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Executive Summary 

ES 1.0 Introduction 
Development of the Envision 2045 Mobile Area Transportation Study (MATS) 2045 Long-Range 
Transportation Plan began in 2016 under 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 Envision 2045. 

The Envision 2045 Transportation Plan is multi-modal in scope, encompassing long-range plans 
for highway, public transportation, and bicycle and pedestrian networks.  Regional 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 2045 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 Envision 2045 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 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 any necessary rights-of-way.  Further, the 
recommendations made in this report will be reviewed and updated periodically in future years as 
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changing social, economic, physical or technological conditions warrant, and the appropriate 
changes as then determined will be incorporated in new, updated plans.  

Figure ES-1 Mobile Area Transportation Study Area 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Mobile MPO                                                                   Based on 2010 US Census Data 



 

 

       

 Pa
ge

 E
S-

3 

ES 1.1 Public Involvement 
As part of the planning process for the Envision 2045 Long-Range Transportation Plan, early 
public involvement was held to solicit input in the development of the Plan. In 2019, an internet 
survey was conducted 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 internet survey contained 27 
questions asking respondents for their input on transportation issues. This survey was made up of 
multiple-choice questions, yes/no questions and open-ended questions where respondents could 
freely express their opinions.  

Questions were broken down into categories that cover the following issues: 

• Urban Area concerns – survey respondents were asked for their beliefs on general and 
transportation related issues in the Mobile Urban Area. 

• Congestion – survey respondents were asked for their input on the most congested areas 
and where bottlenecks occur.  

• Bicycle/Pedestrian – survey respondents were asked about improvements to sidewalks and 
bicycle facilities. 

• Public Transportation – survey respondents were asked to share their experience with 
public transportation if they chose it as a mode of transportation. 

 
The 2045 LRTP Survey Questionnaire contained the following questions: 

1 In which ZIP code do you live? 
2 In which Zip code do you travel to the most? In other words, in which zip code is your 

workplace, school, etc. located? 
3 In your opinion, what is the biggest transportation challenge other than funding? 
4 From your experience, where are the most congested areas in the Mobile urban area? 
5 At what time is the above area the most congested? 
6 Where are the worst bottlenecks in the Mobile urban area? 
7 What traffic signal do you believe has the longest delay? 
8 Any roads in need of widening? 
9 Any roads in need of a road diet? 
10 What road do you believe is in the worst physical condition in the Mobile urban area? 
11 Have a picture of the road you believe to be in the worst physical condition? Upload 

it! 
12 Should MPO funding be used for road condition improvements, in addition to capacity 

improvements? 
13 From your experience, where have you observed a high number of crashes in the 

Mobile urban area? (Use the map below to select a location.) 
14 What would lower incidents at this location? 
15 Where do you think a bike route should be? 
16 Are there any places bike racks would be beneficial? 
17 If your child attends a school in Mobile County is there a need for sidewalks to the 



 

 

       

 Pa
ge

 E
S-

4 

school? 
18 What school and where are the sidewalks needed? 
19 In your opinion, what would improve bicycle/pedestrian safety the most? 
20 Do you ride the WAVE Transit System, and if so, how can the WAVE improve it's 

service? 
21 Are you aware of the WAVE Transit System's "myStop" app, if so how can that be 

improved? 
22 If you do not ride the WAVE transit System, why do you not? 
23 If the Wave could be extended to other areas, what areas would you like to see 

included? 
24 If there was transit available for all of Mobile County, would you use it? 
25 Are you in favor of Amtrak coming back to Mobile? 
26 What is the most important improvement that could be made to improve our 

transportation in South Alabama? 
27 Do you have a general transportation comment? 

