










January 28, 2002 
 
Contract No. 911600.10 

 
Project DPI-0030 (005) 
Mobile River Bridge, I-10  
Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama 
 
 
 RESUME OF MEETING 
  
 
Date:  January 23, 2002 
 
Location: ALDOT 9th Division Office 
 
Purpose: The meeting was held to discuss coordination letters on the project. 
 
Subject: National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and 
  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 
  Comments on ALDOT Project #DPI-0030 (005) 
  Mobile River Bridge, Mobile County, Alabama 
 
 
Attendees:  
 John Shill  ALDOT 334-242-6132  shill@dot.state.al.us 
 R. F. Poiroux  ALDOT 251-470-8204   
 Alfedo Acoff  ALDOT 334-242-614  acoffa@dot.state.al.us 
 Bill Van Luchene FHWA  334-223-7379  william.van.luchene@fhwa.dot.gov 
 Brett Gaar  Volkert 251-968-7551  bgaar@volkert.com 
 Russell Holland Volkert 251-342-1070  rholland@volkert.com 
 Joe Wilkerson  FHWA  334-223-7370  joe.wilkerson@fhwa.dot.gov 
 Darren LeBlanc USFWS 251-441-5181 
 Bruce Porter  USFWS 251-441-5181 
 Jennifer Robinson NMFS  850-234-5061  jennifer.robinson@noaa.gov 
 N. D. Skeeter McClure Volkert 251-342-1070  smcclure@volkert.com 
 
The meeting was held to discuss the following coordination letters on the project: 
• November 13, 2001 – USFWS to FHWA on Endangered Species 
• January 9, 2002 – NMFS to ALDOT on Essential Fish Habitat  
 
The meeting began with all attendees introducing themselves.  Mr. Wilkerson then discussed the 
history of the project explaining how the construction channel was dredged in 1974 and the 
Bayway was completed in 1976.  ALDOT purchased 900 acres, of which 100 acres was used as 
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a disposal site.  The other eight hundred acres were placed in conservation instead of filling the 
construction channel at Maeher Park. 
 
The discussion then led to impacts to submerged aquatic vegetation (SAVs) from shading by 
additional lanes on the Bayway.  The wetland report indicated that 17.11 acres of SAVs would 
be shaded by construction.  After detailed discussion it was determined that 60 feet of additional 
bridge would be needed instead of the original estimate of 70 feet.  This will reduce the SAV 
impacts to 14.66 acres.  The wetland report will be revised to show 14.66 acres of SAV impacts 
and 1.45 acres of emergent wetland impacts. 
 
Jennifer Robinson, NMFS said SAVs impacted by shading will have to be mitigated.  She could 
not give mitigation ratio at this time but indicated that she will let the DOT know after discussing 
it with Dauphin Island Sea Lab Scientists.  Darren LeBlanc, FWS indicated that many areas in 
the bay could be suitable mitigation sites.  Jennifer indicated that mitigation for SAV impacts 
would include relocation of SAVs to an approved location in the bay. 
 
Brett Gaar discussed the high degree of variability in SAV quantities from year to year.  He 
stated that quantities of SAVs can change as much as 80 percent from year to year.  This number 
is largely based on salinity levels in the Bay.  
 
Mr. Wilkerson discussed the construction method involving working from barges and leap 
frogging the barges as work progresses.  He stated the barges would be lifted by a crane and 
placed on the shallow areas.  They will not be drug across the wetlands.  Mr. Wilkerson also 
stated that the bridge rail to be removed will be collected for disposal and will not be allowed to 
drop into the water.  Darren LeBlanc, FWS asked why work could not be done from the deck of 
the new lanes.  Mr. Wilkerson explained stating that safety and significant additional costs would 
be required in such a high traffic area.  The span length is also too great to work from the end. 
 
Ms. Robinson said ALDOT must consider the impacts of widening to the outside rather than the 
inside.  Brett Gaar indicated there would be much greater emergent wetland impacts and 
probably greater SAV impacts by widening to the outside.  Mr. McClure stated that widening the 
Bayway to inside avoided more serious impacts to SAVs and emergent vegetation that would 
accrue if the widening was to the outside.  Also, the construction methodology minimizes 
impacts to both SAVs and emergent vegetation.  Ms. Robinson agreed but said it needed to be 
addressed. 
 
Mr. Wilkerson stated the ALDOT will begin looking for mitigation sites in the Bay. 
 
Bruce Porter, FWS then discussed concerns regarding federally protected fish and wildlife 
species. 
 
Mr. Porter was concerned about migratory fowl flying into cables and bridge columns on the 
bridge.  He suggested installing strobe lights with a three-second duration on the bridge.  Bill 



Van Luchene stated that the FAA controls lighting requirements; however, ALDOT will request 
approval for these lights from FAA. 
 
