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INTRODUCTION 
The Interstate 65 (I-65) corridor is a critical north/south route serving metropolitan Birmingham. 
The MAGIC 65 Feasibility Study has explored transportation improvement options extending 
through the metro area for a distance of over 45 miles. The study area passes through Jefferson 
and Shelby counties and abuts the Birmingham city center as well as numerous neighboring 
municipalities including Gardendale, Fultondale, Homewood, Hoover, Vestavia Hills, Pelham, 
Alabaster, and Calera. The MAGIC 65 study area extends from the location of the future 
Northern Beltline near Gardendale to State Route 25 in Calera.  This Final Report for the I-65 
Corridor Feasibility Study presents a summary of findings for the I-65 corridor that involve I-65 
and US 31, a parallel route throughout the corridor.   
 
The purpose of the MAGIC 65 study was to conduct an initial feasibility analysis of highway 
and/or transit capacity improvements in the I-65 corridor to promote Mobility, Accessibility, 
economic Growth, Innovation and improve Capacity along I-65 and US 31.  Transportation 
options that were screened for feasibility include High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes, Express 
Bus lanes, High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes, Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), Managed lanes and 
Truck-only lanes. This preliminary examination of options is intended to identify potential 
issues/challenges with the potential highway and transit improvements that may be studied in 
more detail in an Alternatives Analysis phase. The evaluation of these options includes 
operational, physical, and environmental criteria as well as an evaluation of potential funding 
sources, policy considerations and public acceptance.  
 
The study criteria have been separated into four broad categories for analysis; Facility Treatment 
Criteria, Physical Characteristics Criteria, Policy Criteria and Funding Criteria. Each category 
provides a specific approach and application for determining the most feasible option for the I-65 
corridor.  
 
FATAL FLAWS ANALYSIS SUMMARY 
Based on the screening analysis completed for this MAGIC 65 study, no “fatal flaws” were 
identified that would prevent the implementation of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes or 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on I-65 or prevent the implementation of BRT on US 31.  Some 
segments of I-65 and US 31 along the corridor are more viable than others for HOV lanes and/or 
BRT, but the MAGIC 65 study has concluded that the entire I-65 corridor should be considered 
for the next phase of analysis.  The next phase of analysis would involve an Alternatives 
Analysis (AA) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  It is important to note that the 
MAGIC 65 study is an initial phase in a multi-phase process.  The conclusions and 
recommendations of this study will be refined as the project is moved forward into the next 
phases of study. 
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RECOMMENDED ACTIONS FOR HOV LANES AND BUS RAPID 
TRANSIT ON I-65 
Based on the planning level screening analysis, before construction/capital cost and right-of-way 
impacts are considered, a preliminary priority level was developed for the potential 
implementation of HOV lanes and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on I-65.  The recommendations for 
HOV lanes and BRT on I-65 are the same, since the screening criteria that are used to determine 
the feasibility of each are similar. These priority time periods are estimates and continued study 
of the conditions will determine the actual time that the project would be viable. 
 

• Immediate Feasibility (Feasible today) – I-65 from Valleydale Road to Lakeshore Drive 
and from Lakeshore Drive to I-20/59 are recommended as immediately feasible based on 
the planning level screening for HOV and BRT.  

• Near Future Feasibility (Feasible in ten to fifteen years) – I-65 from SR 25 in Calera to 
US 31 in Alabaster, from US 31 to Valleydale Road and from I-20/59 to US 31 in 
Fultondale have been classified as being feasible in the near future.  

• Long Term Feasibility (Feasible in 30 years) – I-65 from US 31 in Fultondale to the 
Proposed Northern Beltline is categorized as a long term plan for HOV lane and BRT 
implementation.  

 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS FOR BUS RAPID TRANSIT ON US 31 
A preliminary priority level was also developed for the potential implementation of Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) on US 31 based on the planning level screening analysis, before capital costs and 
right-of-way impacts are considered. These priority time periods are estimates and continued 
study of the conditions will determine the actual time that the project would be viable. 
 

• Immediate Feasibility (Feasible today) – US 31 from Valleydale Road to Columbiana 
Road at I-65 and Columbiana Road/Green Springs Highway from I-65 to University 
Boulevard are recommended as immediately feasible. 

• Near Future Feasibility (Feasible in ten to fifteen years) – Montevello Road (just north 
of US 31 crossing I-65) to Valleydale Road and from I-20/59 to Walker Chapel Road 
have been classified as being feasible in the near future.  

• Long Term Feasibility (Feasible in 30 years) – SR 25 to Montevallo Road and from 
Walker Chapel Road to the proposed Northern Beltline are categorized as a long term 
plan for BRT implementation.  

 
US 31 in the downtown Birmingham area was eliminated from further evaluation, although it 
was deemed feasible in the analysis, because the BRT options in this area should be coordinated 
and integrated with recommendations of the on-going study of BRT in downtown Birmingham. 
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POTENTIAL HIGH OCCUPANCY VEHICLE LANES FOR I-65 
Based on the screening analysis, two typical section options were recommended for I-65: 
 
 
                                                  
• Median Concurrent Striped,  
    one lane each direction 
 
 
 
 
 
• Median Concurrent Barrier,  
    one lane each direction 
 
 
These two typical sections were assumed to run the entire length of the I-65 corridor except at 
the system interchanges with other interstates.  Where I-65 intersects other interstates, both of the 
two remaining typical sections shown above would transition into an elevated section.  Please 
see the elevated typical section used for these locations below: 
 
 
• One-side Elevated two lanes (one each direction) – assumed 

HOV lane typical section at the I-459, I-20/59 and Corridor X 
(Future I-22) interchanges.  

 
 
 
 
ESTIMATED COST AND ROW IMPACT OF HOV LANES FOR I-65 
The screening analysis determined the approximate new ROW required for each HOV lane 
option as well as the total number of ROW encroachments for each typical section’s foot print.  
The cost of ROW was not included in the construction cost estimate.  ROW impact will be 
refined and ROW costs will be determined in the next phase of the study.  It should also be noted 
that the cost for new HOV interchanges in the corridor was not included in the construction cost 
estimate.   
 
The median-concurrent-striped option will require approximately 124 acres of new ROW and 
will have an estimated construction cost of $459 million.  The median-concurrent-barrier option 
will require approximately 229 acres of new ROW and will have an estimated construction cost 
of $671 million. These construction costs do not include ROW costs, utility costs or the cost of 
new HOV interchanges. 

