Chapter 5 Highway Facilities
5.1 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 the appendices 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 fifth 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 5-1 on
page 164; 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 5-1 on page 162 and illustrated on Figure 5-2 on page 165.

Table 5-1 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

(Mobile MPO)

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 (2015) and the forecast year (2045) are included in the appendices 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.

Figure 5-1 MATS Traffic Zones

(Mobile MPO)

Figure 5-2 MATS Planning Areas

(Mobile MPO)

The employment data was developed by SARPC from industrial classifications provided by the
US Census Bureau. The Mobile Area Transportation Study area had 173,492 employees based
on the 2015 US census. However, SARPC purchased verified employment data for the base year
2015 from InfoUSA, and confirmed the data manually for accuracy. The number of employees
based on the verified InfoUSA data for 2015 was 160,940, which is a 7.5 percent difference from
the Census data. This was largely construction jobs and self-employed workforce that were not
confirmed in the InfoUSA data.
5.1.1 Socio-Economic Projections
The 2045 employment projections were provided by the
Business and Economic Research (CBER); the forecasts were based on the North American
Industry Classification System (NAICS). Annual percentage rate of increase per industry was
obtained from the CBER 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 2045 employment projection resulted in 238,452 employees in the MATS area by 2045. The
238,452 employees were distributed throughout the study area based on the projected urban area.
The projected 2045 urban area was based on results from the SLUETH model (see Figure 5-3 on
page 167). 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 2045, 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.
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.
Comprehensive Plan, the Map for Mobile. The Map for Mobile is meant to be a long-range plan,
with recomm
growth and development, serving as a guide and touchstone for the future. The Map for Mobile
was used a function of the recommendations from the City of Mobile staff in terms of projected
socio-economic data. Future socio-economic scenarios were also tested that put a large
percentage of growth into downtown, and a revitalization of a built out midtown, rather than
developing on available property in west Mobile. Although these scenarios were tested, there are
no scenarios that warrant adding capacity to roads east of I-65, compared to the capacities issues
of west Mobile.

Figure 5-3 SLEUTH Model Urban Area (2015 and 2045)

(Mobile MPO Based on the S.L.E.U.T.H. Model)

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 appendices of this report. Service employment, retail
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 5-2 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
2015 and projections to 2045. 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 5-2.
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 5-2 on page 165
for planning area identification). In fact, the number of households in these districts increased by
18 percent from 2000 and in 2015, and now has a combined number of households of 68,545.

Table 5-2 Socio-Economic Data by Planning Area, 2015 - 2045
2015
Employment
Area HH
Retail Total Emp

Total

2045
Employment
HH
Retail Total Emp

1
713
2 6,186
3 5,599
4 5,944
5 6,951
6 8,935
7
95
8
0
9
6
10
193
11 5,119
12 3,942
13 8,277
14 9,913
15 15,581
16 9,661
17 4,401
18 2,821
19 2,416
20 3,752
21 6,475
22 9,319
23 4,158
24 8,993
25 6,345
26 4,445
27 5,007
28 2,232
29 1,652
30 1,409

705
625
243
630
6,108
665
987
150
102
134
1,720
1,082
833
2,423
3,639
1,374
290
245
96
102
1,024
3,568
265
3,206
1,089
163
284
317
259
52

12,014
6,392
3,820
8,525
15,600
5,530
3,276
1,918
2,071
3,176
4,090
2,683
5,138
12,735
20,969
8,906
1,199
1,196
585
741
2,768
8,894
927
6,788
9,536
1,033
1,413
724
2,065
2,388

1,139
6,339
5,613
5,957
6,958
8,997
115
0
31
209
5,181
4,492
8,446
9,973
15,610
9,775
4,532
3,309
2,842
3,992
7,184
9,522
6,332
9,174
10,244
5,633
5,731
2,709
2,025
1,592

150,540

32,380

157,100

163,656

1,285
666
333
784
6,482
2,982
1,132
317
239
334
2,573
1,601
1,308
2,789
4,155
1,908
782
782
625
546
2,058
5,019
591
4,785
3,219
487
1,286
1,093
1,012
339

15,489
7,121
4,152
9,872
17,211
9,497
4,181
2,436
7,782
5,276
6,239
5,071
7,537
15,785
24,742
12,282
2,974
3,236
2,092
4,242
5,577
13,719
2,042
11,852
19,091
2,256
5,048
2,517
4,901
4,232

51,512 238,452

(Mobile MPO)

Other areas showing strong estimated residential growth between 2015 and 2045, are planning
areas 19 (Celeste Road corridor), 21 (Chunchula / Semmes), 22 and 23 (west Airport Blvd), 25
(Dauphin Island Parkway corridor), 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 11,000 jobs are
projected in 2045 in this corridor. The Airport Boulevard corridor accounted for slightly less
than 20 percent
employment in 2015. This corridor however is not expected to have significant residential
growth. 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 5-2 on page 169 is summarized graphically and geographically on Figure 5-6, Figure 5-7 on pages 173 and 176 respectively. Figure 5-6 on page
173 illustrates current residential distribution and expected growth patterns over the next thirtyyear period. Figure 5-7 on page 176 illustrates employment distribution in 2015 and 2045.
Figure 5-8 on page 177 shows the expected change in both households and employment by
planning area during the planning period. As is readily apparent from Figure 5-6, most of the
new development 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
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 increased 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 good growth, since the opening of the
McDonald Road interchange, as well as 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.