 
Of the 146 respondents, 142 answered the question about the most congested areas in the Mobile 
Urban Area. This question was open-ended. Figure ES-2 is a “word cloud” of the most mentioned 
areas. The larger the word, the more the area was mentioned. 
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Figure ES 2 Online Survey results Word Cloud 

 

 

Source: Mobile MPO 
 

After a year of development of the plan and public comments from the survey data, a public input 
meeting was held in the G.M.O building on January 29, 2020. Nearly 40 people attended, and 
comments were addressed at the meeting. A short presentation was given by Mr. Kevin Harrison, 
Director of Transportation on what is included in the plan, and how limited funding prohibits all 
areas of concern from being addressed. Staffed stations were set around the room addressing each 
chapter of the Plan: 2.0 Environmental Justice (Title VI), 3.0 Public Transit, 4.0 Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Facilities, 5.0 Highway Facilities and socio-economic forecasting, 6.0 Congestion 
Management Process, 7.0 Freight, and 8.0 Climate Change. Survey forms for each chapter were 
provided, and a couple of bicycle pedestrian comments were received. One comment from the 
January 29th meeting was advocacy for bicycle improvements in Mobile, while the other comment 
was there is not enough usage to justify the existence of some bicycle facilities in Mobile.     

Most of the comments from the early online survey were regarding the need for the I-10 Mobile 
River Bridge, and improvements to Airport Boulevard. It should be noted that although there were 
a lot of comments supporting the I-10 Mobile River Bridge, there were also a lot of comments 
against a toll to fund the I-10 Mobile River Bridge. The Alabama Department of Transportation 
(ALDOT) has had numerous public meetings concerning the I-10 Mobile River Bridge, including 
in the fall of 2014 ALDOT had its public involvement meetings and public comment period for 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), and final public meetings in May of 2019. The 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Record of Decision (ROD) were released in 



 

 

       

 Pa
ge

 E
S-

6 

August of 2019. Those comments as part of the FEIS and ROD are separate, and independent from 
this Plan process.  

Because the Envision 2045 Long-Range Transportation Plan is a formal document, in order to 
modify the document, it must go through procedures outlined in the Mobile Metropolitan Planning 
Organization’s (MPO) Public Participation Plan for adopting MPO documents. Included in that 
document 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 
The FAST ACT, the current federal transportation bill Fixing America’s Surface Transportation 
Act, 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.  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,  
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• 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.  Other 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 high threshold to overcome before we can say we cannot avoid use of the 
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: 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

       

 Pa
ge

 E
S-

8 

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:  Design 
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 

 
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 
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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 

 

 

Source: Alabama Department of Transportation                                                                  
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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. 

ES 2.0 2045 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 2045, the time frame of this study. 

This Envision 2045 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. Chapter 1 Performance Measures are the Safety 
Performance Measures (PM1), Bridge/Pavement Measures (PM2), the System Performance 
Measures (PM3), and the FTA’s Transit Asset Management (TAM) Targets have been adopted by 
ALDOT and the MPOs. Some targets are required to be set on an annual basis while others are set 
on two (2)-year and four (4)-year cycles. Chapter 2.0 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. Chapter 3.0 Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Facilities is primarily policy oriented, but also includes recommended projects. A 
Comprehensive Bicycle Pedestrian Plan for Mobile County was completed in 2011 and has been 
updated extensively analyzing the non-motorized transportation within the study area.  Chapter 
4.0 Public Transportation includes policy recommendations as well as some facility and service 
recommendations. This chapter was mostly comprised by the WAVE transit, the fixed route 
service provider for the City of Mobile. There is also discussion of the Demand Response Transit 
System Feasibility Study conducted by SARPC. Chapter 5.0 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 2015 and projections to year 2045 to determine 
the maximum extent possible the best use of federal highway dollars. Chapter 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. 
Chapter 7.0 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 
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Phase 2 of the Gulf Coast Climate Change Study. Chapter 8.0 Freight attempts to address freight 
as it relates to the transportation system within the study area. 

ES 2.1 Performance Measures 
ALDOT and the MPOs, along with the Transit Providers, have a cooperative agreement in place 
to coordinate the development of the targets, the sharing of information related to the transportation 
performance measures, selection of targets, and reporting requirements. 23 CFR 450.326 mandates 
that a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) include performance-based planning in its 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). More specifically, the TIP should include a 
description of each measure and target, a systems performance report, and the performance 
management agreement signed by each Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). 

The Systems Performance Report provides a measure of how the TIP supports the performance-
based planning process. This report will evaluate the progress made towards the achievement of 
performance targets. In lieu of developing their own targets, the MPO elected to adopt the state’s 
performance measure targets as referenced in the table above. No other targets have been 
established to date by the MPO. 