Mr. Porter then stated impacts to the Bald Eagle and Gulf Sturgeon are not major concerns.  
These are species that can occur in the project vicinity but he does not anticipate impact to these 
species. 
 
The Alabama Red-Bellied Turtle (RBT) is an endangered species that is known to occur in the 
project area.  Mr. Porter noted concern that limiting traffic on the Bayway would increase traffic 
on the Causeway which can increase the road mortality of RBTs.  Mr. Wilkerson stated there 
will be no decrease in laneage on the Bayway during construction.  All lanes will remain open.  
Any temporary closures for unloading materials would be accomplished during periods of low 
traffic volumes, such as at night.  Bruce Potter said even without an increase of traffic on the 
Causeway, the take of RBTs can occur because the shallow SAV areas are known to be feeding 
habitat for RBTs.  Placing construction barges in these SAV areas could potentially harm RBTs 
if they were present.  Mr. Potter said a biological opinion and an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) 
would be required. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
Volkert Environmental Group, Inc.  
 

 
 

Brett Gaar, R.E.P.A. 
Assistant Vice President 

 
BG/als 
 
c All Attendees 
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February 7, 2011 
 
 
Contract No. 911602.12 
Project DPI-0030(005) 
I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening EIS 
Mobile and Baldwin Counties, Alabama 
 
 RESUME OF MEETING 
  
 
DATE:    February 2, 2011  
PURPOSE:  Agency Coordination Meeting  
  
 
ATTENDANCE:          REPRESENTING:                                              E-MAIL:  
Lynne Urquhart   Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)         lynne.urquhart@dot.gov 
Phil Johnson    U.S. Coast Guard (USCG)             Philip.r.johnson@uscg.mil  
Nick Amberger   City of Mobile         nick.amberger@cityofmobile.org 
Terry Gilbreath   Alabama State Port Authority (ASPA)    tgilbreath@asdd.com  
Allen Phelps    Alabama Department of Environmental Management  
      (ADEM)          cap@adem.state.al.us  
Felicia Smith    ADEM           fsmith@adem.state.al.us  
Mark Thompson*   National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)   mark.thompson@noaa.gov  
Veronica Beech*   NMFS           veronica.beech@noaa.gov    
Tom Piper     Mobile MPO          tipper@sarpc.org 
Kevin Harrison   South Alabama Regional Planning Commission  kharrison@sarpc.org  
Richard Johnson   City of Daphne         directorpw@bellsouth.net  
Fred Small    City of Daphne         mayorsmall@bellsouth.net 
Glen Cunningham  USACE, Mobile District       glen.a.cunningham@usace.army.mil  
Bruce Porter    U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS)    bruce.porter@fws.gov  
Amanda Hill    Alabama Historical Commission (AHC)    amanda.hill@preserveala.org 
Joseph Glazar   AHC           joseph.glazar@preserveala.org  
Alfedo Acoff    ALDOT – ETS         acoffa@dot.state.al.us 
Natasha Clay    ALDOT – ETS         clayn@dot.state.al.us  
Wade Henry    ALDOT – Location         henryw@dot.state.al.us 
Taylor Stoudenmire  ALDOT – Location        stoudenmiret@dot.state.al.us  
Don Powell    ALDOT – Ninth Division       powelldo@dot.state.al.us 
Allie Tucker    ALDOT – Ninth Division       tuckera@dot.state.al.us 
Andrew Wood   ALDOT – Ninth Division       wooda@dot.state.al.us  
David Webber   Volkert, Inc.          dwebber@volkert.com  
Buddy Covington   Volkert, Inc.          bcovington@volkert.com  
Skeeter McClure   Volkert, Inc.          smcclure@volkert.com  
Missi Shumer   Volkert, Inc.          mshumer@volkert.com  
Kenneth Nichols   Volkert, Inc.          knichols@volkert.com  
 
* Attended via conference call.   
 

mailto:lynne.urquhart@dot.gov
mailto:Philip.r.johnson@uscg.mil
mailto:nick.amberger@cityofmobile.org
mailto:tgilbreath@asdd.com
mailto:cap@adem.state.al.us
mailto:fsmith@adem.state.al.us
mailto:mark.thompson@noaa.gov
mailto:veronica.beech@noaa.gov
mailto:tipper@sarpc.org
mailto:kharrison@sarpc.org
mailto:directorpw@bellsouth.net
mailto:mayorsmall@bellsouth.net
mailto:glen.a.cunningham@usace.army.mil
mailto:bruce.porter@fws.gov
mailto:amanda.hill@preserveala.org
mailto:joseph.glazar@preserveala.org
mailto:acoffa@dot.state.al.us
mailto:clayn@dot.state.al.us
mailto:henryw@dot.state.al.us
mailto:stoudenmiret@dot.state.al.us
mailto:powelldo@dot.state.al.us
mailto:tuckera@dot.state.al.us
mailto:wooda@dot.state.al.us
mailto:dwebber@volkert.com
mailto:bcovington@volkert.com
mailto:smcclure@volkert.com
mailto:mshumer@volkert.com
mailto:knichols@volkert.com