3 to 5 general purpose lanes 
(varies) 

3 to 5 general purpose lanes 
(varies) 

HOV 
lane 

HOV 
lane 

����

��� ��
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ESTIMATED CAPITAL COSTS FOR BRT  
Detailed cost estimates for BRT were not developed at this phase of study because ridership was 
not modeled or predicted. Ridership provides the information necessary for determining service 
frequency, number of vehicles needed and station types. Based on the initial screening completed 
for HOV and BRT, basic cost ranges have been developed that would be in addition to the 
infrastructure costs developed for the HOV typical sections. Infrastructure costs for BRT on    
US 31 were not developed and would be developed in detail during the next phase of study. 
 
NEXT STEPS 
The Feasibility Study, completed with the submission of this document, concluded that HOV 
lanes and BRT are viable in the I-65 corridor and that additional investment in BRT in the US 31 
corridor is viable as well. The technical analysis demonstrated that there is a need based on 
existing and projected conditions in the region. The next step in the progression of this project is 
the initiation of an Alternatives Analysis (AA) that would begin the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) process. The Alternatives Analysis will refine the screening process in a 
comprehensive and detailed evaluation of potential alternatives in the I-65 corridor. Some of the 
key issues that an Alternatives Analysis will address in greater detail include: 
 

• Design-level decisions and construction cost for HOV lanes  
• Refined right-of-way (ROW) impact and cost 
• Capital cost of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system 
• Effect on environmental justice communities 
• Comprehensive traffic modeling of I-65 and US 31 
• Overall benefits of HOV lanes and BRT 
• Funding sources 

 
The selected alternatives would be carried forward for more detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS 
(DEIS) and would be those that best meet the needs established by this Feasibility Study. It is 
recommended that both the FHWA and the FTA participate as co-lead agencies for the EIS 
process in this study to have representation for both the roadway and transit components.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
The I-65 corridor, as illustrated on Figure 1.1, is rich in diversity within the MAGIC 65 study 
area and thus has many unique attributes in terms of both development and transportation: 
 
• It is essential to the economic vitality of the Birmingham region and the state of Alabama. 
• It provides direct access to the Birmingham freeway system (I-20, I-59, I-459, and Future I-22). 
• It serves as the key north-south gateway into and out of the rest of the State of Alabama, 

providing direct access to the international port and connecting waterway system in Mobile. 
• It has US 31 as a parallel transportation corridor through the entire length of the study area. 
• The I-65 corridor has minimal public transit services outside of the downtown, Vestavia Hills 

and Hoover areas. 
• It connects suburban Jefferson and Shelby Counties with the commercial and business areas in 

the remainder of the metropolitan area. 
• It has a broad base of demographic characteristics in terms of ethnic, racial, and income groups. 
• It serves as a major access route to Birmingham’s downtown and financial district, the 

University of Alabama-Birmingham, the Birmingham Jefferson Convention Complex and Five 
Points South. 

• It serves areas south of Birmingham that are experiencing rapid economic and population 
growth. 

• It will provide a connection to the planned downtown transit system, which is currently under 
consideration under a separate AA-DEIS process. 

 
1.1 Background 
In the early to mid 1900’s, Birmingham enjoyed a more dynamic public transit system that 
served the downtown area and many outlying areas.  However, with the arrival of the 
automobile, transit usage declined and the downtown transit system was eventually deserted.  
Since that time, automobile-oriented land use patterns have developed in the areas experiencing 
growth.  Consequently, investment in transit infrastructure in the Greater Birmingham region has 
not kept pace with changes in the area’s transportation needs.  In response to these challenges, 
transportation officials in the Birmingham region have begun looking for ways to improve and 
expand the region’s transit system. 
 
Over the past few years, several public transportation studies have been conducted in the 
Birmingham region that analyzed the I-65 corridor and other high priority corridors in the greater 
Birmingham area.  The Strategic Regional Multimodal Mobility Plan (SRMMP), completed in 
1999, initiated the development of a congestion management system for the Birmingham 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), and determined the viability for regional transit 
improvements such as high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes and light rail.  Next, the 
Birmingham-Jefferson County Transit Authority (BJCTA) Transit Development Program (FY 
2000-2004) Final Report, completed in 2000, reviewed previous studies on current transportation 
plans and examined Birmingham’s current transit system and needs.   
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Figure 1.1 – Project Study Area 
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It also looked at developing and evaluating system alternatives and addressed project costs and 
potential funding sources over a five-year period from 2000 to 2004.  The Birmingham Regional 
Transportation Alternatives Analysis, completed in 2004, identified transportation deficiencies in 
Greater Birmingham and evaluated modal and alignment options that addressed mobility needs 
in the study area.  Currently, the In-Town Transit Partnership Project is in the process of 
conducting an Alternatives Analysis and preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
potential transit service improvements in the Downtown Birmingham and University of 
Alabama-Birmingham activity centers.  Potential transit service includes enhanced bus services, 
bus rapid transit (BRT) and rail transit alternatives.  
 
The Regional Transit Improvement Strategy (RTIS) was produced in 2004 to serve as a regional 
transit service plan for the Birmingham area. It provides a summary of recommendations from 
the Birmingham Regional Transportation Alternatives Analysis, the Park-and-Ride Study, and 
the Birmingham Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Plan.  In it is an overview of the 
services provided by the BJCTA and proposed improvements for the existing services.  Proposed 
transit improvements in the RTIS include: express bus service in the I-65 north and south 
corridors; HOV lanes along I-65 in the south corridor; enhanced bus service along US 31 as well 
as Green Springs Highway/Columbiana Road in the south corridor; and park-n-ride lots along    
I-65 and/or US 31 in Gardendale, Fultondale, Calera, Hoover and Pelham. 
 
1.2 Project Goals and Objectives 
The following goals and objectives were based on guidance from the Technical Advisory Sub-
Committee (TASC), Project Steering Committee (PSC) and public meeting input.  
 
GOAL I:  Provide transportation improvements that create innovative alternatives to single-
occupant vehicle travel and enhance existing alternatives. 
Objectives:  
• Reduce peak hour congestion. 
• Improve mobility in the corridor. 
• Supplement and enhance existing transit options. 
 
GOAL II: Coordinate transportation planning with economic development efforts and 
surrounding land use, either to maximize land use potential or to protect existing land uses along 
the corridor. 
Objectives:   
• Protect viability of economic development centers and potential for economic growth. 
• Integrate future transportation projects with existing land use desires. 
• Consider future residential growth.   
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GOAL III:  Incorporate enforcement strategies that maximize the effectiveness of alternatives. 
Objectives:  
• Ensure enforcement elements are incorporated into the planning. 
• Consider appropriate type of enforcement and operational strategies. 
• Confirm legislation is in place to provide necessary enforcement authority.   
 
