this 

report. 

 

Table 5-1 

Most Vulnerable Highway Assets to All Climate Stressors 



in Top 10 under both the least and most extreme narratives;  in Top 10 under most or least extreme 

narrative only 

 

ID 

 

Segment Name 

Stressors for Which Asset Ranks 

Within the Top 10 Most 

Vulnerable Highway Assets   Temp Precip SLR SS Wind 

R1 I-10 Tunnel (Wallace Tunnel)      

R16 
SR-193 (Range Line Road), running about 0.5 

mile on either side of Theodore Industrial Canal 
     

R27 I-10 Bridge across Mobile Bay      

R26 Dauphin Island Bridge      

R5 I-65, between US-43 and County boundary      

R10 The Causeway (Battleship Parkway)      

R14 
SR-163 (Dauphin Island Parkway), from Island 

Road to Terrell Road 
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ID 

 

Segment Name 

Stressors for Which Asset Ranks 

Within the Top 10 Most 

Vulnerable Highway Assets Temp Precip SLR SS Wind 

R15 
SR-193 (Dauphin Island Parkway), from Dauphin 

Island Bridge to CR-188 

 
    

R3 I-10, from Wallace Tunnel to S Broad Street      

R17 
SR-193 (Range Line Road), between Rabbit Creek 

Drive and Tufts Road 

     

R23 SR-188, river crossing near Coden      

R25 
CR-59 (Bellingrath Road), 0.5 mile on either side of 

large stream crossing north of Plantation Woods 

Drive 

 
   

 

R6 Telegraph Road from downtown to Bay Bridge Road      

R9 US-90 (SR-16), section east of Broad Street      

R13 SR-163 (Dauphin Island Parkway), from I-10 to Brill 

Road 
     

R20 
SR-188, where it crosses the river just North of 

Bayou la Batre 

     

R29 
Intersection of Airport Blvd and I-65, near 

drainage areas 

    
 

R30 Cochrane Bridge (Bay Bridge Road)      

R2 I-10, intersection with I-65      

R24 
Intersection of SR-188 and CR-59 (Bellingrath 

Road), near Fowl River 

   
  

R28 I-165, near intersection with Route 98      

R32 
Old Spanish Trail, between Cochrane Bridge 

and the tunnels 

   
  

R8 
US-45 (St. Stephens Road), between Rylands Street 

and Simington Drive 

     

R12 Route 98 near the Stickney Filtration Plant      

R18 
Airport Blvd, between CR-31 (Schillinger 

Road) and airport 

     

R19 
South University Blvd, 0.5 mile segment either 

side of CR-56 (Airport Blvd) 

     

 

R31 

CR-70 (Tanner Williams Road), along the J.B. 

Converse Reservoir dam and covering access to 

the Palmer S. Gaillard Pumping Station 

     

R4 I-165, 1 mile before intersection with I-65      

R11 US-90, intersection with SR-163 and Government 

Street 

     

R21 SR-188, from Douglas Road to US-90 West      

R22 
SR-193 (Dauphin Island Parkway), from Old Cedar 

Point Road to Day Springs Road 

     

219



 

Figure 5-16 

Number of Climate Stressors for which a Highway Segment Ranks in the Top 10 Most Vulnerable Segments 

(most extreme narrative)

 

 
Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 
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5.5.2 Caveats 

Many, but not all, of the highway representative segments studied include bridges that are sub- 

segments of the highway. The National Bridge Inventory (NBI) provided data about useful 

vulnerability indicators for these bridges that were not available for roads. As a result, this 

analysis used two sets of methodologies to evaluate vulnerability within highways: one for 

bridges that included NBI indicators, and one for roads. The final vulnerability score for each 

highway segment was taken using the maximum vulnerability score across its sub-segments, 

which included both bridges and roads. The bridge scores are based on more indicators and are 

thus more robust, but the differences in indicators used can propel certain highways without 

bridges to the top of vulnerability lists (i.e., the vulnerability of the Wallace Tunnel to storm 

surge and sea-level rise), since they rely on fewer indicators. 

5.6 Overview of Vulnerabilities of Critical Ports 

The port and marine waterway system in Mobile appears to be highly vulnerable to storm surge 

and moderately vulnerable to sea-level rise and precipitation. According to the analysis, 

exposure to storm surge is high; even in the least extreme narrative, nearly all of the port assets 

experience flooding. On the other hand, port vulnerability scores to sea-level rise depend on the 

narrative. With only 30 cm of sea-level rise, less than half of the port assets are exposed and 

vulnerability remains moderate due to extensive shoreline protection. However, in the 200 cm 

narrative, all of the port assets are exposed except for Evonik Industries (P12) and Standard 

Concrete Products (P24), both of which are on the Theodore Ship Canal. According to the 

analysis, vulnerability to temperature and precipitation is low to moderate, and vulnerability to 

wind is low. 

5.6.1 Summary of Port System Vulnerabilities 

• Critical ports in Mobile, AL appear to be most vulnerable to storm surge; vulnerability 

scores are relatively high even under the less extreme storm scenario 

• The ASPA’s State Docks facility is ranked most vulnerable to both storm surge and 

sea-level rise; this vulnerability ranking is driven primarily by high exposure and high 

sensitivity scores 

• Port facilities score as moderately vulnerable to temperature and precipitation, but 

only under the most extreme narratives 

• Port vulnerability scores to wind are low because port buildings are designed to 

withstand high wind speeds 
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The Alabama State Port Authority (ASPA) State Docks facility (P2) appears to be the most 

vulnerable asset across stressors with particularly high vulnerability to storm surge and sea-level 

rise. This older facility has a lower elevation, little shoreline protection, and may not be in as 

good condition or constructed with the latest standards and materials as compared to other, 

newer ports. 

The results are caveated in that the vulnerability screen for ports had inconsistent data 

availability. The project team was able to assemble a more complete dataset for the ASPA ports, 

based on stakeholder interviews and information from ASPA. This pattern of data availability 

influenced the vulnerability scores of the ASPA facilities. 

 

Figure 5-17 on page 223 summarizes the vulnerabilities of critical port facilities. 

 

Overall, ports scoring as highly vulnerable tend to share the following characteristics: 

 Low elevation 

 Advanced age or sub-optimal condition 

 Reliance on electricity 

 History of damage due to flooding or storm surge 

 Inability to shift operations to other facilities or within the same facility 

 

Furthermore, vulnerability scores tend to be higher from climate stressors that may take a long 

time to recover from (such as storm surge) compared to other stressors that may cause less 

dramatic service disruption or cost of repairs (like temperature). 

 

Mobile’s port system is largely coastal, and vulnerability of facilities to storm surge appears to 

be very high. Even in the least extreme storm surge narrative, nearly all critical facilities 

experience at least some degree of inundation. Under the most extreme storm narrative, average 

projected flooding depths at ports are nearly 25 feet, including wave height. This high exposure 

results in high vulnerability scores for those exposed facilities that are also sensitive and have a 

low capacity to adapt. For example, ports such as the Alabama State Docks Main Complex (P2), 

McDuffie Terminal (P3), and Austal (P7) score as highly vulnerable because of their location, 

lack of redundancy, history of flooding, and reliance on electricity. For more information on the 

vulnerability of port facilities to storm surge, please see Figure 5-12 on page 211, or the web 

viewer accompanying this report featuring maps of all results, available in the appendices.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

222



 

Least Most Least Least Most 

Temperature    Precipitation SLR Storm Surge Wind 

Figure 5-17 

Number of Port Facilities that have No Exposure or have Low, Moderate, or High Vulnerability, by Climate 

Stressor* 
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25 

 

20 
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15 

Low Vulnerability 

10 
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    Vulnerability 
5 

High Vulnerability 

 

0 
 

 

 

 

*Least and Most refer to the Least Extreme and Most Extreme scenarios/timeframes. 

Low = vulnerability score from 1.0 to 1.9; Moderate = score from 2.0 to 2.9; High = score from 3.0 to 
4.0. Assets that are not exposed are considered to be not vulnerable.  

 

Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 

Mobile’s ports appear to be moderately vulnerable to sea-level rise. Under the 30 cm scenario, 

just under half of the critical port facilities are projected to be inundated. However, despite 

relatively high exposure scores, port sensitivity scores tend to be low, due to a high degree of 

shoreline protection. Interviews with stakeholders indicated that port facilities do not currently 

experience flooding during high tide events. The assets that appear to be more vulnerable tend 

to be older facilities with less shoreline protection and little ability to shift operations to another 

facility or area. For more information on the vulnerability of port facilities to sea-level rise, 

please see Figure 5-11 on page 210. 

According to the analysis, the port system’s vulnerability to changes in precipitation events 

depends greatly on whether or not today’s extreme rain events become more frequent and 

severe. If they do, as projected under the more extreme narratives, then portions of Mobile’s 

port system are vulnerable to these changes. Two important drivers of vulnerability scores are 

whether the port has historically flooded during heavy rain events and the location of the port in 

the 100-year flood zone. Differences in the adaptive capacity of ports also drive vulnerability 

results. For example, the only asset that scored as highly vulnerable to changes in precipitation 

is Shell Chemical Co. This facility has an unusually low adaptive capacity score because it is 

reliant on import of feedstocks and export of products via marine movements. In the event of a 

disruption, the facility may be unable to operate once the limited amount of crude oil in 

inventory is consumed. For more information on the vulnerability of port facilities to changes 
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in precipitation, please see Figure 5-10 on page 209 or the web viewer that accompanies this 

report featuring maps of all results, available in the Appendices of this report. 

Even under the most extreme scenario, Mobile’s port system appears to exhibit a low to 

moderate vulnerability to projected temperature increases. Sensitivity of ports to temperature 

appears to be low, partially because ports have not historically experienced noticeable impacts 

during heat events. In addition, the ability of ports to recover from and adapt to increased 

temperatures seems to be high. ASPA’s Pinto Island facility is the only asset that exhibits a 

high vulnerability score under the most extreme temperature narrative. The facility’s lack of 

operational redundancy and high reliance on electricity (which is in turn vulnerable to 

brownouts or blackouts during extreme temperatures) drive its vulnerability score. For 

additional information on the vulnerability of ports to changes in temperature, see Figure 5-9 on 

page 208 or the web viewer that accompanies this report featuring maps of all results, available 

in the Appendices of this report. Mobile’s port system appears to have low vulnerability to 

extreme winds from hurricanes that may affect the area. Most coastal buildings, including port 

facilities, in Mobile are designed to withstand wind speeds of 130 to 150 mph. The projected 

wind speeds associated with the most extreme storm scenarios used in this study ranged from 

108 to 120 mph. Therefore, in this analysis, ports in Mobile are considered to have low 

vulnerability to wind from a structural standpoint. The assets with the highest vulnerability 

scores for wind tend to have a high reliance on electricity, a history of wind damage, and a lack 

of operational redundancy. For example, Shell Chemical Co. has a very low adaptive capacity 

score because it is reliant on import of feedstocks and export of products via marine 

movements. In the event of a power outage, the facility may be unable to operate after the 

limited amount of crude oil in inventory is consumed. For more information on the 

vulnerability of port facilities to wind, please see Figure 5-13 on page 212 or the web viewer 

that accompanies this report featuring maps of all results, in the Appendices of this report. 

Table 5-2 on page 225 and Figure 5-18 on page 227 indicate the ports that most frequently rank 

in the top 10 most vulnerable assets for each stressor, according to the results of the analysis. 

The ports that appear most frequently in the top 10 appear at the top of Table 5-2. The five 

ports that appear most vulnerable across all climate stressors are facilities at low elevations 

with a history of flooding, a high reliance on electricity, and low adaptive capacity. For 

example, these ports may be constrained in their ability to shift operations either within the 

facility or to another location. Further, many of these assets are ones that have been damaged 

from extreme weather in the past, demonstrating that they are susceptible to damage. The 

Alabama State Docks Main Complex (P2) scores as the most vulnerable asset across climate 

stressors. This facility is the site of one of the most extreme projected inundations under the 

storm surge modeling, 29 feet (9 meters). In addition, it is an older facility in less-than-optimal 

condition with little shoreline protection. 
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Table 5-2 

Most Vulnerable Port Assets to All Climate Stressors 

 in Top 10 under both the least and most extreme narratives  in Top 10 under most or least extreme narrative 

only 

 

 

ID 

 
Port Name 

Stressors for Which Asset Ranks Within the Top 

10 Most Vulnerable Ports 
  Temp Precip SLR SS Wind 

 

P2 
Alabama State Port Authority (ASPA) - 

Alabama State Docks Main Complex 
     

 

P6 
Atlantic Marine (BAE Systems 

Southeast Shipyards) 
     

P18 Mobile Container Terminal      

P23 Shell Chemical Co.      

P5 Alabama State Port Authority 

(ASPA) - Pinto Island 
     

P26 U.S. Coast Guard Pier      

P3 Alabama State Port Authority (ASPA) - 

McDuffie Terminal 
     

P7 Austal      

P11 Environmental Treatment Team Wharf      

P8 Bayou La Batre      

P20 Oil Recovery Co. of Alabama, Mobile 

Terminal Pier 
     

P10 Crescent Towing & Salvage Co., River A 

Wharf 
    

 

P22 Plains Marketing - South Terminal  
    

P1 Alabama Bulk Terminal Co. (Hunt 

Refining Company) 
     

P12 Evonik Industries      

P19 Mobile Cruise Terminal      

P16 Kimberly-Clark Corporation     
 

P13 Gulf Atlantic Oil Refining Co., North 

Terminal 
     

P4 Alabama State Port Authority (ASPA) 

- Mobile Middle Bay Port 
  

   

P9 BP Oil Co., Mobile Terminal Barge 

Wharf 
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P21 Plains Marketing - North Terminal  
P24 Standard Concrete Products 
P25 TransMontaigne Product Services  

P14 Gulf Coast Asphalt Co., Mobile Terminal 

Wharf 
  

P15 Holcim Cement Wharf   

P17 Martin Marietta Aggregates   

    Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2

ID Port Name 
Stressors for Which Asset Ranks Within the 

Top 10 Most Vulnerable Ports 

Temp Precip SLR SS Wind 
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Figure 5-18 

Number of Climate Stressors for which a Port Ranks in the Top 10 Most Vulnerable Ports (most extreme 

narrative) 

 

Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 
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5.6.2 Caveats 

The vulnerability screen for ports had inconsistent data available. For example, the project team 

was able to assemble a more complete dataset for the ASPA ports, based on stakeholder 

interviews and information from ASPA. This pattern of data availability influenced the 

vulnerability scores of the ASPA facilities. 

5.7 Overview of Vulnerabilities of Critical Airports 

Only two airports in Mobile were considered to be highly critical and therefore assessed for 

vulnerability: Mobile Downtown Airport, which primarily serves cargo and private aircraft, and 

Mobile Regional Airport, the primary passenger airport in Mobile. 

Overall, the vulnerability assessment indicates that Mobile’s two critical airports are only 

moderately vulnerable to the climate impacts analyzed. Across stressors, Mobile’s airports 

appear most vulnerable to increases in temperature, strong winds, and increases in heavy 

precipitation. The key traits that drive vulnerability scores for Mobile’s airports are: 

 Location relative to the coastline or water bodies 

 Lack of system redundancy 

 Extensive asphalt pavement 

 

5.7.1 Summary of Airport Vulnerabilities 

• The airports appear to be particularly vulnerable to temperature, due to sensitivity of 

runways and taxiways to damage from heat. 

• Neither airport is considered vulnerable to sea-level rise. Though on the coast, Mobile 

Downtown Airport is not exposed to modeled sea-level rise since it is elevated high 

enough above the current sea-level. Mobile Regional Airport is too far inland to be 

exposed to sea-level. 