2 

HANDOUTS (copies attached) 
 Agenda for the meeting 
 Map showing proposed Build Alternatives 
 PowerPoint presentation given during the meeting 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
I.   Welcome and Opening Remarks 

Mr. Don Powell, ALDOT Ninth Division, opened the meeting by welcoming the attendees.  He then 
turned the meeting over to Mr. Skeeter McClure of Volkert.  Mr. McClure stated that the purpose of 
the agency coordination meeting was to brief the agencies on the status of the project, including 
changes that have occurred since the most recent agency coordination activities and to identify any 
questions or concerns the agencies may have regarding the project. 

 
II.  Cooperating Agencies 

Mr. McClure noted that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District, and the U.S. Coast Guard 
are Cooperating Agencies on the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed project.  The 
Federal Aviation Administration was invited to serve as a Cooperating Agency, but they declined.   
 

III. Presentation 
Mr. McClure began the presentation by giving a brief history of the project, including the purpose and 
need for the project, which is to relieve congestion in the Wallace Tunnel, provide additional capacity 
across the Mobile River, and reduce the number of hazardous materials trucks traveling through the 
central business district of Mobile.   
 
The presentation also included a relatively detailed summary of coordination activities conducted with 
agencies and various organizations with an interest in the proposed improvements.   
 
Mr. McClure explained that since the most recent agency coordination activities, several changes had 
taken place in the project.  The following is a summary of changes that have occurred: 
1) An additional Build Alternative, Alternative B’, was developed and will be included in the Draft 

EIS.  Alternative B’ was developed to minimize potential impacts on Austal facilities, GulfQuest 
development at Mobile Landing, the Alabama Cruise Terminal, and the former Union Hall at 
Bender, which is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.   

2) The vertical clearance of the proposed bridge has been increased from 190 feet above mean high 
water to 215 feet above mean high water.  The belief is that the 215-foot vertical clearance will 
better suit Mobile’s shipbuilding industries and will enhance the City’s ability to attract larger 
cruise ships. 

3) A “northern route” alternative was proposed by maritime and historic interests and evaluated for its 
ability to meet the purpose and need of the proposed project.  Traffic studies revealed that a 
“northern route” would not remove sufficient vehicles from the Wallace Tunnel to relieve 
congestion in the tunnel.  In addition, a “northern route” would not provide additional capacity 
across the Mobile River and would not reduce the number of hazardous materials traveling through 
Mobile’s central business district.  Therefore, FHWA determined that a “northern route” would not 
meet the purpose and need of the proposed project, and it will not be studied in detail in the EIS. 

   
Mr. McClure stated that the following four Build Alternatives will be evaluated in the Draft EIS: 
Alternatives A, B, B’, and C.  All of these Build Alternatives are being studied at a 215-foot vertical 
clearance.  With the exception of Alternative A, the piers for the bridges would be constructed on land. 
Alternative A would have one pier in the Mobile River.  The pier would be placed outside of the 
Federal Mobile Harbor Navigation Channel and would be constructed within a rock-armored island.  
All four of the Build Alternatives would include widening the existing I-10 Bayway across Mobile Bay 
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from four to eight lanes.  Widening of the Bayway would be constructed to the inside of the existing 
lanes, with the exception of the easternmost eastbound lanes, which would require widening to the 
outside to provide a transition section for the exit ramp to US 98 in Daphne.  Widening to the inside 
would minimize potential impacts on environmental resources.  Much of the construction channels 
used to build the existing Bayway still exist and would be used to construct the widening.  
 
Public involvement meetings showing the four Build Alternatives and the 215-foot vertical clearance 
were conducted on August 31 and September 2, 2010.  The results of these meetings indicate that the 
majority of people who provided comments are in favor of the proposed project and recognize that the 
proposed project is needed to relieve congestion. 
 
The presentation concluded with a list of the next steps in the project development process and NEPA 
documentation with a tentative schedule. 
  

IV. Discussion 
The following is a summary of the discussion that took place following the presentation:  
 
1) Bruce Porter, USFWS: Mr. Porter stated that no new species were listed as threatened or 

endangered.  He also stated that the USFWS would like to see the use of “leapfrogging” the barges 
during construction to minimize impacts.  Mr. Porter also asked what type of lighting was proposed 
for the tops of the bridge pylons.  The USFWS requests that the longest duration allowed by FAA 
between strobes be utilized.   He believes this duration is three seconds.  The strobe lights placed 
on bridges attract birds, resulting in mortality. 