Figure 5-4 Households by Planning Area (2015 and 2045)

(Mobile MPO Based on 2015 Census)

Figure 5-5 Total Employment by Planning Area (2015 and 2045)

(Mobile MPO Based on 2015 InfoUSA)

Figure 5-6 Projected Growth by Planning Area (2015 to 2045)

(Mobile MPO Based on 2015 Census)

5.2 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 5.2.1 on page 184),
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 appendices 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 5-3; also shown
is the distribution of households by income range for 2015 and 2045. 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 2015
dollars, not current dollars, (3) the distribution of households by income is based on 2015 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 5-3 MATS Percent Households By Vehicles/HH By Income and Household Income Distribution

TAZ Median Income

Vehicles/Household

(2015 $'s)

$0

Percent of Total

0

1

2

3+ 2015

24,999

22

44

24

10

31.7

31.0

$25,000 - 49,999

6

35

41

18

26.1

26.1

$50,000 or more

3

26

49

22

42.2

42.9

(Mobile MPO Based on 2015 Census)

2045

The data in Table 5-3 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 5-4 contains the
vehicle trip rates by income range and by number of vehicles per household as used in the
Envision 2045 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
2015 and 2045. 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 5-4 MATS Vehicle-Trip Rates By Vehicles/HH By Income

TAZ Median Income
(2015 $'s)

Vehicles/Household
0

1

2

0.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

4.34

$ 25,000 - 49,999

0.0

6.1

8.1

10.0

7.26

$50,000 or more

0.0

7.3

9.8

12.6

9.47

$

0

24,999

3+

Average
Rate

Weighted Average Rates
2015

6.04

8.59 10.85

7.27

2045

6.05

8.61 10.89

7.30

(Mobile MPO Based on NCHRP Report 365)

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 2015 and 2045. These householdgenerated trips are known as internal trips, or trips with both ends inside the study area. Table
5-6 on page 180 compares the anticipated increase in travel to the projected growth of study area
population, households, and employment during the planning period. Figure 5-9 on page 179
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 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.
Figure 5-7 November 2013 Cell Phone Captures

(Mobile MPO Based on AirSage Data)

Figure 5-8 July 2014 Cell Phone Captures

(Mobile MPO Based on AirSage Data)

Because this data captured real trips, the amount of external-external trips that were thought to
have been using the Bayway were increased. Figure 5-7 and
Figure 5-8, 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 5-5, by year 2045, internal vehicle trips are
projected to increase by 9 percent, but as shown in Table 5-6 external trips are projected to
increase by 52 percent.

Table 5-5 MATS Socio-Economic and Travel Data Summary (2015 and 2045)

2015

2045

Population

387,615

422,500

9%

Households

150,540

163,656

9%

Employment

157,100

238,452

52%

1,122,959

1,229,504

9%

Internal Vehicle-Trips

Calculated Data
Persons per HH

2.58

2.58

Employees per HH

1.04

1.46

Employees per Person

0.41

0.56

Vehicle-Trips per HH

7.46

7.51

Vehicle-Trips per Pers.

2.89

2.91

(Mobile MPO Based on US Census and Datastory Data)

Increase

Figure 5-9 Projected Study Area Growth (2015-2045)
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(Mobile MPO Based on US Census)

Trip-end data by traffic zone and trip purpose for 2015 and 2045 are contained in the appendices
of this report and are summarized by planning district. Figure 5-10 on page 181 and Figure 5-11
on page 183 illustrate the projected increase in trip-ends by district between 2015 and 2045.
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 28 percent of all 2015 daily tripends in the entire study area; although in the future it accounts for less at 25 percent but still a
large portion. Second, planning area 19, 20, and 27 are expected to account for about 20 percent
of all new trip-ends generated in the MATS area between 2015 and 2045; also in the southern
and western portions of the study area, districts 21 through 26 together should contain about 11
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.
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 2015 and 2045. Combined with existing capacity problems, the impact of
future growth on the road system in that area could be immense.

Table 5-6 MATS Daily Trip-Ends (2015 and 2045)

Planning District

2015

2045

Change

Percent

1

72,944

81,678

8,734

12%

2

88,985

79,970

-9,015

-10%

3

53,524

49,309

-4,215

-8%

4

93,769

86,366

-7,403

-8%

5

225,751

196,729

-29,022

-13%

6

94,004

128,197

34,193

36%

7

28,734

27,537

-1,197

-4%

8

8,771

10,734

1,963

22%

9

8,809

24,164

15,355

174%

10

16,520

22,373

5,853

35%

11

83,045

90,305

7,260

9%

12

61,444

73,380

11,936

19%

13

94,808

100,355

5,547

6%

14

233,539

227,593

-5,946

-3%

15

289,753

267,778

-21,975

-8%

16

139,402

141,449

2,047

1%

17

40,746

50,566

9,820

24%

18

30,837

45,301

14,464

47%

19

22,036

35,352

13,316

60%

20

31,952

50,991

19,039

60%

21

77,052

96,058

19,006

25%

22

168,556

182,663

14,107

8%

23

41,309

62,069

20,760

50%

24

149,992

168,398

18,406

12%

25

100,192

173,709

73,517

73%

26

40,899

54,769

13,870

34%

27

45,967

72,818

26,851

58%

28

24,743

41,995

17,252

70%

29

23,779

41,437

17,658

74%

30

19,420

27,164

7,744

40%

2,411,282

2,711,207

299,925

12%

New US 98
0
I-10 E
75,500
US 90 E
16,580
Dauphin Island Pkwy 5,641
SR 188
2,873
US 90 W
5,830
I-10 W
44,170
Old Pascagoula
1,100
Grand Bay-Wilmer
7,290
Dawes
3,200
Jeff Hamilton
1,720
Airport
5,070
Tanner-Williams
4,850
US 98 W
16,000
Lott
6,160
US 45 N
8,100
Celeste
4,520
US 43 N
18,890
I-65 N
21,580

23,800
110,575
26,930
9,000
3,900
9,470
64,690
1,500
9,825
4,300
2,300
6,800
6,550
15,000
9,000
9,800
6,100
27,500
30,800

23,800
35,075
10,350
3,359
1,027
3,640
20,520
400
2,535
1,100
580
1,730
1,700
-1,000
2,840
1,700
1,580
8,610
9,220

NA%
46%
62%
60%
36%
62%
46%
36%
35%
34%
34%
34%
35%
-6%
46%
21%
35%
46%
43%

Total

377,840

128,766

52%

Total Internal

External

(Mobile MPO)

249,074

Figure 5-10 Trip-Ends by Planning District (2015-2045)

(Mobile MPO)

Figure 5-11 Trip Increase by Planning District (2015 to 2045)