• Under more extreme storm surge narratives, Mobile Downtown Airport scores as 

somewhat vulnerable; again, the Regional Airport is too far inland to be exposed. 

• Mobile Downtown Airport appears slightly more vulnerable to temperature, 

precipitation, and wind than the Regional Airport. 

 

• Exposure is a major driver of vulnerability scores, as sensitivity and adaptive capacity 

scores are moderate for all stressors. 

 

Mobile Downtown airport appears to be more vulnerable than the Mobile Regional Airport to 

all climate stressors. Mobile Downtown Airport has lower adaptive capacity scores, since it 

is the only airport of its kind in the area. Another reason is that the Mobile Regional Airport 
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is not coastal, and therefore not exposed or vulnerable to modeled storm surge and sea-level 

rise. Mobile Downtown Airport is partly inundated under the most extreme storm narrative, 

but is otherwise not exposed to modeled storm surge or sea-level rise. Other driving 

vulnerability scores for airports include low redundancy in the local airport system, and aged 

infrastructure. The vulnerability scores are summarized in Figure 5-19. 

 

Figure 5-19 

Airport Vulnerability Scores by Climate Stressor, under Least and Most Extreme Narratives* 

 
4.0 
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Mobile Regional (MOB) Mobile Downtown (BFM) 

 

*Least and Most refer to the Least Extreme and Most Extreme narratives/timeframes as described in Section 3. 
Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 

 

The airports’ highest vulnerability scores relate to changes in extreme temperature. Even 

with relatively low exposure in the least extreme narrative, Mobile’s airports (specifically, 

runways and taxiways) appear sensitive to damage from heat, as demonstrated through 

existing heat- related damage—especially to runway markings important to plane 

navigation—and potential for pavement expansion and degradation. 

Wind is another important vulnerability of Mobile’s airports. Though neither airport is 

projected to be exposed to wind speeds above their building ratings, Mobile’s airport 

buildings have demonstrated sensitivity to damage from winds, especially to building roofs.  

Mobile’s airports are moderately vulnerable to changes in heavy precipitation. As heavy rain 

events become more frequent, Mobile’s airports may experience flooding or other damage, as 

indicated by limitations to their drainage systems. In addition, there is relatively low redundancy 

in the area, meaning that any damage to the airports could have widespread implications for 

transportation.  

Least Most Least Most Least Least Most 
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Mobile’s airports do not appear vulnerable to sea-level rise or storm surge. Though on the 

coast, Mobile Downtown Airport is not exposed to modeled sea-level rise since it is elevated 

high enough above the current sea-level. It is also not exposed to modeled storm surge, 

except for small areas under the most extreme narrative. Mobile Regional Airport is too far 

inland to be exposed to modeled sea-level rise or storm surge. 

The vulnerability results in the most extreme narrative are summarized in Table 5-3, as well in 

the maps in Figure 5-9 through Figure 5-13 on pages 208-212, and in Appendix E.  

 

Table 5-3 

Vulnerability of Airports to All Climate Stressors under the Most Extreme Narrative 

 

ID Airport Name Temp Precip SLR SS Wind 

BFM Mobile Downtown Airport 

(Brookley Field) 
High Moderat

e 

NE Moderat

e 

Moderate 

MOB Mobile Regional Airport High Moderat

e 

NE NE Low 

NE = Not Exposed; Low = vulnerability score from 1.0 to 1.9; Moderate = score from 2.0 to 2.9; High = score from 

3.0 to 4.0. See Section 5.4 for detail on the scoring methodology used. 

 
Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 

 

5.7.2 Caveats 

The vulnerability assessment for Mobile’s airports focused on only two airports and relied on 

information collected during interviews with the Mobile Airport Authority. The vulnerability 

assessment should be considered specific to these two airports, and the results may not be 

broadly applicable. However, the indicators used to determine vulnerability could apply to 

airports nationwide. 

5.8 Overview of Vulnerabilities of Critical Rail Segments 

There were twelve representative rail segments included in the Gulf Coast Study, including 

segments from CSX, Norfolk Southern, and the Terminal Rail at Alabama State Docks (TASD). 

However, CSX and Norfolk Southern are private companies, and limited information was 

available for their rail assets in Mobile. Furthermore, the information that was available for these 

segments could not be verified with the rail companies. 

Meanwhile, good quality information was available for the TASD segments, which are maintained 

by the Alabama State Port Authority, and which represent the rail and rail yards that are within 

the boundaries, or immediately adjacent to, the ports. Therefore, the vulnerability assessment 

evaluated only the four TASD assets. The vulnerability of these assets is not necessarily 

representative of the entire Mobile rail system, but some findings may be relevant. 

The four TASD assets are the TASD rail yards near Alabama State Docks, the TASD rail 

segment near the ports on Tensaw River, the TASD rail segment on the eastern side of McDuffie 
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Island, and the TASD rail segment on the western side of McDuffie Island. Figure 5-20 on page 

232 shows the locations of these segments. 

 

5.8.1 Summary of Rail System Vulnerabilities 

 

• According to the analysis, sea-level rise and storm surge are associated with the highest 

vulnerability scores for TASD rail yards. 

• The rail lines on McDuffie Island are the most vulnerable rail assets to changes in 

temperature. 

• The system overall appears to be vulnerable to extreme winds, especially if winds exceed 

85 mph, as they may under hurricane conditions. 

• The rail system does not score as particularly vulnerable to near-term changes in 

temperature and precipitation. However, the system may be vulnerable to longer-term 

changes. 

 

Overall, the TASD assets scored moderately vulnerable to climate changes. Vulnerability scores 

are highest for sea-level rise and storm surge and relatively lower for temperature, precipitation, 

and wind. The rail yards score as highly vulnerable to sea-level rise and storm surge, primarily 

as a result of their known tendency to flood. The TASD rail segments also experience the 

highest storm surge depths in the study area, averaging 28.8 feet (8.8 meters) of storm surge. 

The rail lines on McDuffie Island appear to be relatively less vulnerable to all climate impacts 

except for changes in high temperatures; the corrosiveness of coal dust on the rail ties, as well 

as fewer track joints to accommodate expansion indicate that these rail segments may be more 

vulnerable to higher temperature; past experience with frequent repair/replacement needs on 

these tracks supports this assertion.
 
The rail segment near ports on Tensaw River appears to be 

moderately vulnerable across all climate impacts. The vulnerability scores are summarized in 

Figure 5-20 on page 232. 

 

According to the analysis, TASD rail assets appear to be most vulnerable to sea-level rise and 

storm surge, primarily due to their proximity to water bodies and lack of elevation or protective 

structures. In addition, adaptive capacity scores are low for all four assets because the 

disruptions caused by sea-level rise and storm surge are so severe (taking months, rather than a 

few hours or days, to recover). 
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Figure 5-20 

Rail Vulnerability Scores by Climate Stressor, under Least and Most Extreme Narratives* 

4.0 

3.0 

2.0 

1.0 

- 

TASD--rail yards near Alabama State Docks 

TASD--2.6 mile segment near ports on Tensaw River, approx. between Hardwood Lane and Travis 

Drive TASD--segment on eastern side of McDuffie Island 

TASD--segment on western side of McDuffie Island 

*Least and Most refer to the Least Extreme and Most Extreme narratives/timeframes as described in
Section 5.3

Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2

According to the analysis, hurricane-force wind similarly may pose a threat to Mobile’s rail 

system, because the system may be exposed to heavy winds during tropical storm or hurricanes, 

and rail signals and aerial lines may be particularly prone to wind damage. 

Mobile’s rail system also appears to be moderately vulnerable to projected changes in 

temperature and precipitation. Specific assets have already demonstrated sensitivity to heat- 

related track buckling and precipitation-driven flooding. 

The TASD rail asset vulnerabilities in the most extreme narrative are summarized in Table 5-4, as 

well as in the maps in Figure 5-9 through Figure 5-13 on pages 208-212, and in the web viewer 

that accompanies this report, available in the Appendices of this Report. 

Table 5-4 

Vulnerability of TASD Rail Segments to All Climate Stressors (most extreme narrative) 

ID Asset Name Temp Precip SLR SS Wind 

RR1 TASD--rail yards near Alabama State Docks Moderate Moderate High High Moderate 

RR6 
TASD--2.6 mile segment near ports 
on Tensaw River, approx. between 
Hardwood Lane and Travis Drive 

Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 

Least Most Least Least Least Most 

Temp Precip SLR Storm Surge Wind 

V
u

ln
er

ab
ili

ty
 S

co
re

 

232



RR7 
TASD--segment on eastern side 
of McDuffie Island Moderate Moderate NE Moderate Moderate 

RR8 
TASD--segment on western side 
of McDuffie Island Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 

NE = Not Exposed; Low = vulnerability score from 1.0 to 1.9; Moderate = score from 2.0 to 2.9; High = score from 
3.0 to 4.0. See Section 4 for detail on the scoring methodology used. 

Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2

5.8.2 Caveats 

As previously mentioned, the vulnerability results for rail focus only on the TASD assets, 

since reliable data were not available for the privately-owned rail assets in Mobile. The 

results are thus based on a small sample size of assets, which are concentrated around the 

ASPA ports along the Mobile River. It is thus difficult to draw broad conclusions about the 

overall rail system’s vulnerability, including inland rail lines. 

Table 5-5 

Exposure of privately owned rail assets 

Though data were too limited to evaluate the sensitivity and adaptive capacity of Mobile’s privately-owned 
rail assets, this analysis did evaluate their exposure. Of the eight private representative rail segments, three 
are not exposed to sea-level rise under any scenario. Three are also not exposed to storm surge. 

ID Asset Name 

Sea-level Rise Storm Surge* 

30 cm 200 cm Katrina 
Base 

Katrina Shifted, 
Pres Reduced, 75 

cm SLR 

RR2 

CSX M&M subdivision-- 
segment along Mobile River 
between Cochrane Bridge 
and Twelvemile Island 

YES YES Moderate High 

RR3 

CSX NO&M subdivision--1.2 
mile segment running along 
eastern edge of Downtown, 
between St. Louis St. and 
Elmira Street 

NO YES Moderate High 

RR4 

CSX NO&M subdivision--3.9 
mile segment running along 
I-10, near Dog River and its 
tributaries, between 
Dauphin Island Parkway and 
Cypress Shores Drive 

YES YES Moderate High 
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RR5 

Norfolk Southern--1.6 mile 
segment running along US- 
43, near Le Moyne 

 
YES 

 
YES 

 
Not Exposed 

 
Not Exposed 

 

  

RR9 

CSX NO&M subdivision--0.7 
mile segment that is bisected 
by Hamilton Blvd., near 
Theodore 

 

NO 

 

NO 

 

Not Exposed 

 

Not Exposed 

 

  
RR10 

CSX NO&M subdivision--1.2 
mile segment on eastern side 
of Brookley airfield 

 
YES 

 
YES 

 
Low 

 
High 

 

  
RR11 

Norfolk Southern--segment 
running along Telegraph Rd, 
crossing Three Mile Creek 

 
YES 

 
YES 

 
Moderate 

 
High 

 

  

 
RR12 

CSX NO&M subdivision-- 
segment running along US- 
90, between Grand Bay 
Wilmer Road and western 
edge of Grand Bay 

 

 
NO 

 

 
NO 

 

 
Not Exposed 

 

 
Not Exposed 

 

 
 

Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 

 

5.9 Overview of Vulnerabilities of Critical Transit Facilities 

Three of Mobile’s transit assets were considered critical and assessed for vulnerability. These 

consisted of two facilities, the Beltline operations and maintenance facility and the GM&O 

Terminal, as well as the Mobile area bus fleet and service.  

Overall, the vulnerability assessment indicates that transit’s vulnerability is highest to sea-level 

rise and storm surge—when exposed. In fact, the inland location of the Beltline facility and the 

ability to move routes and the fleet out of harm’s way help mitigate the vulnerability scores of 

transit for sea-level rise and storm surge. However, the GM&O terminal is located closer to the 

Mobile Bay, making it score as highly vulnerable to the more extreme storm surge and sea-level 

rise narratives, but only moderately vulnerable to the less extreme narratives. The bus fleet and 

service has a relatively high vulnerability score for wind. Finally, Mobile’s three critical transit 

assets score as only moderately vulnerable to changes in temperature and precipitation. Figure 5-

21 on page 235 illustrates the relative vulnerability scores of the three transit assets to the five 

climate stressors. 

The key trait that drives vulnerability scores for Mobile’s transit assets is location relative to the 

coastline or water bodies. 

 

5.9.1 Summary of Transit Vulnerabilities 
 

All three assets have low to moderate vulnerability scores for changes in temperature and 

precipitation.  Under the most extreme storm surge and sea-level rise narratives, the GM&O 

Terminal scores as highly vulnerable. The Beltline O&M facility is not exposed and therefore 

scores as not vulnerable. The GM&O Terminal has low vulnerability scores to wind, but the 

*Exposure score of 3 or 4 = High; 2 = Moderate; 1 = Low 
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Beltline O&M facility and the bus fleet and service score as moderately vulnerable under all 

wind narratives. In general, Mobile’s fleet and routes have the ability to adapt to climate change, 

given the ability to relocate routes and buses. Buildings are less easily located, although the 

operations run out of these buildings could conceivably be relocated in the long term. 

Figure 5-21 

Transit Asset Vulnerability Scores by Climate Stressor, under Least and Most Extreme Narratives* 

4.0 

3.5 

3.0 

2.5 

2.0 

1.5 

1.0 

0.5 

- 

Beltline O&M Facility GM&O Terminal   Bus Fleet & Service 

*Least and Most refer to the Least Extreme and Most Extreme narratives/timeframes as described in Section

3.2. 

Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2

According to the analysis, sea-level rise threatens the critical transit assets only under the long- 

term, 200 cm rise narrative. None of the transit assets is exposed under less extreme sea-level rise 

narratives. The GM&O Terminal scores as highly vulnerable to 200 cm of Sea-level Rise (SLR), 

particularly because it is not otherwise protected from inundation. Access to the building may be 

impeded in the future since Government and Water Streets are already prone to flooding. The 

Beltline O&M facility is not exposed to sea-level rise, even under the most extreme. 

The GM&O Terminal is the transit asset that scores as most vulnerable to storm surge because it 

is situated closer to the coast and is located near streets that have been inundated by previous 

instances of flooding. In addition, it has been damaged by storm surges in the past, which may 

indicate sensitivity to future storm surge events. While the bus fleet and service asset is highly 

exposed to storm surge (in the most extreme narrative, over 50 percent of bus stops are 

inundated), the bus fleet has a high adaptive capacity since stops could be relocated as needed, 

which limits its overall vulnerability score for storm surge. 

Both the Beltline O&M facility and the bus fleet and service score as moderately vulnerable to 

wind under the most extreme storm surge narrative. The GM&O terminal has low vulnerability 

Least Most Least Least Least Most 

Temp Precip SLR SS Wind 

V
u

ln
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co
re

 

235



scores, even under the more extreme narratives, because it has low sensitivity scores for wind. 

The Beltline O&M facility’s moderate vulnerability scores are due to the fact that its construction 

materials and roof type may be sensitive to high winds. In addition, the facility experienced wind 

damage previously during Hurricane Katrina. 

Vulnerability scores of all critical transit assets to changes in temperature are low in the least 

extreme narrative and moderate in the most extreme narrative. The Beltline O&M facility appears 

to be most vulnerable to temperature increases because operations that take place in that facility 

cannot easily be moved during extreme events. However, these operations can be moved over 

time, meaning the WAVE has time to adjust operations before the end-of-century temperature 

increases would be realized. 