Chapter 1 identifies the Safety Performance Measures (PM1), Bridge/Pavement Measures (PM2), 
the System Performance Measures (PM3), and the FTA’s Transit Asset Management (TAM) 
Targets have been adopted by ALDOT and the MPOs.  Some targets are required to be set on an 
annual basis while others are set on two (2)-year and four (4)-year cycles. 

The MPO supports the targets and state plans through the Transportation Improvement Program. 
The MPO addresses new targets as they are adopted by the State or developed by the MPO per the 
Alabama Performance Management Agreement. Projects not in the TIP are added by resolution, 
at a meeting of the MPO, and in accordance with agreements and bylaws that the MPO has in place 
with state and member governments. Such projects will be evaluated to determine alignment with 
the performance targets. 

ES 2.2 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 comparative analysis of 
accessibility to essential services for the overall region and the target populations.  The analysis 
was performed for the present scenario (2015) and for the future (2045) 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 (2015) scenarios and future (2045) conditions and the 
improvements recommended in this plan, do not create any disparaging effects on travel times, of 
low income and minority populations.  
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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, Chapter 3.0 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 
analyzes existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities with an extensive inventory, provides facility 
recommendations, offers design and development standards and suggests education / promotional 
activities related to bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the Mobile Area.  Chapter 3.0 is a 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. In addition to the inventory of existing facilities, 
Chapter 3.0 includes a bicycle / pedestrian collision analysis, data from an online survey as it 
pertains to the bicycle and pedestrian comments of the survey, a user needs assessment, and a 
summary of findings. 

The primary goal is a sustainable Bicycle and Pedestrian Network and Program that will increase 
bicycling and walking and improve the safety of bicyclists and walkers in Mobile County. 

Related goals include: 

 Encourage the use of bicycling and walking as legitimate modes of transportation which 
provides a viable alternative to the motor vehicle 

 Devise a bicycle and pedestrian transportation network which responds to the identified 
needs of the varied bike-riding and pedestrian population, linking major origins and 
destinations 

 Improve the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians through the development of bikeways and 
pedestrian paths which provide purposeful, safe, and convenient transportation 

 Educate bicyclists, pedestrians, motorists, law enforcement officers, and others regarding 
traffic laws and safety measures 

 Encourage the development of bicycle and pedestrian resources as an integral and 
complimentary component of the transportation system 

The plan also 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 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 north and south banks of Three Mile 
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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 bank of Three Mile Creek eastward to a 
proposed on-road bikeway that connects to Water Street. A portion of this trail has been 
completed on the north side of the creek from Tricentennial Park westward for 
approximately one mile. Funding has been secured to complete most of this facility. It is 
currently in design.  

 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  

 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. 
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In addition to these eight facilities, the plan identifies numerous bicycle facilities and walkways 
throughout the county. It is important to recognize that although Chapter 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.   

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.

 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.
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 Access is provided to major destination points, such as major shopping concentrations, 
governmental buildings, Dauphin Island, etc. 

 The Plan proposes that the designated U.S. 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. 

ES 2.4 Public Transportation 
The 2045 Plan proposes transit system improvements which encompass service development, 
capital improvements, and funding.  Chapter 4.0 Public Transportation of the Long-Range 
Transportation Plan addresses the objectives for mass transportation. Mobile’s public 
transportation is provided by The Wave Transit System which is operated by First Transit 
developed most of Chapter 4.0 Public Transportation. The Wave also provides paratransit service 
in accordance with the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) mandated three quarters of a mile 
buffer to those who qualify and neighborhood curb-to-curb service in predefined areas. Local 
funding for the 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 Wave strives to serve as many residents, workers, and visitors as it can with the resources that 
it has available. Based on service profiles and input provided by local stakeholders, a set of 
recommendations have been developed to address gaps in current services, and better position The 
Wave for future ridership growth.   

The Wave’s 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 are an 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 future Transit Projects and Service Enhancements is included in the document, 
as is a summary of both general and concise descriptions of proposed recommendations over the 
next 25 years.  Projects will be phased as recommended:  

• 2019, 2020 and 2021 Immediate and Phase 1 Route Implementation 
• 2022, 2023 Tripper Service (Phase 2 and 3) Implementation 
• 2023 Phase 4 Implementation Rosa Parks Intermodal Transportation Center 
• 2024 Phase 4 Implementation 
• 2025-2030 Phase 4 and Phase 5 Service Enhancement 
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Capital improvements will continue to be implemented. The following is a list of projects planned 
for inclusion in future Transportation Improvement Programs for The Wave Transit. 