Response:   
- ALDOT intends to use segmented barges (or “leapfrogging”) to minimize impacts to 

environmental resources to the extent practicable. 
- Coordination with FAA has occurred and will continue throughout the design and 

construction of the proposed project to determine what types of strobe lights and the 
duration between flashes are acceptable to FAA to obtain a permit.   
 

2) Phil Johnson, USCG: Mr. Johnson stated that the USCG is primarily concerned about pier 
locations. He also noted that separate bridge permits will be required for each river crossing 
(Mobile River, Tensaw River, Apalachee River, and Blakeley River).  He stated that tributary 
crossings would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.  He also said that he would look into the 
existing bridge permits for the river crossings (that were obtained for construction of the existing I-
10 Bayway) to see if the proposed improvements could be added as amendments to existing 
permits. 
 

3) Mark Thompson, NOAA/NMFS: Has a submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) survey been 
conducted?  Mitigation may be necessary for impacts to SAV.  NOAA/NMFS will also be 
interested in impacts to emergent marsh. Will construction methodology involve pile driving?  
Shading impacts will have to be evaluated.  Impacts to essential fish habitat (EFH) under the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act will also have to be considered.  
Does FHWA plan to de-commission any of the existing river crossings? 
 Response: 

- A SAV survey was conducted in 2001.  The survey concluded that the proposed 
project would likely impact 20 acres of SAV.  The amount and location of impacts 
varies depending upon conditions.  Pre- and post-construction surveys will be 
conducted to determine quantities of impacts and appropriate mitigation measures. 

- Construction methodologies include the use of segmented barges and will include pile 
driving.   

- Shading impacts will be evaluated in the Draft EIS. 
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- Impacts to EFH will be evaluated in the Draft EIS. 
- There are no plans to de-commission any of the existing river crossings. 

 
4) Glen Cunningham USACE: When was the SAV survey conducted?  Section 10 Permits will be 

required for impacts to SAV resulting from pile placement.  He also noted that most of the impacts 
to water bodies will be associated with the Bayway widening. 
 Response:  

- The SAV survey was conducted in 2001.  See response to Mr. Thompson’s comments 
in Item 3 above. 

 
5) Richard Johnson, City of Daphne: What is a Record of Decision?  Is that the final decision by 

FHWA on which alternative is to be constructed? Is Alternative B’ the preferred alternative? 
 Response:  

- The Record of Decision is the final document prepared by the FHWA documenting the 
agency’s decision on which alternative is approved for construction. 

- Alternative B’ has received substantial support from the City of Mobile and the public, 
but a Preferred Alternative has not been identified and will not be identified until all 
four of the Build Alternatives and the No Build Alternative are evaluated in the Draft 
EIS.  We expect to identify a Preferred Alternative in the Draft EIS. 
 

6) Fred Small, Mayor – City of Daphne: Mayor Small noted that the City of Daphne is fully on-
board with the proposed improvements.  As discussed with ALDOT in other meetings, the City of 
Daphne is concerned about whether I-10 will be widened from four lanes to eight lanes from US 98 
to east of the I-10/SR 181 interchange.  The City of Daphne believes that going from eight lanes to 
four lanes on this segment of I-10 would be moving the bottleneck from the Wallace Tunnel to SR 
181. 

Response:  
- ALDOT is looking at widening I-10 from US 98 to east of SR 181 from four lanes to 

six lanes as part of a separate project that will likely be constructed long before the 
proposed I-10 Mobile River Bridge project.   

 
 
V. Closing 

Ms. Acoff thanked everyone for attending the meeting and providing comments. Additional comments 
or questions may be provided directly to Volkert or routed through ALDOT or FHWA to Volkert.   

 
 
 
 
 

















































































































































































































































 

Bob Riley 
          Governor  

Joe McInnes 
  Transportation Director 

ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Project DPI-0030(005) 

I-10 Mobile River Bridge and Bayway Widening  
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Mobile and Baldwin Counties 

March 2006 Newsletter 

Agencies and the public identified fourteen potential alternatives 
for the I-10 Mobile River Crossing.  The National Environmental 
Policy Act guidance states that only reasonable alternatives need 
to be evaluated in an EIS.  The fourteen (14) potential alterna-
tives identified by the agencies and public represent a “range of 
alternatives” that includes both reasonable alternatives that must 
be explored and objectively evaluated in an EIS, as well as other 
alternatives that can be eliminated from detailed study with a 
discussion of the reasons for their elimination.  Alternatives must 
be based on something tangible and must satisfy the purpose and 
need for the project.  In order to be reasonable, alternatives must 
also be feasible from technical and economic standpoints and 
make common sense. 
 