The vulnerability scores of the transit assets are slightly higher to changes in precipitation 

increases than to temperature increases. The GM&O facility appears to be the most vulnerable, 

but scores moderately even under the most extreme narrative. This asset is located in the 100- 

year flood zone, and access to the building from Government Street and Water Street is impaired 

during heavy downpours. The Beltline O&M facility, located at higher elevation and away from 

major water bodies, exhibits a very low sensitivity score for precipitation, which limits its 

vulnerability score. 

The vulnerability results in the most extreme narrative are summarized in Table 5-5, as well as in 

the maps in Figure 5-9 through Figure 5-13 on pages 208-212, and in the web viewer that 

accompanies this report, available at 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/climate_change/adaptation/ongoing_and_curr 

ent_research/gulf_coast_study/phase2_task3/geospatial/. 

The GM&O Terminal scores as most vulnerable to both sea-level rise and storm surge, but 

exhibits a low vulnerability score for wind. Low wind vulnerability could also mean it may 

experience less damage during storms, since debris is a major cause of storm damage. 

Table 5-5 

 Vulnerability of Transit Assets to All Climate Stressors (most extreme narrative)

ID Asset Name Temp Precip SLR SS Wind 

T1 Beltline O&M Facility Moderate Moderate NE NE Moderate 

T2 GM&O Terminal Moderate Moderate High High Low 

T3 Bus Fleet & Service Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 

NE = Not Exposed; Low = vulnerability score from 1.0 to 1.9; Moderate = score from 2.0 to 2.9; High = score from 
3.0 to 4.0. See Section 4 for detail on the scoring methodology used. 

Source: Gulf Coast Study Phase 2 
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5.9.2 Caveats 

The sensitivity and adaptive capacity scores for the three transit assets relied heavily on 

stakeholder interviews due to a lack of readily accessible data. 
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6.0 Congestion Management Process (CMP) 
Congestion management is the application of strategies to improve transportation system 
performance and reliability by reducing the adverse impacts of congestion on the movement of 
people and goods. A congestion management process (CMP) is a systematic and regionally-
accepted approach for managing congestion that provides accurate, up-to-date information on 
transportation system performance and assesses alternative strategies for congestion management 
that meet state and local needs. The CMP is intended to move these congestion management 
strategies into the funding and implementation stages. 

The CMP, as defined in federal regulation, is intended to serve as a systematic process that 
provides for safe and effective integrated management and operation of the multimodal 
transportation system. The process includes: 

• Development of congestion management objectives
• Establishment of measures of multimodal transportation system performance
• Collection of data and system performance monitoring to define the extent and duration

of congestion and determine the causes of congestion
• Identification of congestion management strategies
• Implementation activities, including identification of an implementation schedule and

possible funding sources for each strategy
• Evaluation of the effectiveness of implemented strategies

6.1 Congestion Management Objectives 
The congestion management objectives should reflect the priorities of the MPO, and should serve 
as a valuable tool for the MPO to assess how well its actions and policies are helping to achieve 
its goals.  The Mobile MPO has redefined the CMP process based on previous unsuccessful 
methodologies.  Now, under the CMP, there is funding associated with the CMP, with data that is 
easily obtainable.  This provides for a CMP that can implement projects with minimal capital, and 
that are an alternative to large, expensive projects that require purchasing right of way. 

6.2 System Performance and Performance Monitoring 

The Mobile Congestion Management Process monitors trends of congestion levels of Mobile 
Urban Area Roads.  This is a numerical index based on the average speed of travel during PM peak 
period only.   Historically, the roads comprising this index include interstates, principal arterials 
and some selected minor arterials; Bel Air Boulevard, Cottage Hill Road, Dauphin Street and 
McGregor Avenue; these roads carry about two thirds of Mobile’s urban area total daily Vehicle 
Miles Traveled (VMT). 

Since 2003, the methodology for conducting the Area Wide Congestion Index was based on travel 
speeds obtained from floating car runs using G.P.S. (Global Positioning Satellite) transponders.  
In 2016, MPO Staff investigated utilized data provided by the State of Alabama for travel time 
called HERE available through the National Performance Management Research Data Set 
(NPMRDS).  HERE is formerly NAVTEC and was acquired by Nokia, and rebranded as HERE 
data. The data source is from on board car data, and cell phone data, and seems to be consistent 
with the average travel times from previous years.  
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Travel Times prior to the 2015 data were collected for each street segment during three midweek 
afternoon peaks from which an average travel speed has been calculated.  The Area-Wide 
Congestion Index is intended to be an indication of the area-wide VMT weighted travel speed. 
The methodology used to conduct the travel time runs is documented in the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers Manual of Transportation Engineering Studies, First Edition.   Each 
corridor included in the system was run a minimum of six times during the afternoon peak period 
in order to determine an average corridor travel speed.  From this and updated count data, the 
VMT weighted average travel speed for the entire CMP Monitoring System was determined. This 
was the methodology for years 2003, 2007 and 2011. 

The Area-Wide Congestion Index for year 2003 was 51.72 mph (35.75 mph arterials and 69.02 
mph freeways).  The initial figure was determined by Volkert and Associates, the consultants that 
conducted the base year study.   It should be noted that several months after the initial study, staff 
of South Alabama Regional Planning Commission updated the monitoring system to include 
Dauphin Street and McGregor Avenue.  The above Area Wide Congestion Index reflects the 
inclusion of Dauphin Street and McGregor Avenue.   

As the Congestion Management Process is updated, the Index will indicate if congestion is getting 
better or worse.  If the index increases, obviously congestion is declining because our travel speed 
is increasing.  Theoretically, if this number falls, congestion is increasing in our area.   

In 2007, South Alabama Regional Planning Commission collected travel times for the Congestion 
Monitoring Process update. All system facilities were run a minimum of six times and the system’s 
geographic boundaries increased to include Hamilton Boulevard, Theodore Dawes Road, and 
sections of Dauphin Island Parkway and US Highway 90. The Area –Wide Congestion Index for 
year 2007 was 50.41 mph (34.4 mph arterials and 67.26 mph freeways).  This indicates the vehicle 
weighted travel speed for the Mobile Urban Area is progressively deteriorating.  Traditionally, the 
volume to capacity ratio (V/C) is the indicator of congestion, producing rates of Level of Service; 
the average travel speed is another measurement of congestion.  

In 2011, travel times for the CMP update were collected on all system facilities, and were run a 
minimum of six times. Because the US Census Urban Area increased geographically to the west, 
Moffett Road was extended to Big Creek Lake as part of the 2011 data collection. The Area –Wide 
Congestion Index for year 2011 was 51.42 mph (35.52 mph arterials and 69.02 mph freeways). 
This indicates the vehicle weighted travel speed for the Mobile Urban Area is holding steady. 
Although there was a decrease from 2003 to 2007, it appears travel speeds have slightly increased 
from 2007 to 2011.  

In 2016, archived HERE data for January, 2015 to October, 2015 was used rather than manually 
collect travel time with GPS transponders as in previous years. The HERE data is presented for 
each Traffic Management Channel link or TMC. The TMC’s in Mobile are all freeways and some 
selected principal arterials. Unfortunately, Dauphin Street, McGregor Avenue and Cottage Hill 
Road are not TMCs and therefore excluded from the 2015 travel time index.  Because the index is 
a VMT weighted travel speed, this should have minimum impact.   The Area –Wide Congestion 
Index for year 2015 was 52.39 mph (65.70 mph arterials and 34.50 mph freeways). 
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Although the original study was conducted in 2003, it was updated to include Dauphin Street and 
McGregor Avenue in 2007.  For comparative purposes, this study will consider the first data 
collection to be 2003, and compare it to the data manually collected data for 2007 and 2011, and 
the 2015 HERE data. Because the Urban Area Boundary changed as a result of the 2000 Census, 
Hamilton Boulevard and Theodore Dawes Road have been included in the study, as well as 
McGregor Avenue and the extension of Dauphin Street. As noted above, the average vehicle 
weighted travel speed, or the Area-Wide Congestion Index, decreased between 2003 (51.72) and 
2007 (50.41) by over 1 mph (see Table 6-1). That 1 mph in itself may seem insignificant, however 
when comparing the 2003 average freeway speed to the 2007 average freeway speed, the average 
speed dropped by almost two miles an hour. For an urban area that has over 97 miles of freeway, 
an almost 2 miles per hour drop is rather significant. More interesting to note, is the drop from 
2011 to 2015 interstate mph, yet the overall vehicle weighted travel index actually went up in 
speed.  The data suggests that the volume of the interstates has increased, producing slower 
interstate travel times, but because the index is vehicle weighted, those interstate speeds increased 
the total index value. 

Table 6-1  
Average Vehicle Weighted Travel Speed          

           Avg Veh 
Year          Weighted Travel Speed     Freeways      Arterials 
2003          51.72 mph        69.0 mph     35.8 mph 
2007          50.41 mph        67.3 mph     34.4 mph 
2011     51.42 mph       69.0 mph     35.5 mph 
2015     52.39 mph       65.7 mph     34.5 mph 

Source: Mobile MPO 

In Table 6-1, it should also be noted that the data for 2015 is an average for January 2015, to 
October, 2015, as compared to 6 travel times runs done for 2003, 2007 and 2011. The data is much 
more inclusive. Also, because the TMC links do not match up completely with what was used for 
the previous years, there is a slight skew in the 2015 average weighted speeds.  Figure 6-7 is the 
2015 average PM peak speeds, and it can be noted that there are several arterials that are not on 
the TMC, that had travel time collected for 2003, 2007 and 2011.  The reduction of the arterial 
data, explains why 2015 Arterial speeds went down, yet even though the freeways went down also, 
the overall weighted travel speed went up.  Because of the smaller amount of arterial miles, there 
are more freeway vehicle miles in 2015 compared to 2003, 2007 and 2011.  

Figure 6-1 and Figure 6-2 on pages 242-243 demonstrate the average travel speeds for the roads 
of the system for the years 2003 and 2011.  The opening of the new Industrial Parkway extension 
with a rather high speed for an arterial on page 243 when Industrial Parkway is compared to 2003 
and 2007. This can explain the slightly higher arterial Average Vehicle Weighted Travel Speed 
for arterials in Table 6-1. From 2003 to 2007 there was a decline in vehicle weighted travel speed 
for arterials.  Like Industrial Parkway, it should be noted that the high volume and higher speeds 
on the new section of Demetropolis Road most likely increased the overall speed to 37.18 mph.  

Figure 6-3 and Figure 6-4 break down the average travel speeds in sections of roadway.  These 
sections match the links of the Mobile travel demand forecasting model, and gives the Mobile 
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MPO the ability to validate the model to actual travel speeds as part of the Origin-Destination 
Study. Most of the arterials between Figure 6-3 and Figure 6-4 show at least one section of the 
road having a slower average travel speed. Most notably, Springhill Avenue, Schillinger Road, 
Government Street and University Boulevard all have some sections of rather significant change.  

Figure 6-5 and Figure 6-6 compares the average travel speeds for the segments for 2003 and 2011. 
It is noteworthy to identify some significant changes in travel speeds, such as the increased speeds 
on Industrial Parkway due to the opening of the new stretch of road as noted before. At the same 
time, notable decreases in overall average travel speeds occurred on US Highway 43, Schillinger 
Road, University Boulevard, Demetropolis Road and McGregor Avenue. McGregor Avenue is 
notably the facility in the Urban Area with the worst travel speed. It is also interesting to point out 
that Cottage Hill Road and Dauphin Street, two of the most congested facilities on the network, 
had relatively no change in vehicle weighted travel speed. 

6.2.1 National Performance Management Research Data Set (NPMRDS) 

The National Performance Management Research Data Set (NPMRDS) is provided by HERE 
under the FHWA contract, and is a vehicle probe-based travel time data set acquired by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) to support its Freight Performance Measures (FPM) and Urban 
Congestion Report (UCR) programs.  The NPMRDS contract began with the July 2013 monthly 
archive. The monthly archives are provided on an Electronic Data Download site approximately 3 
weeks after the end of the previous month for each link on the TMC Network. NPMRDS data from 
HERE is available from 2013 to present.  

HERE is owned by Audi/BMW, so a lot of the HERE data comes from the on board GPS system 
of Audi/BMW and other automobile manufacturers.  Other sources of data that HERE uses to 
obtain travel times is through phone Apps, and delivery data; Amazon, FedEx, etc. The data is 
presented as a travel time, per TMC link, 24 hours a day, in 5 minute intervals.  Since the distance 
of the TMC link is known, and the travel time is available in five minutes intervals, the travel 
speed per link can be calculated.  It is a large amount of data, with almost 14 million records for 
the month of October, 2015 for the State of Alabama.  The Mobile MPO obtained 24 hour travel 
time data for January, 2015 – October, 2015, without plugging in a single GPS unit. 

The TMC network in Mobile is all Freeways, and most principal arterials, and the data that is 
provided to the MPO from the FHWA, is travel time per TMC link, every 5 minutes, 24 hours a 
day 365 days a year. However, because HERE data is not on all arterials, it is possible that a 
congested corridor not be on the TMC, but show up in the one or both of the other criteria as 
detailed in 6.4.1 Congestion Screening Mechanisms of this document. 

Figure 6-1 through Figure 6-7 represent the average peak period travel speeds for the network from 
2003 to 2015. It should be noted that in Figure 6-7, the TMC links are a slightly different geography 
than the road, section of road, or segment (528 foot) from previous travel time studies as part of 
the CMP.  
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Figure 6-1 
2003 Average Roadway PM Peak Travel Speeds 

Source: Mobile MPO 

242



Figure 6-2 
2011 Average Roadway PM Peak Travel Speeds 

Source: Mobile MPO 
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Figure 6-3 
2003 Average Section PM Peak Travel Speeds 

Source: Mobile MPO 
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Figure 6-4 
2011 Average Section PM Peak Travel Speeds 

Source: Mobile MPO 
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Figure 6-5 
2003 Average Segment PM Peak Travel Speeds 

Source: Mobile MPO 
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Figure 6-6 
2011 Average Segment PM Peak Travel Speeds 

Source: Mobile MPO 
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Figure 6-7 
2015 Average PM Peak Travel Speeds for the TMC Links 

Source: Mobile MPO 
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Table 6-2 
2003 to 2015 Average PM Peak Travel Speeds for Roadways 

ROAD_ID DIRECTION AVG_SPEED03 AVG_SPEED07 AVG_SPEED11 AVG_SPEED15 

Airport Blvd. EB 23.67 23.59 21.84 25.97 
Airport Blvd. WB 34.90 24.34 20.49 24.10 
Bay Bridge Road NB 48.36 48.81 41.68 43.77 
Bay Bridge Road SB 47.58 44.53 43.97 43.77 
Dauphin Island Parkway NB 43.00 44.79 41.69 40.29 
Dauphin Island Parkway SB 40.12 43.54 41.15 39.31 
Demetropolis NB 27.73 43.54 31.02 34.79 
Demetropolis SB 30.55 45.93 29.04 37.18 
Hamilton Blvd. EB 42.29 39.52 42.88 
Hamilton Blvd. WB 32.21 37.9 37.17 
Hank Aaron Loop EB 28.80 27.72 22.25 21.67 
Hank Aaron Loop WB 18.84 18.84 20.69 22.10 
I-10 EB 68.67 65.71 62.81 59.09 
I-10 WB 67.60 65.91 66.46 65.87 
I-165 NB 59.58 56.60 61.47 60.73 
I-165 SB 57.29 58.33 52.13 62.25 
I-65 NB 69.27 69.34 69.3 66.52 
I-65 SB 70.02 69.20 68.29 66.59 
Industrial Parkway EB 34.97 37.73 46.53 47.56 
Industrial Parkway WB 27.11 38.13 46.49 46.60 
Rangeline Road NB 43.84 42.92 42.3 46.17 
Rangeline Road SB 45.58 57.26 46.96 49.84 
Schillinger Road NB 32.49 31.19 29.67 35.01 
Schillinger Road SB 35.58 30.22 27.88 35.15 
Theodore Dawes Rd. EB 26.66 29.36 27.13 26.08 
Theodore Dawes Rd. WB 22.82 29.06 30.98 25.89 
University Blvd. NB 38.63 24.62 22.73 28.45 
University Blvd. SB 39.68 20.65 20.44 26.39 
US 43 NB 30.34 39.11 37.79 36.38 
US 43 SB 28.99 39.53 35.03 35.75 
US 45 NB 32.43 29.60 32.19 28.67 
US 45 SB 29.41 28.82 30.2 29.60 
US 90 EB 32.43 33.58 30.01 30.99 
US 90 WB 29.41 32.06 28.41 32.50 
US 98 EB 36.91 36.50 34.91 35.90 
US 98 WB 34.38 31.56 30.57 33.93 

Source:  Mobile MPO 
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To further compare average travel times historically on a level that potentially identifies traffic 
queues, the sections of the Congestion Management Process was broken down into tenth of a mile 
segments, or segments of 528 feet.  This data can only be compared for 2003, 2007 and 2011 as 
the TMC links cannot be broken down into 528 foot segments. Figure 6-5 is the 2003 Average 
Segment PM Peak Travel Speeds and Figure 6-6 is the 2011 Average Segment PM Peak Travel 
Speeds. 