GOAL IV:  Share the benefit and burden equitably, paying particular attention to environmental 
justice communities. 
Objectives:   
• Protect the livability, quality and integrity of established neighborhoods. 
• Avoid and minimize potential impacts to low income and minority populations. 
 
GOAL V:  Be feasible, in terms of purpose and need, funding, and practical implementation. 
Objectives:   
• Provide flexibility for future expansion and modification.   
• Provide technologies that are practical and implementable.   
• Maximize the opportunity that Federal, State, local, and/or private funding will be available to 

fund improvements. 
 
GOAL VI:  Rely on high-quality data to educate elected officials, residents, and other users of 
transportation facilities on the benefits and impacts of transportation facilities. 
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2.0 METHODOLOGY 
The study criteria have been separated into four broad categories for analysis; Facility Treatment 
Criteria, Physical Characteristics Criteria, Funding Criteria and Policy Criteria. Each category 
provides a specific approach and application for determining the most feasible option for the I-65 
corridor. The outcome of each screening is summarized and provided along with a recommended 
strategy for feasible options in the I-65 corridor. The screening criteria were developed by the 
MAGIC 65 study team in collaboration with the goals and objectives set forth by the Project 
Steering Committee, the Technical Advisory Committee and input from the public.  
 
The study corridor was divided into to segments (listed below) for evaluation purposes. The 
following six segments on I-65 were used for the facility treatment and physical characteristics 
screening. The segments are shown in Figure 2.1.  
 

1. SR 25 (Exit 228) to US 31 (Exit 238) 
2. North of US 31 to Valleydale Road (Exit 247) 
3. North of Valleydale Road to Lakeshore Drive (Exit 255) 
4. North of Lakeshore Drive to I-20/59 (Exit 261)  
5. North I-20/59 to US 31 (Exit 266) 
6. North of US 31 to Proposed Northern Beltline 
 

Additional segments on US 31 were developed to specifically examine the feasibility of bus 
rapid transit (BRT) on a non-interstate corridor.  The feasibility of BRT on a non-interstate 
corridor using portions of US 31 parallel to the I-65 study corridor was explored as a part of this 
study. The BRT analysis examined similar operational characteristics to those defined for the     
I-65 corridor to determine not only if BRT is viable option in this corridor, but to determine if it 
is an efficient enhancement to the existing transit network. The following segments roughly 
paralleling the I-65 corridor were developed for analysis purposes and are shown in Figure 2.2. 
 

1. US 31 – SR 25 to Montevallo Road (just north of US 31 crossing I-65)  
2. US 31 – Montevallo Road to CR 17 (Helena Road/Valleydale Road)  
3. US 31 – CR 17 to Columbiana Road @ I-65  
4. Columbiana Road/Green Springs Highway – I-65 (exit 252) to University Boulevard  
5. University Boulevard – Green Springs Highway to US 31  
6. US 31 – University Boulevard to I-20  
7. US 31 – I-20 to CR 121/Walker Chapel Road (I-65 exit 267)  
8. US 31 – CR 121/Walker Chapel Road to CR 112/Proposed Northern Beltline 
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Figure 2.1 - I-65 Study Segments 

 



      
    
 

  Methodology 
 2-3 

I-65 Corridor Feasibility Study 
Final Report 

Figure 2.2 – US 31 Study Segments 
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2.1 Screening Criteria Development 
Screening criteria were developed for the MAGIC 65 project to identify feasible solutions for the 
I-65 corridor. The screening process was divided into four categories to discern the appropriate 
facility type, typical section, funding approach and associated policies. The Facility Treatment 
Criteria were used to screen possible innovative solutions, including HOV, BRT and other 
special purpose uses based on established trends that support these treatments. The results of the 
Facility Treatment Screening are available in Section 3.0. The Physical Characteristics criteria 
were used to analyze potential improvements to I-65 and whether or not they are feasible in 
relation to the surrounding physical environment. The Physical Characteristics Screening 
findings are provided in Section 4.0. The Policy Screening would look at policies that need to be 
in place to support various facility treatments and also explore enforcement issues related to each 
facility type and is discussed in Section 5.0.  Information was gathered from other cities and 
transportation agency guidance to understand funding scenarios for each type of facility 
treatment; this would include both traditional and innovative sources to complete the Funding 
Screening which is explained in Section 6.0.  
 
The screening criteria were developed based on the goals and objectives for the study as well as 
on national trends from successful systems. Infrastructure screening criteria were developed 
based on potential physical impacts to the environment and community. The screening criteria 
were selected based on their applicability to the corridor and the specific options being analyzed.  
 
2.2 Evaluation of Facility Treatments 
The Facility Treatment screening compared potential innovative solutions for special purpose 
lanes on the I-65 corridor including, HOV, HOT, Managed lanes, bus only and truck only. The 
analysis was completed using screening criteria based on operational characteristics. Data on 
existing and anticipated future traffic conditions provided insight into congestion, travel demand, 
and safety. Extensive data collection information can be found in the Existing Conditions 
Technical Memorandum, October 30, 2006 completed for this study. The study team conducted 
research on national trends that establish thresholds for the success and feasibility for individual 
facility treatments. These thresholds were applied to the data to determine which facility 
treatments are suitable for the I-65 corridor. The operational screening of the study corridor 
segments will focus on criteria developed for the following categories: 
 
• Land use compatibility 
• Congestion 
• Travel time savings 
• Potential high occupancy vehicles 
• Work trip origins and destinations 
• Park and ride/support facilities 
• Transit system performance 
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2.3 Evaluation of Physical Characteristics 
The Physical Characteristic Screening examined the impact of the potential typical sections on 
the existing roadway and the surrounding physical and social environment. Multiple typical 
sections were developed by the study team engineers using different design strategies and 
locations within the corridor. The Physical Characteristics Screening was divided into three sub-
categories for screening: engineering, environmental and demographic. The engineering 
screening analyzed the proposed typical sections in terms of its foot print, potential right-of-way 
requirements, compatibility with future plans, and preliminary construction cost estimates. This 
section also provides preliminary cost ranges that are associated with BRT elements and the 
potential for those elements in the I-65 and US 31 corridors. The environmental screening looked 
at environmental factors that may be a fatal flaw such as impacts on the natural environment and 
cultural resources. The demographic screening was focused on environmental justice issues and 
identified possible underserved communities that may have a disproportionate impact. 
 
2.4 Policy and Funding Considerations 
Major policy decisions that are related to special purpose lanes include vehicle eligibility, access 
control and pricing. Vehicle eligibility determines the type of vehicle or the vehicle occupancy 
required for the facility. Access control determines whether it is fully available through striping, 
limited by barriers or controlled through specific access points. Pricing would determine if 
tolling would be permitted on the facility or if there would be different pricing strategies for 
different traffic conditions. All of these decisions have an impact on the enforceability of the 
facility and should be taken into consideration when determining the fines for breaking the 
established policy. Additional policy considerations that influence the success of a transportation 
improvement include educational and marketing programs and the availability of support 
facilities.  
 