(Mobile MPO)

5.2.1 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 the appendices of this report) to
base year conditions. The socio-economic data is forecasted to year 2045 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 5.2 Regional Travel Patterns and data from Section 5.1 SocioEconomic 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 (2015) and the future
year (2045). The base year model was validated to the Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT)
for 2015. Further, the simulated base volume was compared to 2015 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 the
appendices. In 2015, 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.
5.2.2 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.
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 the
appendices) 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
5-7 details the both the modeled average trip lengths and the cell phone average trip lengths for
internal trip purpose.
Table 5-7 Average Trip Length
Trip Purpose

Cell phone

Model

Home-Based-Work

18.19

18.16

Home-Based-Other

15.87

15.79

Non-Home-Based

17.20

17.09

(Mobile MPO Based on AirSage Data)

Figure 5-12 Cell Phone Trip Distribution Plot

(Mobile MPO Based on AirSage Data)

5.2.3 Streetlytics Data
In late 2018, the Alabama Department of Transprotation purchased Sreetlytics data and services
from Citilabs, Inc. The Citilabs product Streetlytics, pulls real information from billions of
points of GPS, cellular, connected car, Bluetooth, ticketing, demographics, and ground truth data
to paint a complete picture of the moving population. From this data, Citilabs provided friction
factors for every MPO in the State of Alabama. This was a much needed improvement to the
travel demand models in the State. As in the Airsage data, friction factors were developed
through an iterative process, until the average trip length and trip length frequency distribution
curve, matched for both the model and the observed data. The Mobile MPO is in a unique
situation to have had two separate set of friction factors developed, using separate data sets. The
data sets produced similar results.

5.3 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 Envision 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan was explained in Section 5.1 SocioEconomic Data and the impact on trip-end distribution was discussed in 5.2 Regional Travel
Patterns. A separate report in the appendices details the procedure used to simulate trip-making
in the community, under either present or future conditions.
Table 5-8 Mobile Area Transportation Study Trip Data (2015 and 2045)

Vehicle-Trips/Day

2015

2045

Home-Based Work

123,500

135,250

Home-Based Other

572,700

627,000

Non-Home Based

426,700

467,200

24,750

32,400

1,147,650

1,261,850

165,400

252,200

Through

29,700

44,400

Through Trucks

12,100

18,900

1,354,850

1,582,250

Trucks
Total Internal
Internal-External

Total

%Increase

10%

17%

Trip-Ends/Day
Planning Area

2015

2045

Increase

% Increase

% of New

1

72,944

81,678

8,734

12%

2.91%

2

88,985

79,970

-9,015

-10%

-3.01%

3

53,524

49,309

-4,215

-8%

-1.41%

4

93,769

86,366

-7,403

-8%

-2.47%

5

225,751

196,729

-29,022

-13%

-9.68%

6

94,004

128,197

34,193

36%

11.40%

7

28,734

27,537

-1,197

-4%

-0.40%

8

8,771

10,734

1,963

22%

0.65%

9

8,809

24,164

15,355

174%

5.12%

10

16,520

22,373

5,853

35%

1.95%

11

83,045

90,305

7,260

9%

2.42%

12

61,444

73,380

11,936

19%

3.98%

13

94,808

100,355

5,547

6%

1.85%

14

233,539

227,593

-5,946

-3%

-1.98%

15

289,753

267,778

-21,975

-8%

-7.33%

16

139,402

141,449

2,047

1%

0.68%

17

40,746

50,566

9,820

24%

3.27%

18

30,837

45,301

14,464

47%

4.82%

19

22,036

35,352

13,316

60%

4.44%

20

31,952

50,991

19,039

60%

6.35%

21

77,052

96,058

19,006

25%

6.34%

22

168,556

182,663

14,107

8%

4.70%

23

41,309

62,069

20,760

50%

6.92%

24

149,992

168,398

18,406

12%

6.14%

25

100,192

173,709

73,517

73%

24.51%

26

40,899

54,769

13,870

34%

4.62%

27

45,967

72,818

26,851

58%

8.95%

28

24,743

41,995

17,252

70%

5.75%

29

23,779

41,437

17,658

74%

5.89%

30

19,420

27,164

7,744

40%

2.58%

Internal

2,411,282

2,711,207

299,925

12%

100.00%

External

249,074

377,840

128,766

52%

Total

2,660,356

3,089,047

428,691

16%

(Mobile MPO)

To briefly recap, Table 5-8 above quantifies the projected growth in area-wide, vehicle-trips per
day between 2015 and 2045, 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 16 percent over the 25-year period. In general, the portions of the study area that
are outlying western urban areas will experience the greatest increase in trip-ends. In fact, this
area, as shown by Figure 5-11 on page 183 is projected to account for 70 percent of the new
internal trips over the study period. The planning areas that are projected to increase more than
eighteen thousand trip ends per day are areas 6, 20, 21, 23, 24, 25 and 27.

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 2019 road network (not base year), plus what is currently
under construction as of October 2019. These facilities include additional lanes, reconstruction,
and new alignment, since 2015. Additional lanes include Schillinger Road, from Lott Road to
Howells Ferry Road; Schillinger Road, from 0.75 Miles south of Cottage Hill Road to Three
Notch Road; and Zeigler Blvd, from Cody Road to Schillinger Road; Reconstruction, since 2015,
involved the removal of the ramp from Water Street to the West Bound Tunnel entrance; and the
removal of one lane from Water Street and a portion of Beauregard St. As for new alignment, the
SR-158 extension has begun construction, from Schillinger Road to Glenwood Road. McFarland
Road, from Cottage Hill to Three Notch was assigned from a non-functionally classified route in
2015 to a minor arterial in 2045. This change in functional classification explains the increase in
miles of minor arterial roads between base years 2015 and the 2045 E+C network.
As shown in
Table 5-9 on page 190 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 10 million in 2015 to 12.4 million in 2045, or 25
percent, the available lane-miles to accommodate this increase would be only about 30 miles
greater than today, representing increased capacity of about 1 percent. The street miles operating
at unacceptable, over-crowded conditions (level-of-service F) would increase from 2015's 96.2
miles to over 196 miles in 2045. The number of miles and lane miles changed between 2015 and
the 2045 E+C network, due to the aforementioned network changes. The capacity utilized in
2015 is about 57.7 percent compared to 2045 E+C utilizing about 71.1 percent of the capacity.
As depicted in Figure 5-13 (2045 Existing and Committed Volume to Capacity), there are over
196 miles of roadway that are operating at a LOS F (red). This is what the projects of the
recommended 2045 plan try to alleviate, reducing the number of miles of roadway operating at a
LOS F to below 150.0 miles of roadway. The projects of the recommended plan are the best
possible scenario for use of federal funds to reduce the number of miles of roadway operating at
LOS 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 the appendices of this report, a threshold daily traffic level
can be established suggesting the likelihood of capacity-related problems (LOS F) during some
part of the day but generally not all day.