6.2.2 Travel Demand Forecasting Speeds 

One of the advantages of having a database of collected travel speeds is the ability to validate a 
travel demand forecasting model to collected travel times. Since the travel times collected are 
averaged per road, road section and road segment, Mobile’s travel demand forecasting model could 
have the option of being validated to travel time. Sections are those links defined by the travel 
demand forecasting model. Generally they are sections of road between major intersections 
identified by an A node and a B node respective to the network. Segments, are sections of 
road broken down to 528 feet. This enables heavy traffic queues to be historically analyzed, for 
every one tenth of a mile segment. 

The Mobile Origin-Destination Study used cell phone data to develop friction factors for each 
purpose of the travel demand forecast model. The travel demand forecast model uses what is called 
a gravity model to disseminate trips that are produced or attracted to hundreds of traffic analysis 
zones around the study area. Each trip has a purpose and is either home based work (HBW), home 
based other (HBO), non-home based (NHB), Internal- External (IE) and External-External (EE).  
The model produces a matrix of origin zones by destination zones, and then the trips are assigned 
to the network generating a simulation of traffic volume of the entire network. Coupled with traffic 
count data, the average speed during peak period was used from the above CMP data as a measure 
to assure the accuracy of the model.  

6.2.3 National Comparison 

Table 6-3 and Table 6-4 is a ranking using the Texas Transportation Institute’s (TTI) methodology 
for developing a Travel Time Index detailed in their 2015 Urban Mobility Report. Under this 
methodology, it is interesting to see how Mobile compares to other cities in the country.  The 
Urban Mobility Report breaks the country down into Large Average Areas, Medium Average 
Areas and Small Average Areas.  Mobile, AL would fit in the Small Average Areas; however, 
Mobile is not even ranked in the top 100 worst congested area among the Small Average Areas. 
Pensacola, FL however is on the list and ranked as number 85 out of 100; New York, NY being 
most congested ranked at number one.  

According to the Texas Transportation Institute’s 2015 Urban Mobility Report, the average total 
hours of delay for all cities is 14,710,000 hours.  Also noted in Table 6-3, is the Total Cost of 
Congestion for Mobile is below the national average total hours of delay at 10,396,000.  Mobile is 
also below the national average for congestion cost. Average annual cost of congestion for cities 
in the United States is $340,000,000, and Mobile has an average annual congestion cost of 
$236,000,000. 
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Table 6-3 
National Comparisons, Delay, Cost and National Top 100 Rank 

Total hours of Delay Total Cost of Congestion 
Urban Area   (1,000s of Hours)        Rank           ($Millions)       Rank 
New York, NY           628,241         1 14,712     1 
New Orleans, LA 39,159       38   1,014   37 
Birmingham, AL  19,385       60      501   56 
Pensacola, FL  11,017       85      247   86 
Mobile, AL  10,396      N/A      236  N/A 
AVERAGE  14,710       340  

(TTI’s 2015 Urban Mobility Report) 

Table 6-4 
National Comparisons Travel Delay        

Annual Hours of Delay 
Total Delay  per Auto 

 (000)   Rank    Commuter   Rank 
Indio-Cathedral City, CA  1,685   101   6   101  
Modesto, CA  6,656  NA  18  NA 
Jackson, MS  12,287   80   38   55  
Flint, MI  9,342  NA  25  NA 
Kissimmee, FL  7,814  NA  22  NA 
Corpus Christi, TX  8,012   88   31   85  
Mobile, AL  10,396  NA  30  NA 
Bonita Springs, FL  6,731  NA  19  NA 
Greensboro, NC 7,887   90   32   83 

(All Urban Areas other than Mobile are sourced from TTI’s 2015 Urban Mobility Report) 

6.3 Congestion Management Strategies 

When determining which strategy to alleviate congestion is best suited for a specific problem, 
there are several issues to be considered.  The type of congestion (area-wide, corridor or specific 
location) is a deciding factor in which type of strategy to apply.  If the congestion occurs 
throughout an entire corridor, or area-wide, then a Travel Demand Management strategy may be 
recommended.  Conversely, if the problem is isolated to a specific location, the strategy will likely 
be a Traffic Operational Improvement.  The Congestion Management Process (CMP) program 
of funding will be included in the MATS Long Range Plan Update.  Projects are not identified by 
the CMP, rather corridors of concern are identified.  The actual project will require details that the 
sponsor can provide in house, a consultant can be retained, or it can be done as part of the 
preliminary engineering of the project. Prior to implementation with federal or state funds, all 
capital projects will be considered by the Mobile MPO as part of a Transportation Improvement 
Program.   Similarly, all strategies that can be implemented with federal or state planning funds 
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will be included in the Unified Planning Work Program. 

Performance measures will be calculated before and after implementation of a strategy to quantify 
the strategy’s effectiveness. The sponsoring agency for each congestion management project will 
be responsible for developing data for performance measures prior to and following the project’s 
implementation.  The sponsoring agency may include this in the scope of the project to be 
completed by a consultant.  The CMP will maintain a summary of projects which have been 
implemented since the last update.   Based on evaluation of the performance measures, the 
effectiveness of the project or strategy will be determined, and those strategies which appear to be 
ineffective or inefficient will be dropped from the CMP. 

The following are strategies that the Mobile Congestion Management Process has determined   to   
be   suitable   for   the   Mobile   urbanized   area,   with   suggested performance measures. 

• Travel Demand Management Approaches
• Traffic Operational Improvements
• Public Transit Capital and Operational Improvements
• Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Approaches / Strategies
• Additional Roadway Capacity

6.3.1 Travel Demand Management (TDM) Approaches 

As defined by the USDOT document Implementing  Effective  Travel  Demand Management 
Measures, TDM  programs  are  designed  to  maximize  the  people moving capability of the 
transportation system by increasing the number of persons in a vehicle, or by influencing the time 
of, or need to, travel. 

The TDM’s for the Mobile Congestion Management System are classified into the following two 
categories: 

• Increasing The Number Of Persons Per Vehicle/Vehicle-Trip Reduction
• Influences On Time Of Travel And Need For Travel

6.3.1.1 Increasing the Number of Persons per Vehicle/Vehicle-Trip Reduction 

The Rideshare Program seeks to increase the number of persons in a vehicle (bus/car/van), thus 
decreasing the number of (SOV) single occupancy vehicles.  The objective of these Travel Demand 
Management strategies is to reduce the travel demand or number of vehicle trips on the 
transportation system.  The following are the  trip  reducing  Travel  Demand  Management  
strategies,  and  can  possibly  be funded through FTA, STP, NH, IM, state, or local. 

• Carpool/Vanpool
• Park and Ride Lots
• Subscription Van Service
• HOV Lanes

252



• Measures to Encourage Use of Alternative Modes

6.3.1.1.1 Carpool/Vanpool 

This is a program that will match workers that reside and work in the same areas, in order to travel 
in a carpool/vanpool together.  Individuals will volunteer to participate. The agency overseeing 
this program will have a database capable of matching the individuals to carpool/vanpool together 
using the addresses of the individual’s home and workplace.  The participants may be a driver, 
passenger or both using their own private vehicles.  This is an effective program to reduce the 
number of SOV trips that travel to a location that has a concentrated number of workers.  A 
Guaranteed Ride Home program can also be considered in conjunction with this; the implementing 
agency assures a participant an alternative means of commuting if the carpool/vanpool is missed. 
Once the carpool/vanpool program is established and in full operation, the VMT and participation 
data are used as measures of effectiveness for this strategy. 

The South Alabama Regional Planning Commission initiated a carpool matching program known 
as the CommuteSmart Mobile Rideshare program. Ridepro software has been purchased and there 
is a dedicated phone line (251-706-1CAR) for Rideshare clients. SARPC staff has created a 
website www.mobilempo.org that links to the CommuteSmart website which enables interested 
parties to sign up for the program online. The CommuteSmart Commuter Services Program 
maintains a database of individuals who work in the region and who have expressed a desire to 
commute to work via carpool, vanpool, transit, bicycle, and walking. This commuter database uses 
a person's home address, work address and work hours to find others who live and work near them, 
who have similar schedules, and are willing to share their commute. SARPC provides a free 
Emergency Ride Home for those carpoolers that get stranded at work.   Participation data is used 
as an effective performance measure. 

6.3.1.1.2 Park and Ride Lots 

In conjunction with the carpool/vanpool program or incentives to transit use, park and ride 
lots should be considered in areas of high density on the fringe of the urban boundary or in 
locations where a convergence of traffic occurs.  This is a commuter parking lot that will be a 
central location for members of the carpool/vanpool match program to meet, therefore increasing 
the number of potential users.  Additionally, if the park and ride lot is located in proximity to the 
Wave Transit’s fixed route system, carpoolers can park at this lot and travel to work by bus. 
Parking lots can be leased from churches during the week to minimize expenses and also to 
determine if there is a market for new park and ride lots prior to incurring capital expenses to 
purchase land and build a lot.  Like the carpool/vanpool strategy, the VMT and participation 
data are the performance measures. 

6.3.1.1.3 Subscription Van Service 

This strategy will allow a company to lease a van from the Wave Transit or the Mobile MPO and 
use it to serve their commuting employees.   This program has become popular in the bigger cities 
across  the  nation,  including  Birmingham,  AL,  and  is  underway  in  Mobile through the Wave 
Transit.  The lessee is advised on the care of the van by the Wave Transit as the employees will 
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be responsible for driving the van.    Once the vans are leased to companies, and in full 
implementation, VMT and participation data are used to measure the effectiveness of this strategy. 

6.3.1.1.4 HOV Lanes 

The market for an HOV (High Occupancy Vehicle) lane or lanes will present itself once the 
interstate network LOS has deteriorated significantly. This entails reserving a lane of road, most 
likely interstate, for vehicles with a certain minimum number of passengers.  The lane would be 
marked with diamonds to indicate that it is for HOV use only during a signed period of time. An 
HOV ramp by-pass lane can also be considered.  This Travel Demand Management strategy is 
widely used in large metro areas such as Washington D.C. and Atlanta, Georgia, but currently is 
not a likely strategy for Mobile.  However, this is an effective strategy for increasing the number 
of persons in a vehicle and might be promoted as Mobile grows and the number of SOV’s 
increases.   The performance measures for this strategy are VMT and participation data (lane 
counts). 

6.3.2 Measures to Encourage Use of Alternative Modes 

Alternative modes of travel in Mobile include public transportation, bicycle and pedestrian travel. 
The provision of facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians will encourage their utilization as 
transportation modes.  The Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, an element of the MATS Long Range 
Plan, details plans, policies, programs, and facilities to create a network linking major origins and 
destinations, which responds to the varied needs of the population and provides for a safe and 
convenient alternative mode of transportation. Implementation of any of the plan elements is an 
example of this strategy.   Economic incentives can also be used to encourage use of alternative 
modes.  The Taxpayer Relief and Parking Cash Out programs are federal tax programs, initiated 
with the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997, to involve employers in sharing the cost of commuting by 
alternative modes with their employees.  Employers can receive a deduction from business 
income taxes while employees save on payroll and income taxes by receiving pre-tax 
compensation for transit fares.  Parking Cash Out programs are for employees who choose to 
forego employer-provided parking, and instead receive the taxable cash value, to be used for other 
means of transportation to work, such as carpool or transit. 

6.3.2.1 Influences on Time of Travel and Need for Travel 

Increasing the number of persons per vehicle is not the only effective category of Travel Demand 
Management strategies. The time and need of travel can also be effectively managed. However, 
if employers do not voluntarily implement this Travel Demand Management strategy, other 
implementation mechanisms are needed. While there are no known public funding sources for 
implementation, several cities use state or local ordinances. 

• Alternative Work Hours
• Flex-Time
• Telecommuting

6.3.2.2 Alternative Work Hours 
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Since the majority of congestion occurs during peak hours, and peak hour travel is predominantly 
home-based work trips, a shift of work hours would decrease peak congestion.  If large employers 
would off-set their work schedule, then peak hour congestion can be slightly reduced.  Currently, 
the Mobile County School Board lets school children out during the off-peak period.  Although 
not much can be done to move  the  morning  school  traffic  to  the  off-peak,  the  afternoon 
school  hours contribute to the concept of this strategy. 

The alternative work hours strategy can only work with the participation of large employers, or 
complexes that house a large number of employees at a central location.  An example of an 
alternative work hour strategy would be to set the work hours at a complex with a large workforce 
to 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. or to 8:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.  This would offset the distribution of the 
surge of traffic heading toward the vicinity of the complex by half an hour.  The performance 
measures for this strategy are VMT and participation data. 

6.3.2.3 Flex-Time 

Flex-time is the same general concept as alternative work hours, however flex-time gives the 
worker a choice on the time to report to work and what time to leave, as long as a certain amount 
of hours are worked in a day or week.  Currently, the Army Corps of Engineers and some 
employees of the city of Mobile are on flex-time.  This is another good strategy to move some of 
the peak hour trips to off-peak and uses the same performance measures as the alternative work 
schedule- VMT and participation data. 

6.3.2.4 Telecommuting 

The intent of the telecommuting strategy is to reduce the number of home to work trips by allowing 
employees to work at home.  However, telecommuting employees are not limited to only 
telecommuting from home.  For example, satellite telework centers are being implemented on an 
experimental basis in several areas of the United States.  Telecommuting is a growing trend in 
today’s technology, but it appears incentives will have to be offered in order to gain widespread 
acceptance. This strategy’s performance measures are also VMT and participation data. 

6.3.3 Traffic Operational Improvements 

Staff of SARPC screens all of the intersections within the Urban Area that meet the thresholds 
of 6.4.1 Congestion Screening Mechanisms.   The Technical Coordinating / Citizens Advisory 
Committee (TCC/CAC) reviews the intersections selected by the screening process, and further 
refines the intersections to be improved.  Because of limited funding, not all identified corridors 
can be recommended for funding.  Generally one per year at $500,000 (fed). 