Project cost estimates were developed as a part of the engineering screening and provide an 
estimate of what the project costs would be and therefore the level of funding needed. The 
screening of funding sources reviewed the sources used to implement similar projects throughout 
locations in the U.S. and other legislatively viable options. A review of traditional and innovative 
funding sources is provided along with its applicability for this corridor. 
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3.0 FACILITY TREATMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 
Several facility treatments including HOV, HOT, Managed Lanes, truck only lanes, bus only 
lanes and BRT were considered for the I-65 corridor. The resulting recommendations were a 
result of an overview of operational characteristics and determining which treatments were 
appropriate based on the data. The 46 mile long corridor was divided into segments for analysis 
purposes and was used to determine if a facility treatment may be viable for some but not all 
portions of the corridor. The segments are shown for I-65 and US 31 in Figures 2.1 and 2.2, 
respectively.  
  
3.1 Initial Screening 
As described in Section 2.0, both I-65 and US 31 were analyzed at a smaller segment level to 
determine the appropriate facility treatment for the corridors. Demographic data for population 
and employment density were used based on a one mile buffer around the corridor. A 
transportation analysis zone (TAZ) was the unit of analysis used for the purposes with data 
provided by RPC. Traffic data including level of service (LOS), average daily traffic (ADT), 
percent truck traffic, and travel speed were collected from the regional model and the Alabama 
Department of Transportation (ALDOT).  The initial review of the data was used to determine if 
the potential facility treatments were suitable in the I-65 corridor.  
 
Based on the initial screening HOT lanes, managed lanes, truck lanes and bus only lanes were 
eliminated from further evaluation. The potential demand for an HOV lane is just within the 
viable thresholds and therefore a more expansive system such as HOT or managed lanes were 
not viable at this time. HOT or Managed lanes should be a policy decision and possibly 
implemented when demand warrants it. HOV should be introduced in Birmingham prior to the 
introduction of a toll or managed facility. Planning efforts should consider that future 
determination for tolls or managed lanes will require a barrier and should be considered in early 
planning phases to eliminate multiple construction projects in the future. 
 
Truck-only lanes are not a viable option in this corridor. The percentage of truck traffic does not 
warrant it and existing policy for the use of I-459 removes unnecessary traffic from the city 
center. The expansion of I-459 on the north side of greater Birmingham (Northern Beltline) may 
further reduce truck traffic in the city center. The existing truck traffic does not meet the 
minimum threshold of 20 percent of the traffic in any of the segments. 

3.1.1 High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes 
High-occupancy vehicle lanes have been identified as a feasible option for the I-65 corridor 
based on the initial screening. HOV lanes may be implemented on arterial streets but are more 
commonly used on freeways. HOV lanes are lanes that may be used by vehicles that carry two or 
more people; this includes carpools, vanpools and buses. The traffic conditions in the I-65 
corridor suggest that an improvement is needed to manage congestion and increase person 
throughput rather than vehicle throughput. HOV lanes are identified with a diamond symbol and 
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the lane may be separated by painted stripes or a physical barrier to limit interaction with general 
purpose lanes.  

3.1.2 Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
Bus rapid transit is a public transportation option that offers, faster more reliable travel times 
similar to rail, but with the flexibility of buses. BRT is distinguished from traditional buses by 
having the ability to incorporate different services and amenities such as: 
 

• Travel in dedicated or mixed traffic lanes 
• Rapid fare collection systems 
• Traffic signal preference 
• Ground level boarding 
• Enhanced stations and shelters 
• Limited stop or express service 
• On-board amenities 
• Use of ITS technologies 

 
BRT has been identified as a feasible option for public transportation service in the I-65 corridor 
using the HOV facilities. BRT service in the I-65 corridor would serve commuters both to the 
employment destinations as well as offer service for a reverse commute for intown residents. 
BRT is also a viable option serving communities along US 31. Portions of the US 31 corridor 
have the densities needed to support BRT service. Service in this corridor would most likely 
have more frequent stops than BRT on I-65.  
 
3.2 Segment Prioritization 
The initial screening was further refined to determine which segments were most feasible for 
HOV and BRT. Additional data was calculated such as travel time savings, HOV vehicles per 
lane per hour, and percentages of work trip origins and destinations in the corridor. The data 
were calculated and retrieved from the current regional model. The following criteria were 
assigned ratings of 1, 2, or 3 to differentiate between the segments. A rating of 1 was assigned if 
the segment met the optimal threshold or better, a rating of 2 for being within a feasible range 
and a rating of 3 if it was below the feasible range. The segments were then classified into three 
categories; immediately feasible, near future, or long range based on the overall rating of all 
categories. A detailed matrix of data is provided in Appendix A. 
 
The thresholds used for this analysis were determined based on national trends for existing 
successful systems. Existing HOV lanes and BRT systems occur in large metropolitan areas and 
therefore conditions such as ADT and population and employment densities are higher as a result 
of a larger population. There are no standard specifications for determining appropriate 
thresholds, but experience from other cities provides guidance as to what may be suitable. The 
follow categories were used to compare the feasibility of HOV lanes on the six segments for      
I-65. The Segment locations are identified in Figure 2.1. 
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Population Density (Existing and Future) 
1 2 3 

Greater than 5,000 per 
square mile 

1,500 to 5,000 per square 
mile 

Less than 1,500 per square 
mile 

 
Employment Density (Existing and Future) 

1 2 3 
Greater than 10,000 per 
square mile 

3,000 to 10,000  per square 
mile 

Less than 3,000 per square 
mile 

 
Travel Time Savings 

1 2 3 
Greater than 1 minute per 
mile 

½ to 1 minute per mile Less than a ½ minute per 
mile 

 
Level of Service (Existing and Future) 

1 2 3 
LOS F  LOS E  LOS D or better  
 
Average Daily Traffic (ADT) per lane (Existing and Future) 

1 2 3 
Greater than 25,000 15,000 to 25,000 Less than 15,000 
 
Congested Travel Speed 

1 2 3 
35 mph or less 45-34 mph Greater than 45 mph 
 
Projected Vehicles per hour per lane in HOV Lanes 

1 2 3 
600 or greater 400-600  Below 400 
 
Work Trip Origins and Destinations (Existing and Future) 

1 2 3 
25% or greater of total 15% to 25% of total Below 15% of total 
 
Although BRT is viable as a transit option based on the criteria used for the feasibility of HOV, 
additional categories were used exclusively to determine whether BRT is suitable in the corridor 
based on the existing public transportation and service availability in the region. The availability 
of transit service and the transit LOS, if applicable, were considered as other indicators for BRT 
feasibility.  
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It is assumed that the BRT would operate in the HOV lanes on I-65, but to explore other options 
for the location of transit service, an alternate corridor roughly following US 31 was considered. 
The US 31 corridor was divided into eight segments for analysis purposes and are shown in 
Figure 2.2. The criteria used to measure the feasibility of BRT in the US 31 corridor were 
population densities, employment densities, roadway and transit LOS, and the availability of 
existing transit. 