Based on this guidance, a screening process was developed to 
evaluate the fourteen alternatives and determine which ones 
were reasonable and should be carried forward for detailed stud-
ies in the EIS.  A five-step approach was utilized to screen all 
fourteen alternatives.  To help ensure that alternatives evaluated 
were afforded equitable treatment, each alternative was carried 
through the entire five-step process, and an Alternatives Screening 
Evaluation Report was prepared.   
 
The screening process consisted of the following five steps: 
• Ability to meet the purpose and need; 
• Technical/practical and feasible considerations; 
• Economic costs/savings; 
• Estimated construction costs; 
• Overall assessment of reasonableness (including environ-

mental resources, cultural resources, relocations, maritime 
interests, and environmental justice issues). 

 
In addition, the South Alabama Regional Planning Commission 
conducted computer model runs to project 2030 traffic for Al-
ternatives 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 9, and 11 utilizing their Mobile Area 
Transportation Study TRANPLAN Model.  According to the 
model results, Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 9 (downtown alterna-
tives) would achieve the primary purpose and need of reducing 

congestion in the Wallace Tunnel.  Alternatives 5, 6, and 11 
(northern alternatives using the Cochrane-Africatown Bridge) 
would not divert sufficient traffic to alleviate congestion in the 
existing I-10 Wallace Tunnel and therefore would not meet the 
purpose and need. 
 
Nine alternatives (Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 12, 13, and 14) 
were determined not to be reasonable for a number of reasons, 
including the following:  does not meet the purpose and need for 
the project; not technically or practically reasonable; unreason-
able economic costs; high construction costs; potential for major 
impacts to environmental resources; would not divert sufficient 
traffic from the Wallace Tunnel.   
 
Public involvement meetings were held on June 6, 2005 in Mo-
bile and June 7, 2005 in Spanish Fort to present the alternatives 
and the screening process to the public and to obtain public in-
put.  Five alternatives (1, 2, 3, 9, and 11) were presented at the 
public involvement meetings.  Based upon the results of the al-
ternatives screening evaluation process and the public involve-
ment meetings, conclusions regarding the reasonableness of al-
ternatives were made.  Alternatives 3, 9, and a combination of 1 
and 2 were identified as reasonable alternatives to be studied in 
detail in the EIS.  These alternatives were renamed as Alterna-
tives A, B, and C.   Alternatives A, B, and C are shown on Figure 
2 of the insert to this newsletter. 
 
  

Screening the Alternatives: A Five 
Step Process 

Traffic projections indicate that congestion in the Wallace Tunnel will 
worsen as traffic volumes through the tunnel increase.   

Special Studies to be Conducted 
 
Special studies will be conducted as part of the EIS process.  Martin and Associates, 
a firm specializing in maritime economics, will evaluate the potential direct and 
indirect (bridge height restrictions) impacts of the alternatives to the maritime in-
dustry, including shipbuilding and repair operations, the cruise industry, and other 
port activities.  The University of South Alabama will investigate and document the 
potential direct and indirect impacts of the alternatives on cultural resources, in-
cluding historic properties.  An air quality analysis, noise study, a hazardous materi-
als assessment, and other environmental studies will be accomplished by Volkert.  
Wilbur Smith Associates will evaluate the feasibility of initiating a toll to finance the 
proposed project. 

Alabama Department of Transportation 
Ninth Division 

Mr. Ronnie Poiroux, P.E. 
1701 West I-65 Service Road North 

Mobile, Alabama 36618-9986 

 
Anticipated Schedule:  

 
• Circulate Draft EIS for Public and 

Agency Review and Comments:  
October 2006 

• Conduct Public Hearing: November 
2006 

• Circulate Final EIS for Public and 
Agency Review and Comments: 
May 2007 

Preliminary Costs 

Alternative 1: $603 million* Alternative 8: $973 million 

Alternative 2: $660 million* Alternative 9: $620 million* 

Alternative 3: $617 million* Alternative 10: $2.93 billion 

Alternative 4: $1.55 billion  Alternative 11: $1.15 billion 

Alternative 5: $973 million Alternative 12: $1.05 billion 

Alternative 6: $972 million Alternative 13: $1.3 billion 

Alternative 7: $1.41 billion Alternative 14: $760 million 

* Alternatives to be evaluated in Draft EIS .  Alternative 3 was renamed Alternative A.  Alternative 9 
was renamed Alternative B.  Alternatives 1 and 2 were combined to create Alternative C. 

How Much will the Bridge Cost? 
 
Preliminary estimated total costs shown in the table to 
the right were developed for all 14 of the potential alter-
natives.  These costs were presented at the June 2005 
public involvement meetings.  Costs were based on the 
following major items: widening of the I-10 roadway; 
approach bridges; main span bridges; widening of the I-
10 Bayway; anticipated right-of-way acquisition; new 
interstate construction; interchange modifications; I-65 
widening; pier protection; new interchanges; and other 
features associated with the various alternatives.   