The results of the screening process will be an inventory of suggested corridors that are specific 
congested locations. The type of treatment, timeline, and detailed cost estimates are the 
responsibility of the sponsor.  These improvements will be evaluated and prioritized for inclusion 
in the TIP.  Data required from the lead agency will include hourly counts by lane, number of 
lanes, signal phasing, turning movements, etc. in order to quantify the congestion level of the 
project and to develop data for performance measures.     If the construction of the project begins 
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within one year of this LOS analysis, the same data may be used as a pre-implementation 
performance measure as well.  Travel Time data from the NPRMDS provided by HERE is already 
archived, and can be a source of data for before and after performance measures.  

This strategy may be funded with National Highway Performance Program funds, Surface 
Transportation Program funds (specifically STP Attributable CMP set aside), Highway Safety 
Improvement Program funds, ALDOT state funds and/or local city/county funds.  The following 
are some Traffic Operational Improvement strategies for the Mobile Congestion Management 
Process: 

• Turn Prohibitions
• Intersection/Corridor Improvements
• Incident Management Approaches
• Access Management Techniques

6.3.3.1 Turn Prohibitions 

Under the authority of the jurisdictional agency, a turn prohibitor can be installed to increase the 
traffic’s mobility on arterials.  Examples include no turning lanes at an intersection,  and  lack 
of  a  middle  turning  lane  through  the  midblock.    People stopping traffic flow waiting to turn 
is a common cause of traffic accidents, which can be deterred by using curbed medians or enforced 
illegal turns. Turn prohibitors should not be established just for mobility’s sake but should be 
considered for safety purposes as well.  Delay, vehicles per hour and if necessary vehicle crash 
data/rates are the performance measures for this strategy. 

6.3.3.2 Intersection/Corridor Improvements 

Intersection improvements include any physical improvement to an intersection that will increase 
the mobility of the traffic.  An intersection improvement could be adaptive signal technology, a 
roundabout, adding turning lanes, extending of existing turn lanes, install dual left turns, simply 
repositioning a stop bar, or even reconfiguring the intersection geometry.  Some of the 
improvements for intersections can be used for multiple intersections to improve capacity of an 
entire corridor, like adaptive signal technology and roundabouts.  Although these are treatments 
for single intersections, several of this type improvements will improve traffic flow on an entire 
corridor and can be used for corridor improvements as well. Safety is a concern at all 
intersections as they are a common location of vehicular collisions. The performance  measures 
for  this  strategy  are  delay,  vehicles  per  hour,  and  if necessary crash data/rates. 

6.3.3.3 Adaptive Signal Control Technology 

Traffic signal timing that is outdated contributes to traffic congestion and delay. Conventional 
signal systems use pre-programmed, daily signal timing schedules. Adaptive signal control 
technology adjusts the timing of red, yellow and green lights to accommodate changing traffic 
patterns and ease traffic congestion. The main benefits of adaptive signal control technology over 
conventional signal systems, are that it can: 
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• Continuously distribute green light time equitably for all traffic movements
• Improve travel time reliability by progressively moving vehicles through green lights
• Reduce congestion by creating smoother flow
• Prolong the effectiveness of traffic signal timing
• Optimize traffic flow

6.3.3.4 Roundabouts 

The frequency of roundabouts is increasing in the country because it is an effective means of 
intersection throughput. A roundabout is a type of circular intersection or junction in which road 
traffic flows almost continuously in one direction around a central island. So-called "modern" 
roundabouts require entering traffic to give way to traffic already in the circle and optimally 
observe various design rules to increase safety. 

6.3.3.5 Access Management Techniques 

As mentioned in a previous strategy, traffic slowing down or stopping to turn off of an arterial is 
a common trigger for congestion and cause of vehicle crashes.  Flow can be controlled somewhat 
by limiting the access on and off a facility.  An example of this strategy would be for a governing 
agency to adopt some type of access management ordinance.  This would limit the number and 
locations of access to and from major arterials, allowing for a smoother flow of traffic.  Traffic 
signal spacing, intersection spacing and limiting driveways are other examples of access 
management techniques. The performance measures for this strategy are travel time/speed, 
delay, vehicles per hour and/or vehicle crash data/rates. 

6.3.3.6 Incident Management Approaches 

Any congestion that is not a normal characteristic of the section of roadway and is not the result 
of deficient capacity can be considered nonrecurring congestion. Vehicle crashes and construction 
are two of the most common causes of nonrecurring congestion.   It is the goal of the incident 
management strategy to reduce the impedances caused by any nonrecurring congestion.  An 
example of an incident management strategy would be to send a press release to the media for all 
construction or improvement projects just before it starts, suggesting alternate routes for a 
specified period.   This gives people time to adjust their normal commuting routes before the 
construction starts.  Another example of an incident management strategy is to utilize traffic 
operation cameras for incident detection and to develop an early warning system, as the Bayway 
Fog Detection System is used.  Quick response and coordinated response by law enforcement 
agencies to vehicle crashes are other frequently used incident management techniques.   The 
performance measures for this strategy are vehicle crash data/rates. 

6.3.4 Public Transit Capital and Operational Improvements 

As mentioned in a previous section of this document, the transit system in Mobile is well 
established.  Under direction of the Wave Transit and the city of Mobile, there are several 
transit-related strategies that can be implemented to reduce congestion. In addition, there are two 
strategic areas which can be applied to help create a more efficient transit system, with more 
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ridership and consequently fewer SOVs.  These two areas are: 

• Capital Improvements
• Operating Improvements

These strategies may be funded with FTA funds, local city/county funds or STP funds 
(specifically STP Attributable CMP set aside). 

6.3.4.1 Capital Improvements 

Transit capital improvement strategies include those approaches to alleviate roadway congestion 
that affect the number of buses, condition of the buses, type of buses and bus terminals.   Currently, 
the Wave Transit has requested that a portion of the transit fleet be replaced to become more 
efficient, and vans have been acquired recently for demand response service.  Bus pull-outs can 
be included as a transit capital strategy, as well as fleet size, a trolley system, park and ride lots 
and efforts to improve the physical characteristics to create a more comfortable or attractive transit 
system.  Ridership data and area-wide VMT are the performance measures. 

6.3.4.2 Operating Improvements 

Transit operating improvements offer more of a variety of strategies to implement than the transit 
capital improvements.  Additionally, most of the transit operating improvement strategies are less 
costly than capital improvements.  Some examples of operating strategies are: routes can be 
modified to reduce headway, discount passes can be offered, fares can be reduced and/or traffic 
signal preemption for buses can be implemented.    Ridership data and area-wide VMT are the 
performance measures. 

6.3.5 Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) 

Technology in transportation is becoming increasingly more advanced.  Intelligent Transportation 
System provides fascinating projects on the leading edge of technology that are new and 
innovative, but may be quite costly.  Further, any improvement that might tap into ALDOT’s ITS 
Architecture is an eligible improvement. An example of an ITS project, is to maximize the 
efficiency of the transit system include the preemption for all buses and emergency vehicles, or 
even the tracking of buses using Global Positioning Satellites.   The performance measures for this 
strategy are project specific and may be funded through Interstate, NHS, STP (specifically STP 
Attributable CMP set aside), FTA, ALDOT, ITS Safety and/or local city/county funds. 

6.3.6 Additional Roadway Capacity 

Although other strategies must always be investigated, adding capacity to a roadway is  sometimes 
the  only,  and  most  expensive,  method  of  relieving  congestion. Generally, the set aside of STP 
Attributable funds for congestion management techniques are not intended for additional roadway 
capacity. Utilities, right-of-way, engineering, design and construction must all be considered when 
adding lanes to a roadway or intersection.  Section 1 of this document pertains primarily to adding 
capacity to midblock rather than intersections and prioritizing those projects. Additionally, this 

258



strategy may be combined with other strategies, such as in the case of construction of a new 
limited access roadway with a traffic surveillance system.  Funding for this strategy may be 
through National Highway Performance Program funds, Surface Transportation Program funds 
(specifically STP Attributable CMP set aside), Highway Safety Improvement Program funds, 
Federal Transit Administration funds, ALDOT state funds and/or local city/county funds. The 
performance measures are travel time/speed, and vehicles per hour. 

6.3.7 Funding Sources 

Funding sources for the above Mobile CMP strategies can be federal, state and/or local city/county 
funds. These are: 

• National Highway Performance Program funds (Discretionary through ALDOT)
• Highway Safety Improvement Program funds (Discretionary through ALDOT)
• Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds (Dedicated and Discretionary

through ALDOT)
• Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds (Dedicated and Discretionary

through the Mobile MPO, specifically STP Attributable CMP set aside)
• Transportation Alternative Program (TAP) funds (Dedicated and Discretionary

through ALDOT)
• Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5303 (Metropolitan Planning funds)
• Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5307 (Urbanized Area Formula

Program) 
• Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5310 (Elderly and Disabled

Transportation) 
• Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5311 (Non-Urbanized Area Formula

Program) 
• ALDOT State funds
• City/County funds

Although the funding sources detailed above are all eligible to fund congestion management type 
projects per the FAST ACT.  Most of these funding sources are already allocated to specific 
projects over the course of the four year transportation short range plan, the Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP), and this 25 year Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).  The 
Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds (Dedicated and Discretionary through the Mobile 
MPO) has an annual set aside of $500,000 federal dollars for these CMP types of projects. This 
funding is for operational type improvements as mentioned in this section, and not for maintenance 
type projects like resurfacing and landscaping.   

6.4 Implementation Activities 

Implementation Activities has historically been called project development.  However, this 
updated Congestion Management Process focusses on where the congestion is, the funding 
mechanism, and how they will be prioritized and implemented.  Rather than developing the project 
to alleviate congestion as part of the CMP, the project development will be done through the 
preliminary engineering process of the project.  This will provide realistic cost estimates and 
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detailed design information for the project.   

For example, the previous method of project development, would have included a committee 
investigating an intersection and developing a project while witnessing the PM peak period traffic 
at the intersection. This was a proactive approach; however, the most optimal system needed for 
that situation will not be known until some preliminary investigation is done. The results of some 
initial work could answer what are the existing signals, what needs to be replaced, what type of 
detection will work best given the geometry, will an adaptive signal work, do the controllers and 
heads all need to be updated, will a round-a-bout work here, is this part of a system, can this be 
part of a system.   

The current implementation strategy is to identify the areas of congestion, and provide some 
funding for the sponsor to correct it, in the most optimal manner possible.  

6.4.1 Congestion Screening Mechanisms 

The Congestion Management Process addresses congestion on all roadways inside of the Mobile 
Urban Area boundary which are functionally classified as an arterial or higher.  Figure 6-8 details 
the functional classification system for the Mobile Urban Area.  Historically, these screenings 
took place on all freeways, principal arterials and some selected minor arterials.  The process is 
now updated in that the travel time collection using GPS transponders is no longer needed.  Data 
is collected for the FWHA through a company called HERE. HERE is not an acronym, and is data 
that exists for all roads on the TMC (Traffic Management Channel).  Please see 6.2.1 National 
Performance Management Research Data Set (NPMRDS) of this document. Only freeways and 
principal arterials are currently available to the Mobile MPO from the National Performance 
Management Research Data Set, which are the red and blue roads on Figure 6-8. 

The HERE data provided to by the NPMRDS, offers “off peak” times as well.  The peak to off-
peak ratio is a good indicator of congestion. Volume to capacity is a traditional indicator of 
congestion, as is incident data.  Historically the Mobile CMP has looked at all incidents at every 
intersection when screening for congestion.  A more efficient method of screening intersections 
for congestion utilizing incident data, is focusing on rear-end collisions.  Rear end collisions are 
more of an indicator of congestion, as opposed to side swipe, right angle, or left turn collisions.  

The overall CMP corridor ranking is based on the following three criteria for screening and ranking 
the corridors and intersections, which are: 

• PM Peak speed to Free Flow speed ratio
• Volume to Capacity (V/C)
• Rear end collision per mile

The incident / collision data comes from the Critical Analysis Reporting Environment (CARE). 
The data provided to the State and MPO’s from CARE is sensitive, and publishing the data could 
be used in other means in which it is not intended. Because there are some sensitivity issues with 
the rear –end collision data, figures for each criteria are omitted from this document. 
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Figure 6-8 
Mobile Urban Area Functional Classification 

Source: Mobile MPO 
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Corridors that meet the rear end collision per mile criteria may be able to be deduced if the graphic 
had all three showing.  Because of these issues, and caution of breaching contract with the CARE 
program, an overall scoring system has be developed for the CMP corridors.  Figure 6-9 depicts 
which corridors have met at least two of the three criteria, and Figure 6-10 represents an overall 
ranking number that is derived by totaling the v/c, a peak to free flow ratio, and a factor that 
represents the rear end collision per mile.  

6.4.1.2 PM Peak speed to Free Flow Speed Ratio 

Because the travel time data is available 24 hours a day, the free flow, or off peak travel speeds 
can be calculated as well. For the purposes of this study, 10:00 PM to 5:00 AM is considered off 
peak, or free flow. The PM peak period is considered to be 4:30 PM to 6:00 PM, and the ratio can 
be calculated of peak to free flow.  That is to say, if the free flow speed is 45 mph, and the peak 
period speed is 33 mph, then there is .73 peak to free flow ratio.  The peak to free flow speed 
criteria threshold is .75 or less.   

6.4.1.3 Volume to Capacity  

The volume to capacity ratio is a traditional method of analyzing congestion in terms of Level of 
Service, or LOS. It is a simple calculation of the number of cars on the road in terms of Average 
Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) to the capacity of the road.  The capacity of a road can vary 
depending on the density, speed and functional classification of the road. Typically, any volume 
to capacity ratio that is over 1.0 is considered congested, or LOS F.  

6.4.1.4 Rear End Collision per Mile 

The Critical Analysis Reporting Environment (CARE) is a data analysis software package 
originally designed for problem identification and countermeasure development in traffic safety 
applications. Developed by the staff of the Center for Advanced Public Safety at the University of 
Alabama, CARE uses advanced analytical and statistical techniques to generate valuable 
information directly from the data. This includes data on types of collisions, severity, location, 
pedestrian, etc. For the purposes of the Mobile Congestion Management Process, the focus is on 
rear-end collisions.  The corridors that have over a certain limit of rear end collisions per mile are 
flagged as part of this process, and included in the overall score as represented in Figure 6-9 and 
Figure 6-10.   

6.4.1.5 Prioritization and Ranking 

If two or more of the above criteria were met, then the corridor is “flagged” and considered an area 
of concern in terms of congestion. To mathematically depict the corridors of concern, a scoring 
mechanism is established that is a combination of volume to capacity ratio, peak to free flow ratio, 
and rear end collisions per mile.   The higher the number, the more severe the congestion is in that 
corridor, as depicted in Figure 6-10. 
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Figure 6-9 
Corridors Meeting At Least Two of the Three Criteria 

This ranking process is important to depict the severity of congestion in the Mobile Urbanized 
Area; however, it does not depict the order in which projects will be funded through the 
Transportation Improvement Program. That will be at the discretion of MPO Policy Board, and 
it’s advising committees. Further, as indicated in Figure 6-10, the red areas are the worst congested; 
however, there are already plans and funding for an adaptive signal type project for Airport 
Boulevard from I-65 to McGregor Ave. That negates a project at that location under the current 
Mobile MPO CMP, as the congestion levels will be unknown until that project is complete.  