• Rosa Parks Intermodal Transportation Hub  
• Rolling Stock  
• Passenger Amenities and Capital Improvements  
• Park and Rides 
• Transit Funding 

 

ES 2.4.1 Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities 
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 
South Alabama Regional Planning Commission (SARPC) houses the Human Services 
Coordinated Transportation Plan (HCSTP). The FAST ACT carried over the MAP-21 realignment 
of FTA 5316 Job Access Reverse Commute (JARC) funds and FTA 5317 New Freedom Funds, 
which are part of the HCSTP process.  

ES 2.4.2 Demand Response Transit System Feasibility Study 
A Demand Response Transit System Feasibility Study is being conducted with funding provided 
by SARPC, that is parallel in timing to the adoption of this plan. The feasibility study is to 
determine if it is possible to have a demand response type transit system throughout Mobile 
County, to connect with the Wave Transit System fixed route system in the City of Mobile. 
Funding seems to be a major issue, as is the notion of transit being a last resort type of 
transportation as compared to the service being utilized as a commuter service.     

ES 2.5 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.  Future trip patterns are developed by using a travel demand forecast model. 
Housing and employment characteristics and data are collected for the base year (2015) and are 
considered input to a travel demand forecast model. Once the model is validated and matches the 
base year Average Annual Traffic Count (AADT), the projected housing and employment data 
can be input into the model. The result is a forecasted traffic volume for the future year (2045), to 
determine a forecasted demand of capacity.   

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 
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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.   

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 which attempts to 
predict urban area based on historical satellite imagery, and the pattern of growth.  

Table ES 2 MATS Socio-Economic and Travel Data Summary (2015 and 2045)   

2015  2045     Increase 

 

Population 387,615            422,500      9% 

Households 150,540    163,656      9% 

Employment 157,100    238,452     52% 

Internal Vehicle-Trips     1,122,959 1,229,504      9%  

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) 

 

Table ES-3 quantifies the projected growth in area-wide vehicle-trips per day between 2015 and 
2045 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-3, the impact of this growth on the 2045 
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 from 10 million in 2015 
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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 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.  

 

Table ES 3 Mobile Area Transportation Study Trip Purpose Comparisons (2015 and 2045E+C, Local 
streets are not included) 

Vehicle-Trips/Day      2015       2045E+C %Increase 

Home-Based Work  123,500  135,250 

Home-Based Other  572,700 627,000 

Non-Home Based   426,700  467,200 

Trucks    24,750      32,400 

Total Internal  1,147,650 1,261,850  10% 

Internal-External  165,400    252,200 

Through      29,700     44,400 

Through Trucks    12,100 18,900 

Total          1,354,850  1,582,250 17% 

(Mobile MPO) 

As depicted in Figure ES-3 (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. Road utilization has a rate 67.4% in the recommended 
plan, compared to the Existing and Committed Network 71.1%, a 3.7% reduction.  The 
recommended plan has 75.3 fewer miles of roadway operating at a level of service F than the 
Existing and Committed Network, totaling 120.9 miles. 

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.  
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Figure ES-4 illustrates the projects included in the 2045 Highway Plan as proposed and Table ES-
6 on page ES-24 describes the projects.  The plan is based on both new construction and 
improvements to existing roads.  

Other than projects recommended under the Congestion Management Process (CMP) of Envision 
2045, or projects being planned with local funds, there are no significant improvements to the 
collector system. The highway element of the 2045 Plan is estimated to cost just under a $670 
Million to construct over the next twenty-five-year period. 

Table ES 4 Mobile Area Transportation Study System Comparisons (2015 and 2045, Local streets are 
not included)  

                                     2015            2045 E+C                      2045 PLAN               

 
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 
 

        
12,409,599  

 

        
12,462,615  

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

Freeway/Expressway 16.0 75.4% 55.3 92.7% 34.9 89.8% 
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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) 

As depicted in Figure ES-3 MATS 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.  

By comparing Figure ES-3 and Figure ES-4, it is visually evident how projects were derived in 
terms of capacity deficient corridors, to where future projects are planned.    