A Brief Background 
 
In 1999, the Alabama Department of Transportation contracted with Volkert & 
Associates, Inc., to conduct a corridor study and prepare an Environmental Assess-
ment (EA) on the proposed project.  The EA studied Alternative 3, the northern-
most alternative from the Feasibility Study completed in 1997, and the No Build 
alternative in detail.  FHWA signed the EA on June 9, 2003; the EA was circulated 
for public review and comment; and Public Hearings were held in August 2003 in 
Mobile and Daphne.  Following approval of the EA, controversy existed regarding 
the potential impacts of the proposed bridge on cultural resources and potential 
impacts to the maritime industry.  Due to concerns expressed, including visual im-
pacts of the bridge on historic properties, including a National Historic Landmark 
(Old City Hall), the FHWA issued a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the pro-
ject.  As discussed on the previous page, an alternatives screening process has been conducted, and environmental and engineering 
studies on the reasonable alternatives are currently underway. 

 

Old City Hall is a National Historic Landmark listed 
on the National Register of Historic Places. 

Purpose and Need 
The purpose and need of the project primarily consists of two components: 1) provide additional capacity for traffic utilizing I-10 be-
tween Canal Street in Mobile and the US 98/I-10 interchange in Daphne and 2) accommodate vehicles transporting hazardous mate-
rials.  The four lanes of the Wallace Tunnel and I-10 Bayway are currently the primary constraints to traffic flow along I-10 in Mobile 
and Baldwin Counties.  Travelers along this route during the summer season or during peak hour traffic experience the frustrating 
stop-and-go traffic back-ups in the vicinity of the Wallace Tunnel.   A summary of traffic data for the Wallace Tunnel is shown on 
Figure 1 (see insert).  Figure 1 illustrates the actual Average Daily Traffic (ADT) counts for the Wallace Tunnel from its opening day 
in 1973 to 2005. The figure also displays projected traffic volumes through 2030. The Wallace Tunnel reached a Level of Service F 
(LOS F) capacity at 63,000 ADT in 2004.  Congestion will be exacerbated as traffic volumes increase over time.   
 
Hazardous materials are currently prohibited from using the Wallace Tunnel.  Consequently, vehicles with hazardous cargo travel a 
detour length of 10.5 miles through the Mobile Central Business District via Water Street.  In 2003, an average of 350 hazardous ma-
terial trucks per day were detoured around the tunnels.  By 2020, this average is projected to increase to 470 trucks per day.  A new 
bridge would eliminate the  hazardous materials detour which would result in reduced truck travel time representing an estimated 
cost savings of $1 million per year, as well as a reduced risk for accidental spills, decreased noise, and improved air quality in the Cen-
tral Business District. 

I-10 Wallace Tunnel Congestion is not Just a Local Issue 
 
Eight state Departments of Transportation (DOTs) recently conducted a National 
I-10 Freight Corridor Study.  ALDOT joined with DOTs from California, Ari-
zona, New Mexico, Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Florida to analyze current 
and projected freight movements; assess how the current and future freight vol-
umes impact national and local transportation systems; and develop strategies for 
improving freight flow along the I-10 corridor. 
 
The following findings are particularly relevant to the need to alleviate congestion in the I-10 Wallace Tunnel: 
• Freight transportation is central to the performance of the U.S. economy, and a key contributor to U.S. competitiveness in the 

global marketplace.   
• The continued trend toward a service economy, where reliability is essential, will increase the volume of freight traffic on high-

ways at a projected pace nearly twice that of automotive traffic by 2025.   
• Highways are essential to the efficiency of other freight transportation system elements, including ports, inland waterways, and 

railroads.   
• Increasing capacity in high-volume corridors is the single best method for lowering highway congestion.   
• Issues related to the demand for freight transportation transcend urban and state jurisdictions.   
 
In its 2005 report to the USDOT on Transportation Infrastructure (Meeting the Needs for Economic Growth), the University of Ala-
bama in Huntsville, Office for Economic Development stated: “The efficient and effective movement of freight is a critical compo-
nent in the transformation and growth of the Alabama economy.” 

“The I-10 Tunnel in Mobile is a major 
bottleneck and presents a threat to 
public safety, as well as to the vitality 
of the local, regional, and national 
economy.”  (Source: The National I-10 
Freight Corridor Study, 2003) 

Changes for Downtown Mobile and Its  
Waterfront 
 
Downtown Mobile and its waterfront are a composite of historic and mod-
ern structures.  The following actions independently and collectively do, or 
would, contribute to the overall visual appearance of downtown Mobile and 
its waterfront.  The $20 million cruise ship terminal, parking deck, and 
gangway at Mobile Landing were placed in operation in October 2004, to 
accommodate the Carnival Holiday.  The RSA Battle House Tower, under 
construction, will be the tallest building in Alabama, at 745 feet, when com-
pleted.  The estimated completion date is 2006.  Other actions being 
planned or considered include the maritime center and welcome center adja-
cent to the Mobile River at Mobile Landing; the pedestrian bridge from 
Church Street across Water Street to Mobile Landing; the pedestrian ferry 
terminal at Mobile Landing; Water Street Landing condominium and retail 
complex, including three condominiums towers.  Across the Mobile River, 
Austal USA opened its 120-foot-high ship shed in November 2005.  There-
fore, the visual setting for a proposed I-10 Bridge is diverse and dynamic. 