Figure 5-13 2045 Existing and Committed Volume to Capacity

(Mobile MPO)

Table 5-9 Mobile Area Transportation Study System Comparisons (2015 and 2045, Local streets are
not included)
2015

2045 E+C

2045 PLAN

Miles

Lane-Mi

Mi

Lane-Mi

Mi

Lane-Mi

Mi

Freeway/Expressway

302.8

58.1

302.8

58.1

324.1

58.1

Principal Arterials

553.4

153.2

575.1

156.6

592.0

156.6

Minor Arterials

582.2

226.9

591.0

230.2

645.2

232.6

Collectors

457.3

214.8

457.3

214.8

470.9

217.9

Total

1895.7

653.1

1926.3

659.7

2032.3

665.2

VMT

Mi/day

% of Tot

Mi/day

% of Tot

Mi/day

% of Tot

Freeway/Expressway

3,430,200

35%

4,217,077

34%

4,337,246

35%

Principal Arterials

3,101,598

31%

3,935,702

32%

3,881,405

31%

Minor Arterials

2,413,442

24%

2,954,158

24%

2,968,708

24%

Collectors

1,014,875

10%

1,302,663

10%

1,275,256

10%

Total

9,923,751

Level Of Service

Mi /LOS F

12,409,599
Cap Used

Mi /LOS F

12,462,615
Cap Used

Mi /LOS F

Cap Used

Freeway/Expressway

16.0

75.4%

55.3

92.7%

34.9

89.8%

Principal Arterials

29.6

61.0%

49.2

74.6%

31.5

71.3%

Minor Arterials

39.5

53.1%

68.2

64.7%

36.3

58.7%

Collectors

11.1

32.8%

23.5

42.7%

18.1

40.5%

Total

96.2

57.7%

196.2

71.1%

120.9

67.4%

(Mobile MPO)

Figure 5-14 Planning Areas with Highest Projected Trip Increase (2015 to 2045)

(Mobile MPO)

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 2015, these roads included Interstate 10 east of
the CBD (Wallace Tunnels and Bayway), from Caroline Plantation Road to Grand Bay Wilmer
Road, and from I-65 to Rangeline Road; the Bankhead Tunnel; Airport Boulevard from Interstate
65 to Hillcrest Road; Cottage Hill Road from Pleasant Valley to Hillcrest Road; Dauphin Street
from Sage Avenue to McGregor Avenue; Old Shell Road from Florida Street to Hillcrest Road;
Springhill Avenue from Stanton Road to Interstate 65; Moffett Road from Interstate 65 to
Howells Ferry Road, and Zeigler Boulevard from Springhill Avenue to Athey Road.
Non-radial roads exhibiting capacity problems in 2015, included Interstate 65 from US 90 to US
98; McGregor Avenue from Airport Boulevard to Dauphin Street; Schillinger Road from
Howells Ferry Road to US 98 and from Cottage Hill Road to Three Notch Road; Three Notch
Road from Schillinger Road to McDonald Road, Cody Road from north of Grelot Road to
Zeigler Blvd; Grand Bay Wilmer Road from Interstate 10 to Old Pascagoula Road; Cottage Hill
Road from Hillcrest Road to Sollie Road; and Dauphin Island Parkway from Interstate 10 to
Rosedale Road.
Of the base year deficiencies noted above, the E+C projects directly addresses several
deficiencies that have been improved since 2015, or that are committed. These projects are
Schillinger Road from Howells Ferry Road to Lott Road, and Schillinger Road from Halls Mill
Creek to Three Notch Road.
Since the other deficiencies are not being addressed at this time, they would be expected to grow
significantly worse between now and 2045. Most of Interstate 10 is projected to about 20,000
vehicles more per day in 2045 than in 2015, and portions are projected to carry over 30,000 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 110,000
vehicles per day on the Bayway and over 100,00 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 near or over capacity, although not to the extent of
the Bayway and tunnels. It is important to recognize available national data suggesting truck
economy.
Likewise, Interstate 65 between Airport Boulevard and Moffett Road (US 98), will exceed
capacity by the end of the study period. Airport Boulevard will have substantial capacity
deficiencies west of Interstate 65 by 2045 unless major improvements are undertaken. Virtually
the entire major street network west of Interstate 65, from US 98 south to Rangeline Road, will
be functioning at level of service D or worse by 2045. In the absence of substantial road
improvements, almost two times as many miles of area roads will exceed capacity in 2045 as in
2015; 96.2 miles (2015) versus 196.2 miles (2045) as shown in Table 4-9. Section 4.4 System
Concepts and Alternatives of this report discusses the scenarios of road networks tested, and the
degree to which each would satisfy the projected 2045 traffic demand, in the MATS area.