2.5.1 Funding 
The funding scenario for the Highway Element of the Envision 2045 Long-Range Plan is based 
on the MPO’s dedicated funding, plus the projects ALDOT will fund over the next 25 years. The 
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. As shown in Table ES-5, with carryover from previous years and projecting the 
annual programmable amount by 1 percent each year for 25 years, totals $345,012,388; 
$276,009,910 of that being federal funds. The matches for the State’s federal funds vary between 
20 percent and 10 percent based on which funding program is used. 
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Table ES 5 Estimated Federal Funding Forecasts ‐ FY‐2019 thru FY‐2045 

(Alabama Department of Transportation) 

In addition to Mobile’s dedicated funding, ALDOT’s has projected $238,520,230 to go to 
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 
developed or approved by ALDOT. The matches for the State’s federal funds vary between 20 
percent and 10 percent based on which federal funding program is used. Transit funding match is 
either 50 percent or 20 percent and the MPO’s dedicated funding requires a 20 percent local match.. 
The total amount of projected federal funding for the next 25 years is $935,616,353, in addition to 
Mobile’s dedicated funding. 
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Figure ES 3 MATS 2045 Existing and Committed Volume to Capacity  

 

 Source: Mobile MPO 
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Figure ES 4 MATS 2045 Highway Plan 

 

Source: Mobile MPO 

 



Table ES 6 Recommended Highway Projects, 2015 – 2045 

MAP#. CPMS# FUNDS PHASE COST 
(Millions) 

ROAD FROM TO DIS 2015 
LANE 

2045 
LANE 

2015 
VOLUME 

2045 
VOLUME 

PRIORITY 

1 100068535 MPO CN $9.90  Airport Blvd Snow Rd Eliza Jordan Rd 1.2 2 4 14,000 28,400 1 

100068534 MPO UT $1.00  Airport Blvd Snow Rd Eliza Jordan Rd 1.2 2 4 14,000 28,400 1 

100068533 MPO RW $1.50  Airport Blvd Snow Rd Eliza Jordan Rd 1.2 2 4 14,000 28,400 1 

2 100096501 MPO CN $16.6  Celeste Rd I-65 Forest Ave 2 2 4 15,200 26,750 1 

100069500 MPO UT $1.00  Celeste Rd I-65 Forest Ave 2 2 4 15,200 26,750 1 

100069499 MPO RW $2.00  Celeste Rd I-65 Forest Ave 2 2 4 15,200 26,750 1 

n/a MPO ALL $10.00  Celeste Rd US 43 I-65 1.2 2 4 13,800 26,800 2 

3 n/a MPO ALL 9.75 Cody Rd Airport Blvd Old Shell Rd 0.4 2 4 13,800 20,100 2 

4 100052460 MPO CN $7.07  Dauphin Street Sage Ave Springhill Mem. Hosp. 1.1 4 6 36,700 38,300 1 

100052459 MPO UT $0.28  Dauphin Street Sage Ave Springhill Mem. Hosp. 1.1 4 6 36,700 38,300 1 

100052458 MPO RW $0.27  Dauphin Street Sage Ave Springhill Mem. Hosp. 1.1 4 6 36,700 38,300 1 

5 100033461 NH CN $33.39  I -10 Carol Plantation Rd McDonald Rd 4.2 4 6 67,500 87,000 1 

100064147 NH PE $0.32  I -10 Carol Plantation Rd McDonald Rd 4.2 4 6 67,500 87,000 1 

100040267 NH CN $53.30  I -10 SR-188 McDonald Road 6.4 4 6 45,750 81,000 1 

100056483 NH PE 0.77 I -10 SR-188 McDonald Road 6.4 4 6 45,750 81,000 1 

6 n/a ATRIPII ALL 4.74 Industrial Parkway I-65 Half Way to US-43 0.9 2 4 13,700 24,450 2 

7 100052450 MPO CN $4.80  McDonald Road North of I-10 Old Pascagoula Rd 0.5 2 4 14,200 25,600 1 

100052449 MPO UT $0.70  McDonald Road North of I-10 Old Pascagoula Rd 0.5 2 4 14,200 25,600 1 



8 100059791 MPO CN $13.10  McFarland Road Old Pascagoula Rd Three Notch Rd 3.1 new 2 n/a 18,900 1 