The Visual Appearance of A Bridge—A Matter 
of Perspective 
Would a tall bridge in proximity to downtown Mobile be an eyesore or a spec-
tacular visual attraction?  The answer could well be in the “eye of the beholder.”  
The historic city of Charleston, South Carolina, is celebrating its new bridge that 
is similar in size and appearance to the proposed I-10 Mobile River Bridge.  The 
following observations have been made regarding the new Ravenel Bridge in 
Charleston: 
• “The new Arthur Ravenel Jr. Bridge opened on July 16, 2005—four years 

after breaking ground, one year ahead of schedule and on budget.  The struc-
ture’s 575-foot-high towers and bright white cables have changed Charles-
ton’s skyline.  With eight lanes and a 12-foot-wide bicycle and pedestrian 
lane that offers a spectacular 200-foot-high view of the Charleston Harbor 
and peninsula, the bridge has become a major tourist attraction” (Source: SAME Military Engineer, November-December 2005). 

• “The main goal of the architectural design is to create a timeless landmark that will praise and pay homage to the historic city of 
Charleston and Mount Pleasant” (Source: www.donaldmacdonaldarchitects.com, 10/27/05 ). 

• “ . . . the new bridge will evoke a sail motif over the river to compliment the nearby harbor and waterfront park” (Source: 
www.donaldmacdonaldarchitects.com, 10/27/05). 

The Ravenel Bridge in Charleston, South Carolina, was 
designed to blend with the city’s historic traits.  

 

Mobile’s new cruise terminal is operational, and the RSA Tower 
is expected to be complete in 2006.   

(Graphic provided by Thompson Engineering) 

 
Please send comments to:  

 
Mr. Ronnie Poiroux, P.E. 

Division Engineer 
ALDOT, Ninth Division 

1701 West I-65 Service Road North 
Mobile, Alabama 36618-9986 
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Figure 1: Wallace Tunnel  Traffic 1973-2030
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2002 = 59,898 ADT

2030 = 90,100

YearsYears

50,000 ADT LOS D

63,000 ADT LOS F
Wallace Tunnel Capacity

I-65 Bridge 
Open May 1981

I-165 Open
Oct. 1994

2003 = 59,688 ADT
2004 = 63,116 ADT

Thurs. July 3, 2003 = 80,809 Vehicles
Fri. July 2, 2004 = 84,347 Vehicles
Fri. July 1, 2005 = 88,914 Vehicles

2005 = 66,312 ADT

Level of Service (LOS) Descriptions

LOS A: free flow operations; ability to maneuver unimpeded; driver’s psychological and 
physical comfort is high

LOS B: reasonably free flow operations; ability to maneuver slightly restricted; driver’s 
psychological and physical comfort is high

LOS C: flows with speeds near free flow; ability to maneuver noticeably limited; driver’s 
psychological and physical comfort reduced

LOS D: speeds decline with increasing traffic flows; ability to maneuver limited; driver’s 
psychological and physical comfort poor

LOS E: operation is at capacity; virtually no usable gaps in traffic; ability to maneuver 
extremely limited; traffic stream has no ability to dissipate minor disruptions

LOS F: breakdowns in vehicular flow; speeds frequently reduced to stop and go traffic; 
ability to maneuver virtually nonexistent





From: Kevin Harrison
To: "Skeeter McClure"
Cc: "Buddy Covington"; "David Webber"; henrymalec@aol.com; "Overstreet, Christy"; Tom Piper
Subject: RE: Public Involvement meetings for TIP and LRTP that included the proposed I-10 MRB and Bayway Widening
Date: Friday, September 27, 2013 4:12:15 PM
Attachments: bridge.docx

Please a find attached information concerning public involvement as it pertains to Mobile MPO and
the I-10 Mobile River Bridge and the Mobile TIP And LRTP. Please let me know if there is anything
else you need. Thank you.
 
Kevin A. Harrison, PTP
Director, Transportation Planning
SARPC
110 Beauregard St. Suite 207
Mobile, AL  36602
251.706.4635
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March 19th, 1997 The Mobile Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) was modified in a publicly advertised Mobile MPO meeting, to include a Special Innovative Project for Feasibility Study for I-10 Mobile River Bridge.  This item on the agenda was published in the Mobile Press for a minimum of two weeks. 