5.4 System Concepts and Alternatives
As noted in Section 5.2, the level of traffic congestion would be substantially greater in 2045
than it currently is, if only those projects now regarded as committed (the E+C System), are
built. Over two times more miles of streets would be operating below LOS F, than were doing
so in 2015. 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 2015's 35.30 miles per hour, to 32.92 mph in
the E+C network (Table 5-10). Granted, the 2015 travel demand forecast model is not validated
for speeds; however, there obviously needs to be substantial improvements of some type to
satisfy the projected 2045 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. This data was not available for the 2010 Census or recent 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. In 2016, the City of Mobile made
drastic cuts to the fixed route service area, further reducing usage of public transit. The travel
demand forecast model does not include a mode split (transit), because less than one percent of
the overall trips use public transit.
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 3.0 and Section 4.0 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 4.0
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 Envision 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan.
5.4.1 Consistency with other Plans
It should be noted that Section 5.5 details the funding scenario for the next 25 years. 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 Scenario 2 and 4 below already have

ALDOT project ID numbers and are in the outer years of the STIP. Scenario 3, (built from
that funding is being used on capacity projects and 19 percent is used for improvement and
congestion management projects. Scenario 5 projects are expected to use local funds and are not
in the system, this scenario is not subject to fiscal restraints. 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.
5.4.2 Scenario 1
The development of scenarios within each concept progresses from the minimal to the optimal,
with most of the systems addressing the deficiencies of its predecessor. Scenario 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 2015 and 2045, this is essentially the road network.
These are improvements that are underway or have been completed since 2015; additional lanes
include Schillinger Road, from Lott Road to Howells Ferry Road; Schillinger Road, from 0.75
Miles south of Cottage Hill Road to Three Notch Road; and Zeigler Blvd, from Cody Road to
Schillinger. Reconstruction, since 2015, involved the removal of the ramp from Water Street to
the West Bound Tunnel entrance; and the removal of one lane from Water Street and a portion of
Beauregard St. As for new alignment, the SR-158 extension has begun construction, from
Schillinger Road to Glenwood Road. McFarland Road, from Cottage Hill to Three Notch was
assigned from a non-functionally classified route in 2015 to a minor arterial in 2045. Each of the
scenarios as described below also includes the E+C (Scenario 1) projects.
As the scenarios 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.
5.4.3 Scenario 2
Scenario 2 is illustrated in Figure 5-15 on page 196 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
are now being acquired, or have a phase of the project included in the current Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP). It should be noted that ALDOT or Local projects committed to
next three years are included in Scenario 2, and all subsequent scenarios. Some, but by no means
all, of the most severe long-term capacity problems in the MATS area, are addressed by Scenario
2. This can be regarded as an absolute minimum improvement alternative, and includes the
following projects:

MPO Projects
Add 2 lanes to Zeigler Boulevard, Athey Road to Forest Hill Drive
Add 2 lanes to Zeigler Boulevard, Schillinger Road to Tanner Williams Road
Add 2 lanes to Airport Boulevard, from Snow Road to Eliza Jordan Road
Add 2 lanes to McDonald Road, from Old Pascagoula Road to North of I-10
Add 2 lanes to Dauphin Street, Sage Avenue to Springhill Memorial Hospital
Add 2 lanes to Three Notch Road, Schillinger Road to McDonald Road
Add 1 lane to McGregor Avenue, Dauphin Street to Airport Blvd
Add 2 lanes to Industrial Parkway, halfway from I-65 to US-43
New Alignment on McFarland Road, Three Notch Road to Old Pascagoula Road
Government Street CMP, Broad Street to the Bankhead Tunnel
MPO Congestion Management Projects
CMP - Government Street, from the Bankhead Tunnel to Broad Street
CMP - Airport Blvd, from Hillcrest Road to Cody Road
CMP - University Blvd, from Old Shell Road to University of South Alabama
CMP - Moffett Road, from I-65 Service Road East to I-65 Service Road West
ALDOT Projects
Add 2 lanes to I-10, from Carol Plantation Road to McDonald Road
ATRIPII Projects
Industrial Parkway, from I-65 Halfway to US43
Roundabout at the intersection of AL-188 and Irvington Bayou La Batre Highway
Scenario 2 would add about 32.3 lane-miles (7 limited access, 25 arterial/collector) to the E+C
system. Average travel speed would be raised somewhat to 33.20 mph, network capacity
increased about 2 percent, and miles of roadway operating at LOS F would be reduced by 20
percent to 157.9 miles. However, the data also shows in Table 5-10, on page 203, that capacity
utilization would still be substantially higher than base year conditions (57.7 percent vs 70.0
percent) and the miles of congested roads would be well higher (96.2 miles compared 167.2
miles). There would be 38 miles less roadway operating at a LOS F compared to the E+C
network. Scenario 2 would cost about $144.2 million to construct and $367.2 million in
maintenance costs.

Figure 5-15 MATS 2045 Scenario 2
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5.4.3 Scenario 3
Scenario 3 includes all projects from previous scenarios, including the E+C projects and the
Scenario 2 projects. The additional projects that are included in Scenario 3 are those that do not
have any phase currently programmed in the TIP. However, these projects are needed and will be
funded by the MPO.
Add 2 lanes to Snow Road, from Moffett Road to Tanner William Road
Add 2 lanes to Snow Road, from Tanner William Road to Airport Blvd
Add 2 lanes to Three Notch Road, McDonald Road to Ben Hamilton Road
Add 2 lanes to Cody Road, from Old Shell Road to Airport Blvd
Add 2 lanes, Celeste from US-43 to I-65
Add 2 lanes to Snow Road, from Airport Blvd to Jeff Hamilton Road
The following are improvement and congestion management projects expected to be funded by
the MPO:
Improvements - Michigan Avenue, from US 90 to I-10
Improvements - Government Street, from Macy Place to Water Street
Scenario 3 reduces the number of miles of roadway operating at a level of service F by 6.8 miles
in addition to Scenario 2, bringing it to 153.6 Miles. Utilization was decreased by 0.8% and
average speed was increased 0.12 MPH. Scenario 2 has a utilization rate of 70.0% and an
speed of 33.32 MPH. Scenario 3 is estimated to cost $739.9 million and that includes the costs of
Scenario 2.