100059790 MPO UT $2.40  McFarland Road Old Pascagoula Rd Three Notch Rd 3.1 new 2 n/a 18,900 1 

100059789 MPO RW $6.00  McFarland Road Old Pascagoula Rd Three Notch Rd 3.1 new 2 n/a 18,900 1 

9 100052602 MPO CN $3.38  McGregor Avenue Dauphin St  Airport Blvd 0.6 2 4 14,900 16,800 1 

100052601 MPO UT $1.50  McGregor Avenue Dauphin St  Airport Blvd 0.6 2 4 14,900 16,800 1 

10 n/a MPO ALL $65.00  Snow Rd Moffett Rd Tanner William Rd 2.8 2 4 11,000 16,500 2 

n/a MPO ALL $34.50  Snow Rd Tanner William Rd Airport Blvd 2.8 2 4 10,400 16,250 2 

n/a MPO ALL $28.60  Snow Rd Airport Blvd Jeff Hamilton Rd 2.8 2 4 7,500 14,100 2 

11 100060155 NH CN $13.29  SR 158 Schillinger Rd Lott Rd 1.6 new 4 n/a 33,900 1 

100060482 NH CN $18.26  SR 158 Lott Rd Glenwood Rd 4.1 new 4 n/a 32,400 1 

100068084 NH UT $13.03  SR 158 Seabury Creek Bridge - new 4 n/a 33,900 1 

100060154 NH CN $25.16  SR 158 Seabury Creek Bridge - new 4 n/a 33,900 1 

100060483 NH CN $13.16  SR 158 Seabury Creek Bridge - new 4 n/a 33,900 1 

100060484 NH CN $13.16  SR 158 Interchange Lott Rd - new 4 n/a 33,900 1 

12 100052464 MPO CN $4.50  Three Notch Road Schillinger Rd McDonald Rd 1 2 4 12,500 13,200 1 

100052463 MPO UT $0.45  Three Notch Road Schillinger Rd McDonald Rd 1 2 4 12,500 13,200 1 

100052462 MPO RW $0.91  Three Notch Road Schillinger Rd McDonald Rd 1 2 4 12,500 13,200 1 

n/a MPO ALL $13.00  Three Notch Road McDonald Rd Ben Hamilton Rd 1 2 4 8,900 18,000 2 

13 100041558 NH CN 10.59 US 90 McDonald Rd Swedetown Rd 3.7 2 4 9,650 16,550 3 

100041557 NH UT 0.64 US 90 McDonald Rd Swedetown Rd 3.7 2 4 9,650 16,550 3 

100041556 NH RW 3.55 US 90 McDonald Rd Swedetown Rd 3.7 2 4 9,650 16,550 3 

100041555 NH PE 0.69 US 90 McDonald Rd Swedetown Rd 3.7 2 4 9,650 16,550 3 

14 100037215 MPO CN $20.81  Zeigler Boulevard Forest Hill Dr Athey Rd 3.4 2 4 17,000 31,600 1 



100055883 MPO CN $5.10  Zeigler Boulevard Schillinger Rd  Tanner Williams Rd 1.4 2 4 8,000 10,700 1 

100055882 MPO UT $1.31  Zeigler Boulevard Schillinger Rd  Tanner Williams Rd 1.4 2 4 8,000 10,700 1 

100055881 MPO RW $1.88  Zeigler Boulevard Schillinger Rd  Tanner Williams Rd 1.4 2 4 8,000 10,700 1 

MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS TYPE PROJECTS (NON CAPACITY) 

15 n/a MPO ALL $14.38  Government St Macy Place Water St 2.3 n/a n/a 24,400 31,300 2 

16 n/a MPO ALL $34.35 Michigan Avenue US 90 I-10 2.25 n/a n/a 7,600 7,100 2 

17 n/a MPO CMP $0.63 Government St Broad St Bankhead Tunnel 0.8 n/a n/a 22,730 23,900 1 

18 n/a MPO CMP $0.63 Airport Blvd Hillcrest Rd Cody Rd 1.15 n/a n/a 35,000 37,600 1 