There are other areas such as Dauphin Street from Sage Avenue to Springhill Hospital, Airport 
Boulevard from University to Hillcrest Road, Old Shell Road from University Boulevard to 
Hillcrest Road, Government Street from Broad Street to the Bankhead Tunnel, and Springhill 
Avenue from Florida Street to Moffett Road that all appear to be very congested based on the data. 
6.4.2 Recommendations 

Source: Mobile MPO 
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Figure 6-10 
Top Scoring Corridors  

The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is the funding mechanism in which the CMP 
projects can be funded.  Although other funding sources are available, the STP Attributable Set 
Aside is for CMP Projects funded at $500,000 (federal) annually, requires a 20% match, and is a 
program that is funded through the STP Attributable funds apportioned to the Mobile MPO.  The 
current 2016-2019 TIP has three years remaining (2017, 2018, 2019) allowing for three CMP 
corridors to improve.   

Because the TMC links are somewhat inconsistent in length when compared to one another, it 
would be difficult to numerically portray the TMC links.  For that reason, the corridors may not 
exactly match the TMC links. The corridors of concern are a combination of both links that match 
the MPO’s travel demand forecast model, and the TMC links. The corridors are given scores that 
are a combination of volume to capacity ratio, peak speed to free flow speed ratio, and a rear-end 
collision rate. 

In Table 6-5, Moffett Road shows up as the most congested, mainly because it is a very short 
corridor, but scored high in two out of the three thresholds. This intersection has been looked at 

Source: Mobile MPO 
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and improved in the past, and once the SR 158 Extension to the State line is open, congestion at 
this interchange will dramatically decrease.  Industrial Parkway from Shelton Beach to I-16 is also 
a very short link, and is a state route which can be improved with State funding. Airport Boulevard 
from I-65 to McGregor Avenue has a project already under way.  Dauphin Street from Sage 
Avenue to Springhill Hospital is a corridor that may have some additional MPO funding tied to it 
as there is an adjacent project currently in the TIP; Dauphin Street is a CMP top priority. Airport 
Boulevard from McGregor Avenue to University Boulevard has scored high also.  This corridor 
can be broken up into sections or phases with the first phase being Airport Boulevard from 
University Boulevard to Hillcrest Road. University Boulevard from Airport Boulevard to Old Shell 
Road and Springhill Avenue from Florida Street to Moffett Road both scored rather high; however, 
Government Street to Broad Street to the Bankhead Tunnel scored high as well, and there is already 
discussions concerning this corridor and the congestion during summer months.  Government 
Street is a CMP Priority.    

Table 6-5 
Combined Score Ranking of Mobile’s Congested Corridors 

Rank Road Start End Score 

1 Moffett Road I-65 East Ramp I-65 West Ramp 6.97 

2 Industrial Parkway Shelton Beach Rd. I-65 6.06 

3 Airport Blvd. I-65 McGregor Ave. 5.95 

4 Dauphin Street Sage Ave. Springhill Memorial 5.34 

5 Old Shell Road University Blvd. Hillcrest Road 5.30 

6 Airport Blvd. McGregor Ave. University Blvd. 5.24 

7 University Blvd. Airport Blvd. Old Shell Road 5.10 

8 Springhill Ave. Florida Street Moffett Road 5.08 

9 Government St. Broad St. Bankhead Tunnel 4.99 

10 University Blvd. Old Shell Road Gaillard Dr. 4.93 

11 Airport Blvd. University Blvd. Hillcrest Road 4.88 

12 University Blvd. Airport Blvd. Grelot Road 4.87 

13 Cottage Hill Rd. Woodland Road Blue Ridge Blvd. 4.86 

14 Moffett Road Wolf Ridge Road University Blvd. 4.66 
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15 Springhill Ave. Durant Street I-65 4.61 

16 Airport Blvd. Cody Road Schillinger Road 4.51 

17 Shelton Beach Rd. Industrial Parkway West Ladner Dr. 4.40 

18 St. Stephens Road Lambert Ave. Pleasant Ave. 4.38 

19 Schillinger Road Airport Blvd. Old Shell Road 4.29 

Based on the data above, the corridors recommended for improvements under CMP are: 

• Government Street from Broad Street to the Bankhead Tunnel
• Airport Boulevard from University Boulevard to Hillcrest Road
• Dauphin Street from Sage Ave to Springhill Hospital

It needs to be noted that projects and cost estimates may happen at the preliminary engineering 
level.  The optimum project for each of congested locations needs to be investigated, modeled and 
vetted.  The existing inventory, how old the current system is, and what is needed for the best 
system (signal upgrades, detection, adaptive signals, and new technology), all needs to be 
determined as it will be included in the cost estimate of the project.  The intent of the CMP is to 
allocate $500,000 (federal) per corridor. Some corridors may be able to be improved for less than 
$625,000 (includes 20 percent match), some corridors will be more expensive.  

Because the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) is updated every five years, a new set of 
projects for each new Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) will be identified, in each new 
LRTP.  The CMP corridors of concern for FY 2020-2023 will be identified as part of the next 
LRTP to be adopted no later than March 2020.  

6.5 Effectiveness of Strategies (Performance Measures) 

In order to document the effectiveness of any CMP project, the before and after conditions must 
be evaluated by the sponsoring agency, using specified performance measures.  Before any phase, 
or all phases of a project can be included in the Transportation Improvement Program, a 
Memorandum of Understanding will be executed to insure that the performance measure data will 
be collected before the project is constructed and after the improvement is made.  The before 
data may be completed by the sponsoring agency, or may be part of the PE phase and included in 
the PE contract.  The after data will be the responsibility of the sponsoring entity and both 
sets of data will be submitted to SARPC for further evaluation and documentation in the CMP 
Report.  The ease of use of the NPMRDS, or HERE data, will make performance measures not 
such a daunting task as in previous CMPs. If the HERE data is available for the corridor being 
funded, it certainly is an acceptable means of performance measure data 
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These performance measures will help decision makers determine which strategy is the most 
efficient and productive for future projects. Therefore, the Mobile Congestion Management 
Process recommends, but is not limited to, the following performance measures: 

• Vehicular Volume
• Travel Time/Speed
• Delay
• Transit Data
• Vehicle Crash Data

6.5.1 Vehicular Volume 

The number of vehicles on a road during a particular time period is important data to the 
Congestion Management Process.   Traffic count data can be measured and used in various 
ways.  It can be the ADT (average daily traffic), VMT (vehicle miles traveled), vehicles per hour 
or the V/C ratio (vehicles divided by capacity) from which the LOS is derived.  These 
measurements of traffic counts can be for total volume, by direction or even by lane. There are 
permanent counters on the Interstates and Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) 
locations that are retrieved on a continual basis. 

Currently, MATS needs the assistance of ALDOT in acquiring more recent and more frequent 
area-wide count information.  Counts for all arterials in the urban boundary continually need to be 
updated.   If the area-wide counts are not available to accurately maintain the Congestion 
Management Process, then local counts on the non-NHS roads need to be collected by the CMP 
participants. 

6.5.2 Travel Time/Speed 

One of the primary goals of the Congestion Management Process is to reduce travel time.  If the 
vehicular travel time between point A and point B is reduced through a CMP strategy, then the 
objective of the Congestion Management Process is met. Thus, travel time is an effective way to 
measure congestion.  Travel time is usually an average per direction and time of day, and can 
sometimes be obtained through modeling efforts.   Once travel time is obtained, average travel 
speed can be calculated for the distance traveled.  Travel time can be collected manually, or from 
the NPMRDS. 

6.5.3 Delay 

While it is recognized that there are several different types of delay, total intersection delay given 
in seconds/vehicle, as calculated by the Highway Capacity Manual methodology, will be used for 
performance measures.  All inputs into the HCM formula or software are required for this 
performance measure. 

6.5.4 Transit Data 

The backbone of the Congestion Management Process is to reduce the number of SOVs (single 
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occupancy vehicles).  An increase in the number of fixed route riders and the participation in 
Travel Demand Management strategies (i.e. carpool and rideshare programs), will have a direct 
impact on the traffic flow of Mobile as the number of SOVs will be reduced.   Additional local 
procedures to measure the effectiveness of transit modifications and Travel Demand Management 
strategies (TDMs) other than the suggested CMP measures are welcome.   FTA National Transit 
Database Reports are an effective means of collecting ridership data for any program that the Wave 
Transit manages. 

6.5.5 Vehicle Crash Data 

Vehicle crash data is an important measure of not only how safe the roadway or intersection is, 
but also non-recurring congestion.   Non-recurring congestion is caused primarily by accidents 
or construction.    The number of vehicle crashes should decrease as a result of an effective strategy 
as it is relative to the amount of traffic congestion.  Vehicle crash data can be obtained from 
ALDOT or directly from the Department of Public Safety.  It is detailed vehicle crash information 
and can be generally acquired for any time period for any link (road segment) and can be converted 
to a rate. 
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7.0 Freight 

7.1 Introduction 

Nationally, the east - west transportation corridors linking west coast ports with the interior U. S. 

have experienced dramatic growth rates in freight over the past few decades as Pacific Rim 

markets have matured. However, since the mid-1990’s, NAFTA has fostered increased emphasis 

on north – south traffic as well. The widening of the Panama Canal in the next couple of years 

will further expose the Gulf of Mexico Ports to more, larger ocean vessels, which no longer will 

have to experience long delays to berth at West Coast ports. Simply stated, the surface 

transportation network (highway, rail or waterborne) has not increased at a rate commensurate 

with growth in freight and passenger traffic. This is true at our local level also.  

The growth in freight, coupled with the fact that traditional Travel Demand Forecasting uses 

only estimates for freight, suggests that our overall transportation infrastructure planning and 

tools must keep pace with our new realities. Historically, freight planning, at least for medium 

sized MPO’s like Mobile, has used data analysis, including employment numbers and trend 

forecasting, assumes the same trends will continue. Recognizing that the efficient movement of 

freight is vital to the growth of Mobile’s economy, and further recognizing that our area must 

provide for superior freight distribution and not become a freight chokepoint, the Transportation 

Department of the South Alabama Regional Planning Commission (SARPC) is developing bold, 

new planning tools to better recognize, understand, track, and predict freight movement in 

Mobile. 

Today, the percent of trucks can be derived from the much improved Freight Analysis 

Framework (FAF3) data.  ALDOT has conducted vehicle classification counts for SARPC at 

over 40 stations within our study area. The FAF3 base year data is more in line with the vehicle 

classification counts data provided by ALDOT. Although the FAF3 data does provide a year 

2040 truck count, it is based on a percentage of the total overall volume for year 2040, projected 

for each facility. These projections derived by the FAF3 are overestimated and are unusable; the 

SARPC freight component to the model only uses the TADT (a percentage of trucks) derived 

from the FAF3 data. 

A portion of the trip generation component to the industry cluster analysis of the model that was 

to be produced by the UAH study, was freight surveys conducted by SARPC. These freight 

surveys began in 2008 and continue today. Staff maintains and updates a database of these 

surveys that not only tries to develop a local sense of where freight is coming from and going to 

locally, but it gives the MPO a sense of infrastructure needs in terms of our service providers 

(turning radius, capacity issues, etc.).  

7.2 Growth in Freight 

Freight transportation both in volume and value continues to grow in the Mobile FAF3 Region.  

Figure 7-1, on page 270, shows the expected growth by volume in kilotons and by value in 

millions. 
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Figure 7-1 

Growth in Freight by Volume and Value 2012 to 2040 for Mobile FAF3 Region* 

Source: Federal Highway FAF3 data 

The fact that the growth rate in freight transportation traffic is generally greater than passenger 

traffic is especially true in the Mobile MPO area. Part of that is due to Mobile’s economic 

climate. In August, 2013 the City of Mobile was ranked no. 2 among US metro cities by 

Business Facilities magazine in terms of highest economic growth potential. This not only shows 

Mobile’s potential for future economic development, but it also is evidence of a growing 

economy. The article cited Airbus and Safran – two companies that will grow our city’s 

economy by creating high paying jobs leading to more opportunities. Increased industry is a 

direct correlatation to the increased movement and generation of freight. While new industries 

like the Airbus assembly plant, Outokumpu (formerly ThyssenKrupp Stainless), Berg Steel, and 

the Choctaw Point Container Facility, are now part of the industrial landscape, most growth in 

Mobile’s freight still will come from other industries and companies already in and expanding in 

our area. Ship building and oil and gas associated industries’ continued growth remain as drivers 

of our economy as well. 
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Table 7-1 

Mobile FAF3 Region’s Top Trading Partners by Weight with States and FAF Regions for 2012 and 2040* 

Source: Federal Highway FAF3 data 

7.3 Freight Modes 

Mobile, Alabama is ideally located for trade and business, with a network of highways, ports, 

rivers, railroads and airports. Mobile’s network is also conducive to the interface of all modes of 

freight travel.  Mobile’s freight network is comprised of the Port of Mobile, 2 major highway 

interstate systems crossing in Mobile, five Class I railroads, two Class III railroads and the 

Intracoastal Waterway.   

2012 Top Trading Partners by State (KTons) 2012 Top Trading Partners by FAF Region (KTons) 

Partner Outbound Inbound Total Partner Outbound Inbound Total 

Alabama 30,702 33,406 64,108  Remainder of Alabama 4,085 8,892 12,977 

Florida 2,983 1,834 4,817  Birmingham AL CSA 7,472 5,368 12,840 

Mississippi 3,372 1,429 4,801  Mississippi 3,372 1,429 4,801 

Louisiana 2,127 2,559 4,686  New Orleans  LA CSA 1,571 1,693 3,264 

Georgia 1,922 2,743 4,665  Remainder of Florida 2,338 874 3,212 

Texas 1,655 2,657 4,312  Remainder of Georgia 522 1,749 2,271 

Ohio 476 2,303 2,779  Remainder of Ohio 159 1,934 2,094 

Oklahoma 235 1,073 1,308 
 Atlanta  GA-AL CSA (GA 

Part) 
1,176 887 2,063 

California 910 223 1,133  Houston  TX CSA 476 1,007 1,483 

Illinois 792 219 1,011  Remainder of Texas 425 796 1,222 

2040 Top Trading Partners by State (KTons) 2040 Top Trading Partners by FAF Region (KTons) 

Partner Outbound Inbound Total Partner Outbound Inbound Total 

Alabama 58,505 74,247 132,753  Birmingham AL CSA 17,703 32,338 50,041 

Illinois 14,115 294 14,410  Remainder of Alabama 15,338 16,445 31,783 

Florida 6,135 5,286 11,421 
 Chicago  IL-IN-WI CSA (IL 

Part) 
14,096 97 14,193 

Mississippi 4,526 6,241 10,767  Mississippi 4,526 6,241 10,767 

Louisiana 1,911 5,793 7,704  Remainder of Florida 5,345 1,134 6,480 

Georgia 2,701 3,051 5,752  New Orleans  LA CSA 1,444 2,305 3,750 

Texas 2,296 2,574 4,870  Miami  FL MSA 530 3,156 3,685 

Ohio 791 2,436 3,227  Remainder of Louisiana 290 2,723 3,013 

Tennessee 1,223 732 1,955  Remainder of Ohio 556 2,007 2,563 

Pennsylvani
a 

1,205 518 1,723  Atlanta  GA-AL CSA (GA Part) 1,213 1,330 2,543 
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Figure 7-2  

Modal Distribution of Freight Flows by Weight (Kilotons) 2012 and 2040 for Mobile FAF3 Region* 

 

Source: Federal Highway FAF3 data 

7.3.1 Truck Freight 

Mobile is the southern terminus of Interstate 65, which runs north/south through Alabama for 

366 miles and ending in Chicago. Interstate 10 runs from Los Angeles, California to 

Jacksonville, Florida, passing through the 67 mile wide breadth of southern Alabama and 

intersecting with Interstate 65 just west of downtown Mobile. The resulting 65 miles of freeway 

in the urban area of Mobile provides for outstanding flexibility for freight moving through, as 

well as terminating or originating in Mobile. 