Figure 5-16 MATS 2045 Scenario 3
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5.4.4 Scenario 4
Scenario 4 includes all projects from previous scenarios: the E+C projects, the Scenario 2
projects, and the Scenario 3 projects. The additional projects that are included in Scenario 4 are
Alabama Department of Transportation projects. These capacity projects include the following:
Add 2 lanes on SR-158, from Lott Road to Glennwood Road
Add 2 lanes on SR-158, from Schillinger Road to Lott Road
Add 2 lanes to US-90, from Swedetown Road to McDonald Road
Add 2 lanes to I-10, from McDonald Road to SR-188
Other projects that are not necessarily traditional capacity projects:
Seabury Creek Bridge on SR-158
SR 158/ Lott Road Interchange
Curb and ramp installation only on state routes 13, 16, 17, 42, 163, I-10 service road and
I-65 service road in Mobile
Construct bridge on CR-63 Wilmer-Georgetown Road over SR-42 with Jughandle
Interchange onto SR-42 (US-98)
Installation of new generator to replace existing generator for Bankhead Tunnel and
devices
Causeway access management and installation on SR-16 from west of Bankhead tunnel
to the US-98 Bypass in Spanish Fort
Causeway access management and installation on SR-16 from west of Bankhead tunnel
to the US-98 Bypass in Spanish Fort
Projects not within the study area (Not Mapped):
US-98 Westbound lanes from Mississippi line to east of Glenwood road US-98
Eastbound Lanes from Mississippi Line to .5 mile east of Glenwood Road
Construct bridge on Glenwood Road over SR-42 (US-98)
Extend Westbound Bridge on SR-42 (US-98) over Big Creek
Scenario 4 reduces the number of miles of roadway operating at a level of service F by 29 miles,
in addition to Scenario 3. This can be expected as the number of lane miles were increased by 26
miles between Scenario 4 and Scenario 3. Scenario 3 has 1985 lane miles of network, with 153.6
miles of roadway operating at a level of service F. Correspondingly, Scenario 4 has 2011.2 lane
miles of network, with 124.3 miles of roadway operating at a level of service F, well below the
150 mile goal. Scenario 4 is estimated to cost $849.9 million and that includes the costs of
Scenario 3.

Figure 5-17 MATS 2045 Scenario 4
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5.4.6 Scenario 5
Scenario 5 includes all projects from previous scenarios: the E+C projects, the Scenario 2
projects, Scenario 3, and the Scenario 4 projects. The additional projects that are included in
Scenario 5, are those that do not have any phase currently programmed in the TIP, or are either
not capacity projects. 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 Road, from Snow Road to Eliza Jordan Road
Add 2 lanes to Tanner Williams Road, from Zeigler Blvd to Snow Road
Add 1 lanes to Dawes Road, from Grelot Road to Cottage Hill Road
Add 2 lanes to Cottage Hill Road, from Dawes Road to McFarland Road
Add 2 lanes to McFarland Road, from Cottage Hill Road to Three Notch Road
Add 2 lanes to Industrial Parkway, other half from I-65 Halfway to US-43
Add 2 lanes to McFarland Road, from Jeff Hamilton to Cottage Hill Road
New Alignment of Nevius Road, from Hillcrest Road to Schillinger Road
Scenario 5 is the final scenario in this document and will now be compared to Scenario 1 (E+C
3.7% reduction. Scenario 5 had 75.3 fewer miles of roadway operating at a level of service F
than Scenario 1, totaling 120.9 miles.
5.4.7 Summary and Conclusions
Table 5-10 and Figure 5-19 on page 203 and Figure 5-20 on page 204, summarize the projected
characteristics and operating conditions of each of the five scenarios evaluated in detail. Table
5-10 summarizes the statistics for each network as projected by the travel models Figure 5-19 on
page 203 graphically demonstrates the relationship of each scenario 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. Figure 5-20 on page 204 depicts the
performance characteristics of the scenarios through comparison of average peak-hour-speed and
miles of congested roadway. Table 5-14 on page 209, which is included in Section 5.5 of the
document, explains the assumptions and methodology used to estimate capital, maintenance, and
user costs and benefits. Note that the travel demand forecast model is not designed to capture
delay savings for non-capacity or congestion management projects. Costs are certainly realized,
but it is inherent not all of the delay savings of congestion hours are captured.
It should be reiterated in closing this section, that none of the scenario 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 scenario would probably have at least
several isolated segments of congested roads, having significant sections of congestion.

Figure 5-18 MATS 2045 Scenario 5

(Mobile MPO)

Table 5-10 MATS 2045 Highway Network Evaluation Summary
Vehicle-Miles

Lane- Miles

Capacity

Costs ($ millions)

Traveled

Hours

Freeway

Arterial

Average
Speed

2015 Net

9,960,116

281,351

302.8

1,135.60

35.3

Alternate 1

12,409,599

400,574

302.8

1,166.10

32.92

71.10%

196.2

N/A

$360.80

N/A

Alternate 2

12,424,025

394,927

310.1

1,188.60

33.2

70.00%

157.9

$144

$367.20

$4,885.40

Alternate 3

12,449,765

393,270

311.3

1,210.90

33.32

69.20%

153.6

$369

$370.90

$4,574.30

Alternate 4

12,440,094

385,186

324.1

1,224.30

33.63

68.00%

124.3

$471

$378.90

$4,647.70

Alternate 5

12,462,615

384,756

324.1

1,237.30

33.51

67.40%

120.9

$561

$381.60

$4,464.90

Utilization

Miles>D

Constrct

Maint

Savings

57.70%

96.2

N/A

N/A

N/A

(Mobile MPO)

Figure 5-19 MATS 2045 Highway Network Physical Characteristics
240

50
48
46
44
42
40
38
36
34
32
30
28
26
24
22
20
18
16
14
12
10
8
6

220
200
180
160
140
120
100
80
60
40
20
0
2010

E +C

2

Average Speed

(Mobile MPO)

3

Conges tion

4

5

One area of concern is that all scenarios do not completely address the significant capacity
problems that both Interstate 10 and Interstate 65 will endure. 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 increase considerably. 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 2045. 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 the Visionary Element as well due to lack
of funding.
For more on the I-10 Mobile River Bridge, please see 5.5.7 The I-10 Mobile River Bridge of this
document.
Figure 5-20 MATS 2045 Highway Network Performance Characteristics
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5.5 Recommended 2045 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 longterm 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.
5.5.1 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.