3.2.1 Facility Treatment Segment Prioritization Results 
Criteria Segment 

1 
Segment 

2 
Segment 

3 
Segment 

4 
Segment 

5 
Segment 

6 
2005 Population Density 3 3 2 2 2 3 
2030 Population Density 3 3 2 2 3 3 
2005 Employment 
Density 

3 3 3 1 2 3 

2030 Employment 
Density 

3 3 2 1 2 3 

2030 Travel Time 
Savings 

3 3 2 2 3 3 

Existing LOS 3 1 2 2 2 3 
2030 LOS 2 1 1 1 1 3 
Existing ADT per lane 3 2 2 2 2 3 
2030 ADT per lane 1 1 1 2 1 2 
2030 Congested Travel 
Speed 

3 2 2 2 3 3 

2030 Vehicles per hour 
per lane (HOV) 

2 1 1 2 2 2 

2004 Work Trip Origins 3 2 1 2 3 3 
2030 Work Trip Origins 2 2 1 2 3 3 
2004 Work Trip 
Destinations 

3 2 2 1 3 3 

2030 Work Trip 
Destinations 

3 2 2 1 3 3 

AVERAGE RATING 2.7 2.1 1.7 1.7 2.3 2.9 
 
3.3 Recommended Actions 

3.3.1 I-65 Feasibility 
Immediate Feasibility  
Segment 3 (North of Valleydale Road to Lakeshore Drive) and Segment 4 (North of Lakeshore 
Drive to I-20/59) are recommended as immediately feasible based on the facility treatment 
screening for HOV and BRT. Both Segments 3 and 4 currently function at LOS E and are 
projected to be operating at LOS F in 2030. An analysis of work trip origins and destinations in 
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the I-65 corridor reveal that the majority of origins are within Segment 3 while a majority of 
destinations are in Segment 4.  The future travel time savings is anticipated to be a half of minute 
per mile in both Segments 3 and 4. Although this is not ideal, greater travel time savings may be 
experienced as a result of the new system. BRT is feasible for Segments 3 and 4 not only 
because of the feasibility of implementing the HOV system, but also because of the number of 
work trip origins and destinations that occur within these segments and the fact that there is not 
transit service currently in this corridor. BRT should be considered as an express service using 
the HOV lanes to serve this corridor. Express service should be coordinated with other plans to 
expand transit service in the area and be integrated into plans for a downtown connector service. 
 
Near Future Feasibility  
Segment 1 (SR 25 to US 31), Segment 2 (North of US 31 to Valleydale Road) and Segment 5 
(North I-20/59 to US 31) have been classified as being feasible in the near future. For these 
segments, the current conditions do not quite meet the established thresholds for HOV and BRT 
viability, but the future conditions do warrant the implementation. A more detailed analysis of 
portions of Segment 1 revealed that breaking it into sub segments, a southern portion (from SR 
25 to US 31) and a northern portion (US 31 to US 31), identified the northern portion as more 
feasible. The southern portion may be separated in future studies as long range feasible as 
opposed to near future feasible. Segment 1 is expected to reach a LOS of E by 2030 and 
Segments 2 and 5 are anticipated to be a LOS of F by 2030. Segment 1 and 2 are expected to 
grow significantly by 2030 increasing their percentage of the work trip origins for the I-65 
corridor. Segment 5 is expected to become increasingly congested and would serve as the 
connecting link to the future expansion with Segment 6. Segment 5 is the shortest segment in this 
evaluation at a length of just under 5 miles, which may not fully detail the viability of HOV and 
BRT in this segment.  BRT is feasible in Segments 1, 2 and 5 as HOV lanes are implemented. 
Segment 2 and 5 are more favorable towards BRT in terms of density and access, but the 
anticipated growth occurring in Shelby County along Segment 1 would also provide an 
opportunity to provide transit as an option as the growth occurs.  
 
Long Range Feasibility 
Segment 6 (North of US 31 to Proposed Northern Beltline) is categorized as a long range plan 
for HOV lane and BRT implementation. The analysis revealed Segment 6 as not meeting the 
thresholds that are supportive of HOV and BRT services at this time. As future development 
occurs and with the construction of projects such as Corridor X (Future I-22) and the northern 
Beltline, there may be a greater need for Segment 6 in a long range planning scenario. As this 
portion of the corridor is developed new data may show earlier feasibility, but at this time it is 
not a high priority segment.  

3.3.2 US 31 Feasibility 
BRT was identified as immediately feasible in the US 31 corridor in Segments 3 and 4, that were 
identified for US 31, and are shown in Figure 2.2. Segments 5 and 6 were eliminated from 
further evaluation because the BRT options should be coordinated and integrated with plans for 
transit in downtown Birmingham although they were deemed feasible in the analysis. Segments 
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2 and 7 have been identified as near future feasible and Segments 1 and 8 as long range feasible. 
The evaluation matrix with the criteria ratings can be found in Appendix A. An evaluation of 
transit serving this area has been conducted and it is recommended that BRT from Segment 4 
interface with the planned system instead of trying to overlap transit service. The future demand 
between Segments 2 and 4 may warrant investment in providing BRT that is fully integrated 
with transit service downtown and on the University of Alabama Birmingham (UAB) campus. 
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4.0 PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Physical Characteristic Screening primarily examined the impact of the potential typical 
sections on the existing I-65 alignment and the surrounding physical and social environment. 
Multiple typical sections were developed by the study team engineers using different design 
strategies and locations within the corridor. The Physical Characteristics Screening is divided 
into three sub-categories for screening: engineering, environmental and demographic. The 
engineering screening analyzed the proposed typical sections in terms of its foot print, potential 
right-of-way requirements, compatibility with future plans, and preliminary cost estimates. A 
section detailing preliminary cost ranges that are associated with BRT elements and the potential 
for those elements in the I-65 and US 31 corridors is provided. The environmental screening has 
looked at environmental factors that may be a fatal flaw such as impacts on the natural 
environment and cultural resources. The demographic screening has predominantly focused on 
environmental justice issues and has identified locations that may have a disproportionate impact 
on underserved communities. 
 