Improvements have been underway for some time, including intersection improvements in key 

areas, extensive widening of arterials, and building the new U.S. Hwy 98 (see Section 1.0).  In 

the future, however, new roadways must be built both for freight considerations and for general 

growth in the area. There have been discussions in the past about the construction of the 

north/south West Alabama Highway, with its terminus in western Mobile taking pressure off 

Interstate 65, and more importantly the critical new proposed interstate bridge over the Mobile 

River to alleviate further congestion in the existing tunnel systems under the river.  

External truck percentages are from FAF3, validated with 2010 vehicle classifications counts 

from ALDOT.  Internal trucks are based on freight analysis zones (FAZ) in the model projected 

to year 2040. For truck volumes in base year 2010 and projections to year 2040, see Figure 7-4 

(page 274) and Figure 7-5 (page 275).  
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Figure 7-3 

Mobile FAF3 Region’s Commodities by Truck * 

Source: Federal Highway FAF3 data 

Coal 
19% 

Coal-n.e.c. 
15% 

Nonmetal 
min. prods. 

14% 

Waste/scrap 
10% 

Logs 
10% 

Wood prods. 
9% 

Natural sands 
7% 

Basic 
chemicals 

6% 

Base metals 
5% 

Newsprint 
/Paper 

5% 

Top Outbound Commodities by Truck 

Coal 
21% 

Coal-n.e.c. 
16% 

Waste/scrap 
12% 

Logs 
11% 

Nonmetal 
min. prods. 

10% 

Wood prods. 
8% 

Gravel 
7% 

Natural sands 
6% 

Newsprint 
/Paper 

5% 

Basic 
chemicals 

4% 

Top Inbound Commodities by Truck 

273



Figure 7-4 

Mobile Study Area 2010 Truck Volume 

Source:  Mobile MPO 

274



Figure 7-5 

Mobile Study Area 2040 Truck Volume 

Source:  Mobile MPO 
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7.3.2 Rail Freight 

Serving the Mobile area and the port are 5 Class I Railroads; CSX Transportation, 

Burlington/Santa Fe, Canadian National, Norfolk Southern, and Kansas City Southern, with an 

estimated 2,500 railroad cars transiting Mobile daily. According to the Alabama State Port 

Authority, nearly 130,000 revenue-producing rail car movements occur annually at the ASPA. 

Two Class III railroads serve the port, including the ASPA’s Terminal Railroad serving the Port 

Authority’s facilities and ancillary businesses, as well as Brookley Air Center and its Foreign 

Trade Zone. The Central Gulf Railroad provides rail-on-barge service to Mexico.  While little 

container traffic currently is handled by the railroads in Mobile, this likely will grow as volumes 

increase. West Coast port congestion, the opening of a widened Panama Canal, and the 

efficiencies and capabilities of Choctaw Point, will further accelerate container volume in 

Mobile.  

Figure 7-6 

Mobile FAF3 Region’s Commodities by Rail* 

Source: Federal Highway FAF3 data 
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7.3.3 Water Freight 

Mobile has abundant and flexible ground and air-based freight transportation systems, with very 

extensive waterway connections. East and West, the Intracoastal Waterway (ICW) connects 

Texas to Florida, with protected passage for barge freight. Virtually on the ICW, Mobile also 

easily connects to New Orleans and the Mississippi River.  

Alabama by itself has over 1,200 miles of navigable waterways carrying some 20 million tons of 

freight annually. The Warrior – Tombigbee system connects Birmingham with Mobile and the 

Gulf Coast. The Alabama River does the same for Selma and Montgomery. Additionally, the 

Tennessee – Tombigbee River system (Tenn-Tom) provides a direct connection at the corners of 

Alabama, Mississippi, and Tennessee, to the Tennessee River and through to the Ohio River. 

This man-made canal saves 800 miles between mid-America and the East Gulf Coast compared 

with having to transverse the Mississippi to New Orleans and east. Cost savings are thus 

estimated at $90 million per year. Some 8 million tons, or 1.3 billion ton-miles, pass annually 

through this system to or from Alabama, much of it impacting Mobile.  

Barge freight is acknowledged as the lowest cost, safest, and most energy efficient way to move 

freight, yet our waterways are underutilized. One barge carries the equivalent tonnage of 58 

trucks or 15 railcars; 1 gallon of fuel moves a barge 514 miles, compared to 202 via rail or 5 to 9 

miles via truck. It is estimated carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon emissions would increase 7 

times if Tenn-Tom tonnage alone were converted to rail and 9 times if by truck.  

Figure 7-7 

Mobile FAF3 Region’s Commodities by Water* 
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Source: Federal Highway FAF3 data 

7.3.4 Port of Mobile 

The Port of Mobile is a large port (see Table 7-2 on page 279) with access to infrastructure, 

including 2 major highway interstate systems crossing in Mobile, 5 Class A Railroads serving 

the port, Brookley Air Center adjacent, and direct access to the Intracoastal Waterway. 

Additionally, the Black Warrior, Tombigbee River, Alabama River, and Tennessee Tombigbee 

Waterways giving water access to Birmingham, Montgomery, and connect to the Tennessee and 

Ohio Rivers and their river ports. The 300 year old port, including the Alabama State Port 

Authority (ASPA) and private facilities, supports 17 freight forwarders with 9 of them Customs 

House brokers, 5 major shipbuilders in the harbor, some 60 trucking companies, and 13 

towing/barging companies. The port is expanding beyond the container facility construction, as 

the ASPA built a major import steel slab facility to support the Outokumpu (formerly 

ThyssenKrupp Stainless) steel plant. The nearby Theodore Ship Channel also hosts major 

cement, chemical, and aggregate companies, as well as the oil and gas industry. Additionally, 

Carnival Cruise Lines once operated out of the Port of Mobile, offering passengers Caribbean 

destinations and tours. Although Carnival Cruise Lines no longer operates in Mobile and there is 

no cruise line housed in this facility, the terminal still exists on Mobile River.  

The Alabama State Port Authority alone includes 37 cargo piers, including a bulk material 

handling plant, grain elevator, roll-on/roll-off dock, container facility, and one of the largest and 

most modern coal export/import facilities in the world. The ASPA also includes 10 terminals 

along the state waterway systems.  
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7.3.4.1 Garrows Bend Intermodal Container Transfer Facility (ICTF) 

The Alabama State Port Authority’s Garrows Bend ICTF will service import/export 

containerized cargoes moving through APM Terminals Mobile as well as domestic containerized 

cargoes from regional manufacturers. The Phase I construction compliments the ASPA’s new 

$10 million rail bridge that connects the Garrows Bend ICTF, with up to five Class I railroads 

serving the Port of Mobile. Both the ICTF rail bridge and the Phase I yard are funded by the Port 

Authority and a $12 million (USD) U.S. Department of Transportation TIGER grant. Phase I of 

the ICTF is expected to be completed by year-end 2015. 

The Garrows Bend ICTF Phase I project was calculated by Martin Associates to create over 

three hundred direct and indirect jobs, and generate over $7.4 million in state and local revenue 

and tax impacts. The Alabama State Port Authority owns and operates the State of Alabama’s 

public, deep-water port facilities at the Port of Mobile, handling over 26 million tons of cargo 

annually and generating $18.7 billion in economic value for the state of Alabama. The ASPA’s 

container, general cargo, and bulk facilities have immediate access to two interstate systems, five 

Class 1 railroads, and nearly 15,000 miles of inland waterway connections. 

On December 1, 2014 the Alabama State Port Authority contracted with R.T. Milord Company 

to develop Phase I of the Garrows Bend Intermodal Container Transfer Facility (ICTF) at the 

Port of Mobile. The intermodal rail facility is part of the ASPA’s three-prong intermodal 

development that includes a 45 ft. draft container terminal and logistics park. The $20.1 million 

Table 7-2 

Alabama State Port Authority (ASPA) 

 Acreage: Total - 4,000

 Main Complex: 570

 McDuffie Island: 556

 Choctaw Point: 380+/- acres

 Other Sites: 2,098

 Inland Docks: 462

 ASPA Economic Impact in Alabama (127,591 Direct and Indirect Jobs)

 $506+ million in Direct and Indirect Tax Impact

 Total Economic Value $18.7 billion

 Number of Berths: 41

 Channel Depth: 45 Feet to the Tunnels; 40 Feet in the River Harbor

 Warehouse and Open Yards: 4 million sq. ft.

 FY2013 Number of Vessel Calls: ASPA Terminals 743; Port-wide 1,248

 FY2013 ASPA Tonnage: 25.3 million tons

 FY2013 ASPA Containers: 224,614 TEUs

 FY2013 Revenue Rail Cars Handled: 150,450 Units

 Imports: Heavy Lift and Oversized Cargo, Containers, Coal, Aluminum, Iron, Steel,

Copper, Lumber, Woodpulp, Plywood, Fence Posts, Veneers, Roll and Cut Paper,

Cement, and Chemicals.
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 Exports: Heavy Lift and Oversized Cargo, Containers, Coal, Lumber, Plywood,

Woodpulp, OSB, Laminate, Flooring, Roll and Cut Paper, Iron, Steel, Frozen Poultry,

Soybeans, and Chemicals.
Source: Alabama State Port Authority 

Millord contract calls for the construction of two (2) operating tracks, a run-around track, and a 

car repair siding track, each at a minimum of 3,000 ft. in length. Phase I components also include 

rubber tired gantry (RTG) runways and chassis storage areas, multilane gates, power distribution 

and lighting, an access road, and related surface improvements. The intermodal rail facility will 

be equipped with optical character recognition (OCR) portals at rail and truck entrances to 

increase throughput efficiency. 

7.3.5 Air Freight 

The Mobile Regional Airport Authority owns and operates both the Mobile Regional Airport 

(Bates Field) in west Mobile and the Mobile Downtown Airport at the Brookley Complex 

adjacent to downtown Mobile. Bates Field is the primary commercial airport, with some 30 

flights daily and over 300,000 enplanements annually.  

Brookley Field serves FedEx, UPS, Emory, and DHL as a regional cargo hub. Brookley operates 

a 9,600 foot-long runway capable of accommodating the largest aircraft flying today. The 

airfield is housed within the Brookley complex. This 1,700 acre industrial area is home to 

Mobile Aerospace Engineering, Teledyne Continental Motors, Airbus Engineering Center, and 

other businesses, industries, and training facilities totaling some 3,700 employees. Brookley is 

located next to the new Mobile Container Terminal.  

Figure 7-8 

Mobile FAF3 Region’s Commodities by Air* 
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Source: Federal Highway FAF3 data 

7.4 Local Freight Movement Surveys 

Several years ago, in partnership with the University of Alabama at Huntsville (UAH), SARPC 

layered freight into the existing Long Range Plan. The original intent was to create a single, 

comprehensive, multi-dimensional, multi-modal, and predictive tool for transportation 

infrastructure planning. The project hit some pitfalls, including data availability. The trip 

generation and projection methodology for freight was very robust and required a lot of data. The 

Industry Cluster Analysis, although seeming to be a perfect match for the MPO freight model, 

but did not produce results that met the validation expectations of the MPO. 

The use of local data and information is critical to the development of the regional freight 

profile. The development of the freight program included the use of surveys and interviews, with 

the port and local industries, to fill in gaps from the FAF3 data and improve the forecast using 

local knowledge. The survey team consisted of two people from the Mobile MPO, in which they 

surveyed freight sources within Mobile County. 

The use of local freight data in transportation planning is essential to ensure accuracy in the 

travel demand modeling process. Unlike passenger transportation, where extensive research 

work has been performed into the collection and use of household travel data, limited research 

work has been performed to collect and use local freight travel data. There are limited guides and 

literature available related to the development a local freight collection system that tailors the 

freight model to the local level. This is not surprising, due to the fact that freight is explicitly 

modeled in the process and freight data is proprietary.  

Machinery 
46% 

Transport 
equip. 
23% 

Misc. mfg. 
prods. 
10% 

Pharmaceutic
als 
8% 

Precision 
instruments 

7% 

Motorized 
vehicles 

2% 

Electronics 
2% 

Plastics 
/Rubber 

2% 

Top Inbound Commodities by Air 

281



7.4.1 Survey Methods 

The first step in conducting a survey is contacting interviewees by telephone. If they are not 

available, it is best to leave a brief message and then follow up with an email if there hasn’t been 

a response. When speaking with the appropriate contact, the intentions and content of the survey 

are discussed. Interviewees are then given the option of whether they would like to take the 

survey in person, over the phone, or by email. All three options have their advantages and 

disadvantages. 

When conducting the survey in person, it is presented in a format conducive to a personal 

interview. One advantage of this method is the client being more trusting and willing to divulge 

answers to the survey.  Also, building a relationship in person will more likely allow a follow up 

interview in the future. The downside of this method is that both parties have to agree upon a 

time to conduct the interview, and driving to the client makes it the most expensive and time 

consuming method. 

Interviews over the phone have been the most successful method thus far. Many clients chose to 

do an interview immediately after communication was established. An interviewee may opt for a 

copy of the survey to be sent to them by email. This option will give them ample time to fill it 

out and avoid errors. They will also be able to fill it out on their own time. Although, they may 

have questions, the answers may not be readily available until communication is reestablished. 

After the survey has been completed, a routine processing of the input will ensure insight is not 

lost and may identify where follow-up questions are needed. There is ample whitespace to use in 

capturing clarifications, estimating quantities, and calculating conversions for entering the 

information into the database after the visit. 

7.4.2 Survey Contents 

The interview questionnaire itself contains several key pieces of information (See Figure 7-9 on 

page 285). The company name, address, contact name of the person interviewed, transportation 

analysis zone, and industry sector (a 2-digit number and category assigned after the visit by the 

SARPC representative). The interview questions were designed to target specific pieces of data 

needed for modeling purposes. The questionnaire contains the following 16 relatable questions:  

Q1. Business Description: Keywords should be used to capture the primary business activities. 

This is used to assign each company to a specific industry sector. If the company has multiple 

lines of business, the area where most of the freight is generated or received was noted.   

Q2. Number of Employees: The current number of full-time and part-time employees at this 

location was asked. Part-time employees were not converted to full-time equivalents, as a count 

of the number of people working at the location was all that was necessary. If the company has 

multiple locations within the county, it is acceptable to consolidate all employees or treat each 

location as a separate company, but the answers to the other questions must be treated 

consistently. The number of full-time employees, plus the number of part-time employees, were 

added to get a total employee count to enter into the database.  
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Q3. Shipments by mode: How the company receives and ships most of its goods was captured. 

Yes or no was circled on the questionnaire based on whether they receive (Inbound) or generate 

(Outbound) shipments for each mode.  

Q4. Deliveries received by mode WEEKLY: This is an average number of deliveries received 

weekly. The interviewee was more familiar with a weekly average than another measure like 

monthly or annually. Their response was taken as given and converted to weekly after the 

interview if necessary.  

Q5. Shipments generated by mode WEEKLY: This is an average number of shipments generated 

weekly. The interviewee was more familiar with a weekly average than another measure like 

monthly or annually. Their response was captured as given and converted to weekly after the 

interview if necessary.  

Q6. Origins of inbound deliveries: The major points of origin on inbound shipments directly to 

the location were captured. Cities, States, Regions, and Countries were acceptable responses. 