5.5.1.1 Mobile County Pay-As-You-Go
-As-You-Go Transportation
Improvement Program that has lasted almost 5 decades. Distinct from statewide constitutional
amendments, the Pay-As-You-Go Program is listed as a Special County Election , and is
currently 6.5 mills on property tax. Property tax rates in Alabama are represented in mills, a
unit equal to one tenth of a percent (so 1% equals 10 mills). Total rates vary depending on the
location of the property. There is also a statewide millage of 6.5 (3 mills for education, 1 mill for
relief, and 2.5 mills for general uses).
The Pay-As-You-Go program started in 1977 and has been approved by Mobile County voters
each of the 17 times it has appeared on the ballot. Mobile County is the only county in the state
with such a funding mechanism for road improvements. Programs typically include either two
The program is a model for road and bridge improvements that does not rely on borrowed money
Mobile, improvements in the unincorporated part of the county, and normally projects in other
Mobile County municipalities. Not only does the program fund projects with these local funds,
but the program gives the County the ability to use the funding to match federal funds that are
available through the Mobile Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and State.
The 2018 Pay-As-You-Go Program was voted on and passed by the citizens of Mobile County
on November 6th, 2018. The next Pay-As-You-Go, the 2020 Pay-As-You-Go, will be voted on
in November of 2020. The 2018 Pay-As-You-Go funding (Table 5-11) provides the local
funding to not only complete over a hundred various road projects within unincorporated Mobile
County and all of the municipalities within Mobile County, but it also provides match for several
federal additional capacity projects within the unincorporated Mobile County, the City of
Mobile, and the City of Saraland. The federal funds for those projects are provided by the MPO
planning process.

Table 5-11 2018 Transportation Pay-As-You-Go

2018 Transportation Pay-As-You-Go Program Funds

$ 60,000,000

Federal Funds

$ 29,329,600

Total Program Funding

$ 89,329,600

(Mobile County)

The funding scenario for the Highway Element of the Envision 2045 Long Range Plan is based
funding projection methodology that was typically used was based on the past ten years spending
levels for each funding category. For this long range plan, the Alabama Department of

Transportation has projected the funding for each category for the next 25 years. ALDOTs
calculations were based on the following. The Mobile MPO receives $8,053,433 of federal funds
based on federal formula, and funded by the current federal transportation funding legislation,
Fast Act. These annual funds require a 20 percent match which totals an annual programmable
amount of $10,066,791. Including carry over from previous years and projecting the annual
programmable amount by 1 percent each year for 25 years, equates to $345,012,388 total
ary
between 20 percent and 10 percent based on which funding program is used.
Table 5-12 Estimated Federal Funding Forecasts

FY 2019 thru FY 2045

(Alabama Department of Transportation)

additional capacity projects, $321,045,791 for operations/maintenance, and $100,040,422 for
transit projects over the next 25 years. These additional programs are to be used for projects
percent and 10 percent based on which funding program is used.
5.5.2 Cost
Scenarios 2 and 4 already have programmed costs attached to them provided by either ALDOT
or the project sponsor. Scenarios 3 and 5 had cost estimates provided by local governments.
-15. 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 cost estimates provided by the local governments were used
because they were relatively higher than the calculated estimates from the chart. This will help
avoid undervaluing future costs and to remain fiscally constrained.

Table 5-13 MATS 2045 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

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 = $15.29 (based on 2015 and per capita income)
Persons per Auto = 1.18
Average Wage per vehicle = $18.04/hr
Truck Operating Cost = $1.82 per mile (American Transportation Research Institute)
Auto Operating Cost = $ .58 per mile (federal rate)
Percent Trucks = 10% of vehicle miles
Vehicle Hours weighted 80% off-peak, 20% peak
(Mobile MPO)

Table 5-14 MATS 2045 Long Range Plan Financial Considerations

(Alabama Department of Transportation)

After evaluating the E+C system and Scenarios 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 Scenario 5 to the Metropolitan Planning Organization.
This scenario 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 scenarios are built from previous scenarios. The expected revenue for the next 25
years is maximized in terms of network performance, by ultimately selecting Scenario 5.
5.5.3 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.
This plan proposes to add lanes to the existing Interstate 10 from Carol Plantation Road to
McDonald Road, and then in 25 years from McDonald Road to SR 188; this is consistent with

The major needs to the existing interstates and freeways are far beyond what can be funded. The
majority of the Interstate 10 facility in Mobile County is anticipated to be over capacity in year
2045, and some portions, including the tunnels, are already over capacity. What Interstate 10
improvements that will occur, will happen within the existing right of way. Additional lanes are
needed on the Interstate 10 Bayway prior to 2045, but it is not financially feasible as part of this
fiscally constrained plan. The I-10 Mobile River Bayway is a Visionary Project.
The Visionary Element features the I-10 Mobile River Bridge, a 6-lane freeway on a high-level
bridge structure in the Interstate 10 corridor over Mobile River, and is not included in the MATS
2045 Highway Plan. Interstate 10 has 2 projects in these plans, which are labeled 5 in Figure 521 on page 211.
Likewise, a good portion of Interstate 65, from Interstate 10 to US 43, will require additional
capacity by the year 2045. However, since the 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. Segments
of Interstate 65, from US90 to US98, are either already over capacity or are near the limit in
2015; however, right of way constraints would prohibit any real additional capacity on this
section of interstate. Additional lanes on Interstate 10 from Carol Plantation Road to McDonald
Road and additional lanes from McDonald Road to SR-188 are the only interstate projects
included in this plan.
5.5.4 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.
A large portion of the housing growth is expected in the planning area of the
McFarland/McDonald Road/Snow Road Corridor. Part of what is driving the projected growth in
West Mobile, was the opening of the McDonald Road interchange and the recently improved
Extension (from Three Notch Road to Cottage Hill Road). This has opened up quicker travel
times to downtown, north, and to other areas attracting home-based work trips causing capacity
issues in the future. Adding additional lanes along the entire corridor, along with the future
McFarland Road New Alignment project (from McDonald Road to Three Notch Road), will
alleviate projected capacity issues along the corridor and act as an arterial loop for the region.
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.
Relieve portions of parallel Schillinger Road, that are already over capacity