19 n/a MPO CMP $0.63 University Blvd Old Shell USA 0.4 n/a n/a 29,000 27,600 1 

20 n/a MPO CMP $0.63 Moffet Rd I-65 Service E I-65 Service W 0.1 n/a n/a 36,000 30,650 1 

n/a n/a MPO CMP $13.75 Line Item 2024-2045 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 2 

21 100069442 NH CN $1.10 Bankhead Tunnel 
(Generator) 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 1 

100070136 NH PE $0.37 Causeway Spanish Fort Bankhead Tunnel 7 n/a n/a 16,600 27,000 1 

100070137 NH CN $2.71 Causeway Spanish Fort Bankhead Tunnel 7 n/a n/a 16,600 27,000 1 

n/a 100060122 STMBM CN $0.83 Curb and Ramps 
Installations 

Various Locations n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

22 n/a ATRIPII ALL $1.1 Irvinton Bayou La 
Batre Hwy 

AL-188 n/a (Roundabout) - n/a n/a 11,200 14,700 

LOCALLY FUNDED PROJECTS 



L1 n/a Local ALL $7.70  Cottage Hill Rd McFarland Rd Dawes Rd 0.6 2 4 7,500 11,500 3 

L2 n/a Local ALL $7.30  Dawes Rd Cottage Hill Rd Grelot Rd 1.5 2 3 14,000 13,700 3 

L3 n/a Local ALL $24.20  McFarland Rd Cottage Hill Rd Three Notch Rd 3.5 2 4 n/a 26,250 3 

n/a Local ALL $14.60  McFarland Rd Jeff Hamilton Rd Cottage Hill Rd 0.5 2 4 8,690 21,350 3 

L4 n/a Local ALL $7.80  Nevius Rd Hillcrest Rd Schillinger Rd 2.3 new 2 n/a 14,800 3 

L5 n/a Local ALL $12.00  Tanner Williams Rd Zeigler Blvd Snow Rd 1.8 2 4 13,400 18,500 3 

n/a Local ALL $9.10  Tanner Williams Rd Snow Rd Eliza Jordan Rd 1 2 4 11,000 13,650 3 

Other Projects Outside of Study Area (Not Mapped) 

n/a 100052812 NH CN $9.62  Construct bridge on Glenwood Road over SR-42 (US-98) 

n/a 100060480 NH CN $11.16  Construct bridge on CR-63 Wilmer-Georgetown Road over SR-42 with Jughandle Interchange onto SR-42 (US-98) 

n/a 100060481 NH CN $5.96  Extend Westbound Bridge on SR-42 (US-98) over Big Creek 

n/a 100060485 NH CN $18.06  US-98 Westbound lanes from Mississippi line to east of Glenwood road 

TOTAL Projects (millions)  $669,970,000 

MPO Funded Projects    $ 332,310,000 

State/Other Funded Projects  $ 254,960,000 

Local Funded Projects       $ 82,700,000 

-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.

-Year of Expenditure (YOE) cost based on 1% per year applied to first year of these priorities

(Mobile MPO)
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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 
based on certain criteria. These intersections can be tied to corridors, and $500,000 (federal) is 
awarded to top scoring CMP “corridors”.  The projects for these corridors or intersections are 
determined as they enter the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and generally will be 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) in nature, that do not require the purchase of any Right 
Of Way. 

Intersections are screened for being potential problem intersections, and scored depending on the 
following criteria: Peak speed to Free Flow Speed Ratio, Volume to Capacity, and Rear End 
Collision Per Mile. 

• 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.

• 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.

• 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.

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.  Figure ES-5 depicts the flagged corridors of the Congestion Management Process.  
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Figure ES 5 Identified CMP Corridors 

(Source Mobile MPO) 

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, Chapter 7.0 Freight tries to predict truck 
movement in Mobile on the road network using computer-generated, travel demand simulation 
modeling. 

Today, even with the availability of the much-improved freight data, much of the freight data is 
derived from FAF4 data; however, the truck counts and Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) 
come from ALDOT. ALDOT has conducted vehicle classification counts for SARPC at over 40 
stations within the study area. The 2015 ALDOT traffic counts used for this Long-Range 
Transportation Plan (LRTP) has vehicle classification percentages that are applied to the AADT. 
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Although the FAF4 data does provide a year 2015 and 2045 truck count, it is based on a percentage 
of the total overall volume for year 2045 projected for each facility. 