Wherever the last leg of the trip originated was documented. The most important concern was 

the direction from where goods originated. Information to allow the three origins (Within Mobile 

County, Local Port, and Outside Mobile County) to be weighted as percentages of their total 

receipts was documented. The percentages must total 100 percent for the information to be used 

in the database calculations. The compass direction for Within Mobile and Outside of Mobile for 

the direction whence shipments come to their location. It was noted if a port was used; e.g. 

Mobile, Theodore, or Chickasaw by circling the port name.  

Q7. Destinations for outbound shipments: The major destinations for shipments that the 

company generates were collected. Cities, states, regions, or countries were acceptable 

responses. In other words, if the company shipped products to California, but the first leg of the 

trip was to Memphis, it was documented as California through Memphis. The most important 

concern was the outbound direction of goods leaving the location. Effort was made to obtain 

enough information to allow the three destinations (Within Mobile County, Local Port, and 

Outside Mobile County) to be weighted as percentages of their total shipments. The percentages 

must total 100 percent for the information to be used in the database calculations. The compass 

direction for Within Mobile and Outside of Mobile for the direction for where the shipments 

terminii was indicated. If a port was used it was noted which port; e.g., Mobile, Theodore, or 

Chickasaw by circling the port name.  

Q8. Size of Shipment: Each mode used for inbound freight to their location and outbound from 

their location, whether MOST of the shipments are less than truckload (LTL) or truckload (TL) 

was documented. Whether the company normally uses 20-foot or 40-foot containers was 

documented.  

Q9. Weight of Shipment: The NORMAL weight of a full shipment (not including the vehicle 

weight) into or out of the location for all modes used was noted. To receive shipments by rail, 

they had to have a rail spur at their location. For Barge or Vessel, they had to have a water port at 

their location. Otherwise, the shipments were documented to arrive by truck. Containers were 
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assumed to arrive by truck, but are shown separately on the reports. Weight in tons or pounds 

was indicated. The data MUST be entered into the database in pounds. For data entry, the 

number of tons to pounds was converted by multiplying tons by 2,000.  

Q10. Size of Facility: The size in square feet of their facility under roof was noted. Outdoor 

yards were not included in the square footage total. A note on the outdoor area used on the form 

in the margin was made.  

Q11. Expansion Plans: It was noted whether or not the company was anticipating an expansion 

sometime in the next 5 years. The anticipated year of the expansion and the amount of the 

increase was captured. If the interviewee gave a percentage, it was noted and then converted to 

square footage using the answer in Question 10. Only square feet was entered into the database.  

Q12. Value of Goods Last Year: The total value in dollars of the goods received and/or shipped 

for the most recent year for which they have data was noted. If they did not know or wouldn’t 

share, they were asked for an annual sales amount and was documented in the Shipped $ blank.  

Q13. Annual Volume of Shipments- Actual: The year and the total ANNUAL number of 

shipments inbound (received) and outbound (generated) for the most recent year was indicated. 

Also, the year and total ANNUAL number of shipments inbound and outbound for 5 years ago 

was noted. If the company has been in business less than 5 years, or if they only have 

information for less than 5 years ago, the information was captured and the year of the 

information was noted. A quick check was employed by looking at the inbound and outbound 

shipments for last year, which should be approximately 52 times the answers to questions 4 and 

5, respectively.  

Q14. Annual Volume of Shipments – Forecasted: the year and the ANNUAL total number of 

shipments the company expects five years into the future was noted. For projections for less than 

5 years, e.g., 3 years, the information was captured and the forecasted year was noted.  

Q15. Problems at the Location: The interviewers made note of any company location or site-

specific issues mentioned. Care was used to make sure the interviewee did not get the impression 

that their problem(s) will be fixed, but that the issue would be communicated to the Metropolitan 

Planning Organization and used for improving transportation infrastructure over the next 30 

years.  

Q16. Problems in Mobile: The interviewers made note of any route or significant problems in the 

area. Care was used to ensure the interviewee did not get the impression that their problem(s) 

will be fixed, but that the issue would be communicated to the Metropolitan Planning 

Organization and used for improving transportation infrastructure over the next 30 years. 
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Figure 7-9 

Survey Form 
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Source:  Mobile MPO 
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7.4.3 Survey Comments 

Again, the interviewers made note of any company location, site specific issues mentioned, or 

any route or significant problems in the area. Care was used to make sure the interviewee did not 

get the impression that their problem(s) will be fixed, but that the issue would be communicated 

to the Metropolitan Planning Organization and used for improving transportation infrastructure 

over the next 25 years. These concerns about transportation infrastructure near their location and 

within Mobile as a whole, were imputed into the database. 

All the comments are directed at providing information on the local freight activity in the area 

and supplying needed information and data to the transportation professional. The problems and 

improvements that interviewees reported were collected and summarized.  

There were a total of 85 transportation-related comments and suggestions for Mobile County. 

The most mentioned problematic issue pertained to the tunnels and the Bayway. Fifteen of the 

comments remarked about congestion problems concerning the two, as well as a need for a 

bridge to bypass the tunnels. The next highest concern was still congestion related, but in other 

locations, such as downtown, the Interstate 65/Interstate 10 Interchange, East Tillman’s Corner, 

Airport Road, Schillinger Road, and Moffett Road. There were two comments on tree limbs 

hanging so low, they were hitting trucks. A few roads were mentioned needing widening; for 

instance Kooiman Road, Halls Mill Road, McDonald Road, Dauphin Island Parkway, and 

Zeigler Boulevard/US Highway 45. Comments concerning railroads and the need for another rail 

line, and also more on railroad crossings that should be closed as they interrupt traffic flow. 

Roads that were suggested needing repair or improvement, included Railroad Street, Viaduct, 

Wolf Bridge, Brookley, and Baker-Sorrell/Rangeline intersection. 

7.4.4 Survey Reports 

Data in the database only becomes useful information for transportation planning when it is 

processed appropriately and can be extracted in a useable form, such as a report. The prepared 

reports are:  

 Truck Shipment 5 Years Ago by Industry

 Current Annual Truck Shipments by Industry

 5 Year Truck Shipment Increase by Industry

 Travel Directions

 Percent TO/FROM Mobile

 Average Freight Weight by Mode

Three questions on the survey involved number of truck shipments by industry. Truck shipments 

from five years ago, current, and 5 year-speculation, were gathered from a diverse amount of 

businesses in the area. Industry was designated by the type of business that the data came from. 

According to the surveys, the number of truck trips went down from 5 years ago; 909,203 trips to 

741,910 trips. Although some industries have increased in that time period, paper went from 

25,075 trips to 94,978 trips. The speculated trips for five years from now increased from 741,910 

to over one million. Even though there was an overall increase, some industries decreased in 
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trips. Construction materials went from 155,054 down to 101,660 trips. See Tables 7-3, 7-4, and 

7-5 for more information. 

Table 7-3 

Mobile’s Truck Shipments 5 Years Ago by Industry 

Truck Shipment 5 Years Ago by Industry 

Inbound Outbound Total 

Chemicals – Basic 26,918 32,128 59,046 

Construction Materials 47,049 108,005 155,054 

Fabricated Metals 33,061 15,317 48,378 

Food – Processed 8,550 16,260 24,810 

Machinery 10,363 7,721 18,084 

Misc. Manufacturing 35,575 53,268 88,843 

Mixed Freight 54,248 85,534 139,782 

Oil and Gasoline 9,876 83,049 92,925 

Paper 13,170 11,905 25,075 

Plastic 1,925 4,300 6,225 

Primary Metals 23,850 28,550 52,400 

Textiles 820 965 1,785 

Transportation Equipment 6,405 3,026 9,431 

Waste and Scrap 45,800 20,133 65,933 

Wood Products and Forestry 16,216 105,216 121,432 

Total 333,826 575,377 909,203 

Source:  Mobile MPO 

Table 7-4 

Mobile’s Current Annual Truck Shipments by Industry 

Current Annual Truck Shipments by Industry 

Inbound Outbound Total 

Chemicals – Basic 20,436 25,272 45,708 

Construction Materials 39,624 62,036 101,660 

Fabricated Metals 24,596 12,220 36,816 

Food – Processed 7,436 12,844 20,280 

Machinery 9,048 4,992 14,040 

Misc. Manufacturing 21,892 38,792 60,684 

Mixed Freight 46,124 52,884 99,008 

Oil and Gasoline 8,944 84,552 93,496 

Paper 40,742 54,236 94,978 

Plastic 1,664 5,148 6,812 

Primary Metals 20,176 23,140 43,316 
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Textiles 1,352 1,352 2,704 

Transportation Equipment 10,348 676 11,024 

Waste and Scrap 12,168 6,292 18,460 

Wood Products and Forestry 21,944 70,980 92,924 

Total 286,494 455,416 741,910 

Source:  Mobile MPO 

Table 7-5 

Mobile’s 5 Year Future Truck Shipment Increase by Industry 

5 Year Future Truck Shipment Increase by Industry 

Inbound Outbound Total 

Chemicals – Basic 34,597 36,633 71,230 

Construction Materials 58,840 155,457 214,297 

Fabricated Metals 38,785 16,691 55,476 

Food – Processed 7,433 15,508 22,941 

Machinery 12,872 9,530 22,402 

Misc. Manufacturing 27,606 32,738 60,344 

Mixed Freight 54,565 103,131 157,696 

Oil and Gasoline 10,496 83,599 94,095 

Paper 14,538 23,238 37,776 

Plastic 3,990 10,510 14,500 

Primary Metals 38,012 45,325 83,337 

Textiles 1,445 1,267 2,712 

Transportation Equipment 13,480 5,064 18,544 

Waste and Scrap 78,085 20,990 99,075 

Wood Products and Forestry 18,790 95,360 114,150 

Total 413,534 655,041 1,068,575 

Source:  Mobile MPO 

The report for travel direction was used to calculate the percentages of freight coming To Mobile 

(incoming) and leaving From Mobile (outgoing). These proportion calculations were made for:  

 The local area (within Mobile County, Ports in Mobile, Outside Mobile County)

 The compass directions (North, East, West, South)

 The transportation mode (Truck, Rail, Water, Air)

The percentage of freight shipments destined for surveyed companies located in Mobile County 

originate in Mobile County (30.62 percent), originate at the Port (9.19 percent), and originate 

from outside of Mobile (60.20 percent) were calculated. Also shown is the percentage of 

shipments generated by surveyed companies in Mobile destined for a location within Mobile 
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County (38.86 percent), destined for a local port (1.10 percent), and going to a destination 

outside of Mobile County (60.04 percent). See Table 7-6.  

Table 7-6 

Percent To/From Mobile 

Percent To/From Mobile 

To Mobile From Mobile 

Within Mobile County 30.62% 38.86% 

Ports in Mobile 9.18% 1.10% 

Outside of Mobile County 60.20% 60.04% 

Total 100% 100% 

Source:  Mobile MPO

The percentage of freight shipments are shown destined for surveyed companies in Mobile 

County from origins by compass direction are North 38.50 percent, East 31.32 percent, West 

23.47 percent, and South 6.71 percent). The last column shows the percentage of outbound 

freight shipments originating at surveyed companies located in Mobile by compass direction 

(North 44.19 percent, East 12.63 percent, West 38.71 percent, South 4.47 percent). See Table 7-

7.  

Although it seems simple enough, travel direction is a difficult piece of data to compile 

accurately. For example, if a company had freight going North to Chicago, the answer would be 

North. However, because of slower speed limits in Kentucky and the higher elevations of 

Tennessee and Kentucky, the goods (on trucks) most likely would have gone Interstate 55 

through the Mississippi delta, where it is flat, and at a higher speed limit. So in terms of the 

MATS network, it actually went West before it went North.    

Table 7-7 

Travel Direction To and From Mobile 

To Mobile From Mobile 

North 31.79% 30.78% 

East 32.57% 33.85% 

West 33.84% 32.57% 

South 1.80% 2.80% 

Total 100% 100% 

Source:  Mobile MPO 
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The Average Freight Weight by Mode is used to calculate the average full-load shipment weights 

in pounds by mode: truck, railcar, container, barge, and vessel. These averages are calculated 

from all entries that receive or ship full loads. Only companies that provide an answer to the 

weight and Full Load questions are used in the calculations. The date on which the report is run 

is shown at the bottom. See Table 7-8. 

Table 7-8 

Mobile’s Average Weight by Mode in Pounds 

Average Weight by Mode in Pounds 

 Mode Inbound (lbs.) Outbound (lbs.) 

Truck 33,891 31,820 

Rail Car 175,643 173,778 

Container 54,214 41,417 

Barge 8,675,000 2,927,928 

Vessel 29,040,864 27,330,000 

Total 37,979,612 30,504,943 

Source:  Mobile MPO 

According to the surveys, vessels can haul the largest amount of freight, with an inbound average 

of 29,040,864 lbs. This is followed by barges (8,675,000 lbs.), rail cars (175,643 lbs.), and 

containers (54,214 lbs.). Trucks have an inbound average of 33,891 lbs, and an outbound average 

of 31,820 lbs. Although some modes are able to carry more than others, it does not necessarily 

mean that they are the primary mode of freight. 

7.5 Freight Projects 

It is important to efficiently and effectively move freight, and is critical in the transformation and 

growth to the local, state, and national economy that the following freight projects be identified 

by the Destination 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan as critical, regional freight projects.  

7.5.1 I-10 Mobile River Bridge 

The National Interstate 10 Freight Corridor Study (2003) identifies the Interstate 10 Wallace 

Tunnels as a major bottle neck and threat to public safety.  With over 9,000 trucks on the 

Bayway today, and the travel demand forecast model (See section 4.0) estimating almost 18,000 

trucks on the Bayway by year 2040, only reinforces that the Interstate 10 Wallace Tunnels is a 

potential major freight chokepoint. Further, trucks carrying hazardous cargo must detour off of 

Interstate 10 and travel across the Mobile River via the Cochran-Africatown USA Bridge. These 

trucks carrying hazardous cargo, use Interstate 65 and Interstate 165, or go through the central 

business district of Mobile. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement suggests close to 300 

hazardous material trucks being rerouted per day.  This bridge is not only critical for daily 

vehicular traffic, but imperative for the effective movement of freight.  

291



7.5.2 Intermodal Container Transfer Facility Bridge 

One of the Alabama State Port Authority (ASPA) critical projects is an Intermodal Container 

Transfer Facility Bridge. The Alabama State Port Authority's Board of Directors authorized the 

facility in January of 2013; $11.5 million for the construction, inspection and testing of a rail 

access bridge that would connect the Port of Mobile and its proposed Intermodal Container 

Transfer Facility to five railways. When finished, the bridge would directly connect 

containerized imports and exports from the Port of Mobile to major railroad lines across the 

United States. The 3,000-foot bridge will span wetlands and a city drainage area, running behind 

APM Terminals Mobile, formerly known as the Mobile Container Terminal, toward the property 

at Broad Street and Interstate 10. 

7.5.3 Automotive Roll On / Roll Off (Ro/Ro )Terminal 

Another Alabama State Port Authority (ASPA) critical project is an Automotive Ro/Ro Terminal 

on the Alabama State Port Authority’s Theodore Ship Channel Turning Basin property located in 

Theodore, AL. The ASPA’s Phase I $65 million project will construct, on approximately 102 

acres, an automobile Ro/Ro and processing facility servicing approximately 150,000 units 

annually, including but not limited to, new and used automobiles, automobile assemblies, and 

heavy agricultural and construction vehicles. The project components include a new deep draft 

ship dock and marginal wharf, administrative and processing facilities, rail infrastructure, 

paving, lighting, and related improvements. The proposed Ro/Ro Terminal would meet 

import/export markets supporting Alabama’s and the Southeast U.S. automotive manufacturing, 

assembly, and transportation logistics industries.   
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