Improvements to Three Notch Road will serve as a connector between McFarland Road and
Schillinger Road. (project number 12 on Figure 5-21).
Airport Boulevard from the I-65 to Hillcrest Road has capacity issues in both 2015 and 2045, but
options for improvements for that corridor 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, Airport Boulevard is eligible for Congestion Management
funds. Likewise, Zeigler Boulevard was over capacity in 2015 and will need to be 5 lanes well
before 2045, from Forrest Hill Drive to Athey Road, and additional lanes are needed on Zeigler
Boulevard from Tanner Williams Road to Snow Road by year 2045, which are both already
programed projects (project number 17 on Figure 5-21, page 213.
Once the new US 98 project (project number 11 on Figure 5-21) 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. The new US 98 is currently under
construction is already expected to be over capacity if the additional 2 lanes are not added by
2045.
The Celeste Road widening from Interstate 65 to Forest Ave, will need to be expanded to the
other side of Interstate 65 to US 43 based on future projections. In this same corridor, Shelton
Beach Road from US 43 to SR-158, and SR-158 will experience capacity difficulties and will
need additional lanes. SR-158 has already partially been given ATRIP funds but Shelton Beach
will have to be in the Visionary Element.
It is recognized that US 43, north of I-65 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 Element as requiring additional lanes in the future, when funds become available.
Dauphin Street from Sage Avenue to Springhill Hospital is expected to be reasonably congested
by 2045. Travel times have increased considerably over the past decade on this section of road
(project number 4 on Figure 5-21), and a major capacity improvement project is needed and has
been programed. In the same corridor, and sharing a lot of trip patterns with Dauphin Street, is
McGregor Avenue south of Dauphin Street (project number 9 in Figure 5-21). McGregor north
of Dauphin Street has been improved with local funds, but south of Dauphin Street is already at
capacity and has been programed to have an additional lane.
Hillcrest from Airport Blvd to just north of Old Shell is already over capacity in 2015. An
additional 2 lanes will also be needed in anticipation o
football stadium.
And finally, there are complete reconstruction projects. Government Street (project number 5 on
Figure 5-21, page 213) 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 it from Pine Hill Road to Water Street, and will be a joint ALDOT/MPO
project. Like the Broad Street reconstruction project, Michigan Avenue is another candidate for
federal funds in terms of complete reconstruction. Michigan Avenue, and Broad Street, will be
the entrances to the Brookley Airport Passenger Terminal at Brookley. Michigan Avenue has
severe facility failure in terms of condition of the facility, and needs to be a gateway to the
Brookley Airport Passenger Terminal.

Figure 5-21 MATS 2045 Highway Plan

(Mobile MPO)

5.5.5 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 5-15 (page 214), 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 (2020-2025), over the
intermediate term (2025-2035), and longer term (2035-2045). 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 have
some form of the project in the TIP, or Pay-As-You-Go. For example, the Preliminary
Engineering is in the current 2020-2023 TIP, but Construction is in 2025, this would be priority
two. 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 2045.
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 2045 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.

5.5.6 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 2045. 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 2045, 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 Scenario 5, plus a variety of interstate and arterial projects as depicted in varying
colors on Figure 5-23 on page 222.
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 having many capacity issues
along Interstate 65, it has 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 $63 million. Rangeline Road Widening to Fowl River has been a project
that has been in the last five Long Range Plans. It is a needed improvement that would cost over
$42 million to construct. US 45, north of SR-158, may need additional lanes to support a
possible multi use sports complex. US 45 going south into the downtown area will also need
improvements based on a study of the corridor funded with MPO funds. US 43 is experiencing
an increase in volume and is projected to be over capacity by 2045, 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. Old Pascagoula Road, between McDonald Road and Grand Bay Wilmer Road, is
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. In the advent of the New US 98 project,
McCrary Road is expecting to be well over capacity and may need a new parallel route to be
constructed to the west, connecting New US 98 to Snow Road, in conjunction of additional
lanes.
5.5.7 The I-10 Mobile River Bridge
The I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening project was 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 in the Visionary Element. The bridge increases the capacity of Interstate 10 to
meet existing and predicted future traffic volumes. It can provide a more direct route for local,
Figure 5-22 I-10 Mobile River Bridge Artist Rendering

(Alabama Department of Transportation)

The Mobile MPO funded the first corridor study in 1996, and has taken decades to get this far.
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,
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.
The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Record of Decision (ROD) was issued in
August of 2019, just prior to the adoption of the 2020-2023 Transportation Improvement
Programs (TIPs) by both the Mobile Metropolitan Planning Organization (MMPO), and the
Eastern Shore Metropolitan Planning Organization (ESMPO). Due to public outcry concerning
the funding of the bridge (tolls), the MMPO opted to table the project until further investigation
by the State of Alabama, specifically a tolling committee headed up by the Governor. In the
same manner, the ESMPO opted to delete the project completely from the proposed 2020-2023
TIP, due to the attached tolling scenario.
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 as a Visionary Project in this Envision 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan. The
approved spending in the previous LRTP for the bridge was $80 million per year, starting in year
2018 for 15 years. The Mobile County portion of the bridge was estimated to cost $1.1 billion to

be paid for with a tolling scenario. Not included in the $1.1 billion is a $30 million West
Wallace Tunnel Interchange Modification Project.
The I-10 Mobile River Bridge is a critical future infrastructure, and has been identified in several
past LRTPs. However, there is currently not a consensus between the State of Alabama and the
local elected officials (MPOs) on a funding scenario to pay for the project(s).

Figure 5-23 MATS 2045 Visionary Plan

(Mobile MPO)

Table 5-16 below details the projects of the Visionary Plan. Please refer to the map legend for
which projects are Visionary and which are part of the 25 LRTP. 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. The
Visionary Element projects are estimated in excess of $1.7 Billion, in addition to the
recommended Long Range Plan.