Mobile is the birth place of the modern freight container, and APM Terminals houses the Port’s 
containerized freight facility.  Each quarter, APM Terminals surveys trucks that are carrying 
containerized cargo as they enter the terminal on behalf of SARPC. The data from the surveys is 
integral in providing a snap shot of the origin and destinations of containerized freight in Mobile. 
This survey data is also important as it helps validate origin destination truck data purchased from 
INRIX. In 2017, SARPC purchased data from INRIX that was derived from onboard GPS systems 
from large trucking companies.  The result was a zonal matrix of truck origins and destinations, 
including external trucks. The APM Terminal survey, INRIX data, and FAF4, are all tools that 
assisted in creating a 2045 truck volume for the Envision 2045 LRTP. 

The FAF4 data has Mobile, AL as it is own zone, which freight transportation both in volume 
(tonnage) and value continues to grow in the Mobile FAF4 Region.  The amount of tonnage (all 
modes) that originates in Mobile, AL is expected to grow by 66 percent from 2015-2045. Likewise, 
the amount of tonnage that ends up in Mobile is expected to increase by 60 percent for all modes. 

Although the freight forecast is an educated guess at best, the determination of major port projects 
are the responsibility of the Alabama State Port Authority. The Port Authority has numerous 
ongoing, and planed projects as part of this Long-Range Transportation Plan, and how the integrate 
into the transportation network. Projects such as:      

• Phase 3 Container Terminal Expansion ($50 million): Project underway with completion
scheduled for 2020. Permanent financing to be done in the 3rd quarter of 2020. Amendment
to existing concession agreement done

• Automobile Terminal ($61 million): Project underway with completion scheduled for
March 2021. All financing is in place and the concession agreement is executed.

• Coal terminal equipment replacement program ($40-60 million); Early planning is
beginning now along with customer negotiations to begin in early 2020. Phased project
over 3-5 years with earliest equipment order to be done as early as mid-2020. Financing
yet to be determined.

• Container Terminal Phase 4 expansion ($60-65 million): Early cost estimates have been
sent to concessionaire. Negotiations on agreement details and financing in first half of 2020
with possible project kickoff at the end of 2020.

• Rebuilding 4,500 linear feet of general cargo wharves ($60-70 million): Multi-year project
with work on first phase to begin in early 2020 from operating cash and balance will be
done as financing is identified.

• Dredge material beneficial use project ($2.7 million for engineering and design study and
permitting; construction $30 million): Port infrastructure to accommodate beneficial use of
material generated from ongoing maintenance dredging. If successful, this would enable
the port to reduce its long-term dredging cost while building marsh habitat in the upper part
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of Mobile Bay. Project is awaiting approval of a $2 million Federal grant through the 
RESTORE program. 

• Planned initiative to establish an inland port to move containerized rail cargo from the port
to inland distribution and manufacturing shipper markets.  Site undetermined, but estimate
costs to service into Central Alabama ($35 million).

ES 2.8 Climate Change Analysis 
Chapter 8.0 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 the 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. Chapter 8.0 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-6 on page ES-32 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.  



Pa
ge

 E
S-

32
 

Figure ES 6 Most Vulnerable Highway Assets to All Climate Stressors 

ES 2.9 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.  

(Source: FHWA Gulf Coast Study Phase Two)
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In November 2014, the EPA proposed lowering the ozone standard from 75 parts per billion (ppb) 
to a range between 65 to 70 ppb. During the public comment period for the proposed rule, a wide 
range of industry groups, state and local chambers, state governments, and members of Congress, 
urged the EPA to retain the current 75 ppb standard.  On October 1, 2015, under a court-ordered 
deadline, the EPA finalized the ozone NAAQS standard at 70 ppb.  The Mobile, AL Air Shed has 
three monitors for air quality, and both ozone and particulate matter are well below the threshold, 
currently.  

ES 3.0 Appendix 
Additional information regarding the proposed highway, congestion management process projects, 
and climate change chapter can be found in the respective chapters of the Plan.  The Appendix 
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.  The Appendix to this report is large, separate document, 
with each chapter of the Envision 2045 Long-Range Transportation Plan having its respective 
section if needed. 