June 11th, 1997 Volkert presented I-10 Mobile River bridge project to the Mobile MPO at a publically advertised meeting



October 20th, 1997 I-10 Bridge Feasibility Study Draft and Public Meeting at Government Plaza 5:30-7:30 PM. The full draft document was available to public and advertised as such at various places around Mobile County for over a month (starting September 23, 1997). 



February 23, 2000, Mobile MPO adopted the 2025 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) which included the I-10 Mobile River Bridge. The document was advertised and available for public review for 30 days at numerous areas within the study area. 



February 16th 2005 Public meeting was held concerning the 2030 LRTP which included the I-10 Mobile River Bridge. During this time the document was out for public review at almost 40 locations around Mobile County.  The document was adopted at a publically advertised meeting by the Mobile MPO on February 23rd, 2005. 



June 1, 2005 The Mobile  2030 LRTP was modified to include a small section of SR188 (exclusive of the bridge). This LRTP included the I-10 Mobile River Bridge and publically advertised and available for 30 days prior to adoption on June 1, 2005.  



September 7, 2005 Adoption of FY 2006-2010 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) in a publicly advertised Mobile MPO meeting.  This item on the agenda was published in the Mobile Press for a minimum of two weeks and document was available for review at almost 40 places around Mobile County. The FY2006-2010 TIP included projects for I-10 Mobile River Bridge FR W of Broad St to E of SR16 US90 @ Spanish Fort:[ 100041588 PE $1,000,000], [100016575 UT $2,700,000], [100043177RW$2,000,000], [100016411CN $180,000,001] These projects remain in the TIP today, and in one form or another been included in every TIP that is out for public review and advertised since. 



March 7, 2007 The Mobile MPO staff conducted and publically advertised Open House which was just an informative public meeting as to what the MPO does, federal funding, state funding and projects included the TIP and LRTP. This Open House included dialogue concerning the I-10 Mobile River Bridge.



August 29th, 2007 the Mobile MPO FY 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement Program was adopted. Prior to that is  published in the Mobile Press for a minimum of two weeks that documents were available for review at almost 40 places around Mobile County.  This TIP included projects for I-10 Mobile River Bridge FR W of Broad St to E of SR16 US90 @ Spanish Fort: :[ 100041588 PE $1,216,653], [100016575 UT $3,284,963], [100043177RW $2,433,306], [100016411CN $260,607,052]



April 17th 2008 The Mobile MPO staff conducted and publically advertised Open House which was just an informative public meeting as to what the MPO does, federal funding, state funding and projects included the TIP and LRTP. This Open House included dialogue concerning the I-10 Mobile River Bridge.



April 8th, 2009 The Mobile MPO staff conducted and publically advertised Open House which was just an informative public meeting as to what the MPO does, federal funding, state funding and projects included the TIP and LRTP. This Open House included dialogue concerning the I-10 Mobile River Bridge.



January 10, 2010 the Mobile MPO FY 2008-2012 REBALANCED Transportation Improvement Program was adopted. Prior to that is  published in the Mobile Press for a minimum of two weeks that documents were available for review at almost 40 places around Mobile County.  This TIP included projects for I-10 Mobile River Bridge FR W of Broad St to E of SR16 US90 @ Spanish Fort: :[ 100041588 PE $1,124,864], [100043177RW $4,064,650]



February 3rd, 2010 Public meeting was held concerning the 2035 LRTP which included the I-10 Mobile River Bridge. During this time the document was out for public review at almost 40 locations around Mobile County.  The document was adopted at a publically advertised meeting by the Mobile MPO on February  24rd, 2010. 



August 10, 2011 the Mobile MPO FY 2012-2016 Transportation Improvement Program was adopted. Prior to that is  published in the Mobile Press for a minimum of two weeks that documents were available for review at almost 40 places around Mobile County.  This TIP included projects for I-10 Mobile River Bridge FR W of Broad St to E of SR16 US90 @ Spanish Fort: :[ 100041588 PE $1,124,864], [100043177RW $4,064,650]



April 13th, 2011 The Mobile MPO staff conducted and publically advertised Open House which was just an informative public meeting as to what the MPO does, federal funding, state funding and projects included the TIP and LRTP. This Open House included dialogue concerning the I-10 Mobile River Bridge.



June 6th, 2012 High Priority Funding (HPP) project 100058679 ROW I-10 Mobile River Bridge Protective Acquisition of two properties:  257 S. Royal St. and 265 and S. Water St.	$3,8000,000 This was advertised including a memorandum  to the Press Register concerning items on the MPO meeting agenda. These properties were adopted in a publically advertised meeting of the Mobile MPO on June 6th, 2012
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