4.1 Engineering Screening for I-65 
The engineering screening primarily consisted of analyzing the potential impacts of several 
proposed typical sections along I-65 in the study area. The Study Team performed three levels of 
analysis of proposed typical sections in order to determine a final set of recommended typical 
sections for I-65.  However, in order to be in a position to evaluate the impact of the potential 
typical sections, the Study Team accomplished the following tasks for the I-65 corridor: 
 
• Established existing right-of-way (ROW) limits along I-65. 

o Downloaded ROW Adobe PDF files from ALDOT Hummingbird website. 
o Acquired additional existing ROW mapping from ALDOT. 

• Converted existing ROW files to true scale raster images. 
• Converted raster images to Microstation® design file elements. 
• Acquired approximate location of Northern Beltline required ROW and Corridor X (Future     

I-22) required ROW and converted both to Microstation® design elements. 
• Acquired three-dimensional (3-D) digital data for length of corridor. 
• Converted 3-D digital data to Inroads®surface files. 
• Acquired aerial photogrammetry. 

o SID files from RPC. 
o TIF files from ALDOT and Shelby County. 

• Created horizontal alignments using existing lane lines for northbound and southbound 
alignments. 

• Analyzed from photography the lane configurations for northbound and southbound alignments 
throughout the corridor and tied them to the horizontal alignments. 

• Used the horizontal alignments and 3-D surface models to establish the existing vertical 
profiles. 

• Created existing vertical alignments along the horizontal alignments. 
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Once this design foundation was developed for the analysis, the Study team used three screening 
phases to establish a final set of recommendations.  The following paragraphs describe the 
screening process. 

4.1.1 Initial Typical Section Screening 
Various typical sections were developed that may be used for HOV, HOT, managed lanes, or bus 
or truck only lanes. The typical sections being proposed include using the interior median area or 
the outside of the existing alignment, using barrier separated lanes in either location, or using a 
facility completely separated on one side or the other on elevated structures. The following 
thirteen typical sections and their planning level unit construction costs per mile were under 
preliminary consideration for this corridor. Figures of these typical sections are provided in 
Appendix B. 
 
• Median Concurrent striped one lane each direction - ($4.852 million/mile) 
• Median Concurrent barrier one lane each direction  - ($7.382 million/mile) 
• Median Concurrent barrier two lanes each direction - ($8.628 million/mile) 
 
• Median Elevated one lane each direction - ($29.881 million/mile) 
• Median Elevated two lanes each direction - ($43.772 million/mile) 
 
• Outside Split At-grade barrier one lane each side - ($7.382 million/mile) 
• Outside One-side At-grade barrier two lanes (one each direction) - ($7.407 million/mile) 
 
• Outside Split Elevated one lane each side - ($27.603 million/mile) 
• Outside One-side Elevated two lanes (one each direction) - ($27.330 million/mile) 
 
• Outside Split At-grade barrier two lanes each side - ($9.268 million/mile) 
• Outside One-side At-grade barrier four lanes (two each direction) - ($9.293 million/mile) 
 
• Outside Split Elevated two lanes (one on each side) - ($38.668 million/mile) 
• Outside One-side Elevated four lanes (two each direction) - ($39.010 million/mile) 
 
In addition to these typical sections, planning level unit costs were developed for the following 
separate (i.e. new location) elevated sections:  
 
• Separate Elevated two lanes (one each direction) - ($25.908 million/mile) 
• Separate Elevated four lanes (two each direction) - ($37.607 million/mile) 
 
For the purposes of this study, the following additional planning level unit costs were developed 
by the Study team for interchange modifications, replacements and new interchanges: 
 
• Existing Interchange Modification (underpass) – ($5.757 million) 
• Existing Interchange Modification (overpass) – ($3.233 million) 
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• Existing Overpass Bridge Raised - ($0.985 million) 
 
• New HOV Interchange with Partial Access (one side) - ($4.747 million) 
• New HOV Interchange with Full Access (both sides) - ($5.835 million) 
 
All of these cost estimates were computed using ALDOT’s Design Bureau Location Section 
Preliminary Cost Estimate Chart dated August 2006.  The typical section unit costs provided in 
this section assumed a base of three general use lanes plus the cost for an additional general use 
lane and the cost for an HOV/HOT lane(s) in each direction on I-65.  If, for a particular segment, 
an additional general use lane is not desired, then $2.044 million should be subtracted from the 
typical section unit costs provided in Section 4.1.1.  This would leave only the cost for the new 
HOV/HOT lane(s). 
 
Some options may be more suitable for some facility treatments than others.  For example, the 
barrier separated system could be used for all facility treatment types but would be required for 
HOT lanes to control access, toll collection and enforcement. The intent of the initial screening 
was to present every possible typical section that would serve all the potential innovative uses of 
the I-65 corridor (i.e. HOV, HOT, managed lanes, or bus or truck only lanes).   
 
Based on the input from the MAGIC 65 Technical Advisory Sub-Committee (TASC) and Project 
Steering Committee (PSC), the thirteen possible typical sections were narrowed down to four.  
Considerations brought up in the TASC and PSC meetings included construction cost, ROW 
impact, enforcement, policy and intended use of the new lanes.  The TASC and PSC both 
decided HOT lanes and managed lanes were not desired since the expected traffic demand for 
these types of lanes would not be high enough.  Therefore, all the four-lane typical sections were 
eliminated from further consideration since these were proposed to be used by HOT or managed 
lane systems.  Other issues included potential HOV use (24-hour use versus peak hour only) and 
the possibility of switching over from HOV lanes to HOT lanes in the future.  Therefore, the 
barrier separated typical sections were still considered for the next level of screening.  The 
outside-at-grade-barrier-separated was not considered for further screening due to its expected 
ROW impact.  Also, the median-elevated typical sections were eliminated from further 
consideration due to their high construction cost and potential impact to the existing I-65 
alignment.   

4.1.2 Secondary Typical Section Screening 
Based on the initial typical section screening, four typical sections were advanced to the second 
level of screening in order to determine their potential ROW impact: 
 
• Median Concurrent striped one lane each direction  
• Median Concurrent barrier one lane each direction 
• Outside Split Elevated one lane each side  
• Outside One-side Elevated two lanes (one each direction) 
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The median-concurrent typical sections were the most popular with the TASC and PSC members 
due to their lower construction cost and ROW impact.  Based on the TASC meeting, the median-
concurrent-striped typical section was modified in order to remove the four foot buffer between 
the general purpose lanes and the HOV lane.  Also, the HOV lane for the median-concurrent-
striped alternative will only be twelve feet wide, instead of fourteen feet.  These modifications 
make the median-concurrent-striped typical section consistent with the typical section being used 
for the current I-65 widening projects between US 31 (Alabaster) and Valleydale Road.  The 
outside-elevated typical sections were carried forward to the next level of screening since they 
might be able to reduce the impact to the I-65 alignment and avoid reconstructing extensive 
sections of existing interstate.   
 
The Study team developed a foot print of the remaining four typical sections for the entire I-65 
corridor using Inroads®.  Once the foot print of each typical section was developed, an additional 
50 foot buffer was added to the foot print in order to account for several potential issues such as 
roadway drainage issues and relocation issues.  The potential foot print with the added 50 foot 
buffer of each typical section was compared to the existing ROW boundaries.  Based on the 
secondary screening, the outside-elevated typical sections impacted the existing ROW 
substantially more than the median-concurrent typical sections.  Therefore, due to the high ROW 
impacts and higher construction costs, the outside-elevated typical sections were eliminated from 
further consideration as a viable alternative for the entire I-65 corridor.  However, the elevated 
typical sections were still considered the most viable alternative for I-65 at the I-459 interchange, 
the I-20/I-59 interchange and in the vicinity of the planned Corridor X (Future I-22) interchange. 

4.1.3 Final Typical Section Screening 
Based on the secondary typical section screening, two typical sections were advanced to third 
and final level of screening: 
 
                                                  
• Median Concurrent Striped,  
    one lane each direction 
 
 
 
 
 
• Median Concurrent barrier,  
    one lane each direction 
 
 
These two typical sections were assumed to run the entire length of the I-65 corridor except at 
the system interchanges with the other interstates.  Where I-65 intersected other interstates, both 
of the two remaining typical sections shown above transitioned into an elevated section. Even 
though the elevated typical sections were eliminated from further consideration as a viable 

3 to 5 general purpose lanes 
(varies) 

3 to 5 general purpose lanes 
(varies) 

HOV 
lane 

HOV 
lane 

����
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alternative for the entire I-65 corridor, they were still considered the most viable alternative for  
I-65 at the I-459 interchange, the I-20/59 interchange and in the vicinity of the planned Corridor 
X (Future I-22) interchange.  It was assumed that the elevated HOV lanes would stay within the 
existing ROW at the I-459 interchange as well as at the I-20/59 interchange.  However, for the 
section of I-65 in the vicinity of the Corridor X (Future I-22) interchange, it was assumed that the 
elevated HOV lanes would be located on the west side of I-65 and require new ROW.  Please see 
below the elevated typical section used for these locations: 
 
 
• One-side Elevated two lanes (one each direction) – 

assumed HOV lane typical section at the I-459, I-20/59 
and Corridor X (Future I-22) interchanges.  

 
 
 
The purpose of the final typical section screening was to determine potential impacts that each 
remaining typical section may have on the physical and social environment, and whether it was 
appropriate to support the recommended facility treatment.   Table 4.1 summarizes the ROW 
impacts and the estimate construction costs for the two remaining typical sections by segment.   
Table 4.1 also indicates which segments and typical sections are consistent with current 
transportation plans.  The median-concurrent-striped typical section is consistent with current 
transportation plans for Segments 1, 2 and part of Segments 3 and 4.   The median-concurrent-
barrier alternative departs from the current plans for I-65 and would require changes to the local 
and state transportation plans in order to accommodate the additional ROW impacts and 
additional costs incurred due to the wider foot print that the barrier-separated HOV lanes would 
require. 
 
Table 4.1 summarizes the total new ROW required for each HOV lane option as well as the total 
number of ROW encroachments for each typical section’s foot print.  The estimated construction 
costs shown in Table 4.1 are based on the ALDOT Design Bureau Location Section Preliminary 
Costs Estimate Chart (August 2006 version) and used an overhead additive of 30% (2% 
engineering controls, 5% mobilization, 13% engineering and inspection and 10% preliminary 
engineering).  Table 4.1 also includes the approximate length of the corridor that would require 
an elevated HOV lane section (where I-65 intersected other interstates) as well as the length of  
I-65 bridges that would require widening due to the new HOV lanes.  For the purposes of the 
cost estimate, it was assumed that cross-street bridges would be raised for the median-
concurrent-striped option and would be replaced for the median-concurrent-barrier option, since 
the barrier-separated option will require significantly more width than the striped option.  Table 
4.1 shows the number of cross-street bridges that would need to be raised or replaced for each 
section.  Finally, the estimated construction costs shown for Segments 1 and 2 (from SR 25 in 
Calera all the way to Valleydale Road) include the cost of widening I-65 from four lanes to six 
lanes as well as adding a new HOV lane in each direction.  It should be noted that the cost for 
new HOV interchanges in the corridor was not included in the construction cost estimate.  It 
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should also be noted that a unit cost for utility adjustments was not included in the construction 
cost.  This would be an additional cost of $915,000 per mile for both HOV lane options.   
 
As shown in Table 4.1, the median-concurrent-striped typical section will have less ROW impact 
and a lower estimated construction cost than the median-concurrent-barrier typical section for 
each segment.  For segments such as Segment 5, which includes the Corridor X (Future I-22) 
interchange, the ROW impact and construction costs will be similar for both HOV options since 
both options will use the same elevated HOV lane typical section for sections in the vicinity of 
system interchanges with other interstates.  For the entire I-65 corridor, the median-concurrent-
barrier option will require approximately 85% more new ROW and will have a construction cost 
of approximately 46% more than the median-concurrent-striped option.  The median-concurrent-
striped option will require approximately 124 acres of new ROW and will have an estimated 
construction cost of $459 million.  The median-concurrent-barrier option will require 
approximately 229 acres of new ROW and will have an estimated construction cost of $671 
million.  These construction costs do not include ROW costs, utility costs or the cost of new 
HOV interchanges. 
 
4.2 Recommended Typical Sections for I-65 
The engineering screening has compared the proposed typical sections based on their 
engineering impacts including, bridge and interchange crossings, existing and needed right-of-
way (ROW), planned projects and preliminary cost estimates.  Based on the engineering 
screening analysis, the two typical sections that were included in the final screening are both 
viable options for adding HOV lanes to the I-65 corridor.  The median-concurrent-barrier option 
will obviously require more new ROW (approximately 85% more) and will have a higher 
construction cost (approximately 46% higher) than the median-concurrent-striped option, but it 
will provide flexibility for future use of the HOV lanes (i.e. High-Occupancy-Toll or Managed 
lanes) and will be easier to enforce.  Also, while it would be preferable to use one typical section 
for HOV lanes throughout the corridor (striped or barrier-separated), it may be more feasible to 
use one typical section for some segments and another typical section for the remaining 
segments.  Therefore, at this stage in the planning process, it should not be assumed that one 
typical section must be used throughout the corridor.   
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Table 4.1 – Physical Characteristics Screening – Engineering Summary for I-65 

 
 

 

Length of Length of
Approximate Number Segment I-65 Bridges Assumed Assumed

Compatibility New ROW of Individual Estimated to be to be Cross-Street Cross-Street
I-65 Length with Future Required ROW Construction Elevated Widened Bridges to be Bridges to be

Segment (miles) HOV Lane Option Plans (acres) Encroachments Cost (1) (2) (3)
(miles) (feet) Raised Replaced

Median Concurrent Striped Yes 21 13 $83,240,870 0 1,519 5 0
Median Concurrent Barrier No 66 26 $135,777,835 0 1,519 0 5
Median Concurrent Striped Yes 1 1 $73,729,420 0 1,404 3 0
Median Concurrent Barrier No 6 12 $116,879,540 0 1,404 0 3
Median Concurrent Striped Partially 7 12 $68,087,920 0.95 2,458 3 0
Median Concurrent Barrier No 29 27 $102,447,200 0.95 2,458 0 3
Median Concurrent Striped Partially 26 15 $48,465,090 0.57 2,865 2 0
Median Concurrent Barrier No 43 19 $71,861,995 0.57 2,865 0 2
Median Concurrent Striped No 59 9 $132,169,880 3.27 3,750 3 0
Median Concurrent Barrier No 60 12 $152,658,770 3.27 3,750 0 3
Median Concurrent Striped No 9 7 $53,722,420 0.50 1,046 4 0
Median Concurrent Barrier No 25 15 $91,449,460 0.50 1,046 0 4

Median Concurrent Striped Partially 124 57 $459,415,600 5.29 13,042 20 0
Median Concurrent Barrier No 229 111 $671,074,800 5.29 13,042 0 20

NOTE:
(1)  Construction Costs are based on ALDOT's Design Bureau Location Section Preliminary Cost Estimate Chart (August 2006)
(2)  Construction Costs for Segments 1 and 2 assumed the widening of I-65 from four to six lanes plus an HOV lane in each direction.
(3)  Construction Costs do not include ROW cost, utility costs or the cost of new HOV interchanges.

8.0

46.1

4

5

6

Total

4.9
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1 10.8

2

3
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4.3 Bus Rapid Transit Recommendations 
Detailed cost estimates for BRT were not developed at this phase of study because ridership was 
not modeled or predicted. Ridership provides the information necessary for determining service 
frequency, number of vehicles needed and station types. Based on the initial screening completed 
for HOV and BRT, basic cost ranges have been developed that would be in addition to the 
infrastructure costs developed for the HOV typical sections. Infrastructure costs for BRT on    
US 31 were not developed and would be developed in detail during the next phase of study. 

4.3.1 Vehicles 
The number of vehicles needed is usually a function of ridership but it is also dependent upon 
route length and desired headways (service frequencies). A basic calculation was done to 
determine a potential number of vehicles that may be needed for both I-65 and US 31. As the 
analysis identified the majority of work trip destinations in the corridor fall in Segments 3 and 4 
on I-65 and on US 31 in a roughly equivalent area in Segments 3, 4, 5 and 6. Based on this 
information an assumption was made that service would generally terminate in these areas and 
would either begin at the south end of the corridor or at the north end of the corridor. The 
calculation used to estimate the number of vehicles needed is:  
 

Cycle time (minutes to make round trip)/Desired headway = number of vehicles 
 

An approximate trip length of 25 miles was used, and this was doubled to 50 miles for round trip. 
Travel speed for I-65 was approximated at 60 mph and for US 31 at 45 mph. A minimum cycle 
time was calculated by determining the number of minutes to make the trip plus and additional 
10 percent for layover/recovery time. Cycle time for a route on I-65 was approximated at 55 
minutes, and on US 31 approximated at 74 minutes. The Regional Transit Improvement Strategy 
(RTIS) identifies BRT operating at 10 – 15 minute headways during the peak hour. The number 
of vehicles for both a 10 minute and 15 minute headway was calculated. The number of vehicles 
recommended for the I-65 corridor with a 10 minute headway is 6 vehicles (rounded up from 
5.5). Approximately 8 vehicles (rounded up from 7.4) would be recommended for the US 31 
corridor assuming 10 minute headways. Approximately 4 vehicles (rounded up from 3.6) and 5 
vehicles (rounded up from 4.9) would be needed for 15 minute headways for I-65 and US 31, 
respectively.  
 
Vehicle cost range from between $300,000 to $1.6 million based on the type of vehicle and how 
specialized it is. The range for vehicle cost on I-65 for 6 vehicles could be between $1.8 million 
and $9.6 million. The cost range for 8 vehicles on US 31 would be between $2.4 million and 
$12.8 million.   

4.3.2 Stations 
Station locations were not specifically identified at this phase of study because ridership 
estimates were not developed nor was a detailed analysis of transit supportive land use. 
However, because the BRT on I-65 would use the HOV lanes, existing and proposed park and 
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ride facilities were identified as potential locations for designated stations. A designated station 
may include passenger amenities such as retail services, real time travel information, transit staff 
to assist with travel arrangements and have infrastructure that more closely resembles rail such as 
level passenger boarding and multiple platforms for different routes. As part of another study 
being completed for the RPC, the following potential park and ride lots have been initially 
proposed within the corridor that serve both I-65 and US 31. These locations are subject to 
change depending on the final recommendations of the park and ride lot study. 
 
• Calera – I-65 at US 31 (Exit 231) 
• Calera – I-65 at CR 87 (Exit 234) 
• Pelham – US 31 at Healthsouth 
• Pelham – US 31 at SR 119/Cahaba Valley Rd 
• Hoover – US 31 at Lorna Rd 
• Fultondale – I-65 at Walker Chapel Rd (Exit 267) 
• Gardendale – US 31 at CR 112 (Mt. Olive Rd) 
 
The typical cost for a designated BRT station can range from $150,000 to $2.5 million per 
station. Therefore, the cost to provide a designated station at the park and ride locations would 
range from $1 million to $17.5 million. The capital cost for this type of station may be offset 
somewhat if it is constructed within an existing park and ride facility.  
 
As part of the In-Town Transit Partnership Project, several additional park and ride facilities 
have been initially proposed in the downtown area.  It is recommended that a BRT station be 
incorporated at each of the final recommended park and ride lot facilities so that the commuter 
system may interface with the In-Town Transit Partnership Program routes. An enhanced stop 
may be appropriate at these locations and would include weather protective shelters, minor 
passenger amenities and may include real time travel information. The typical cost for an 
enhanced station ranges from $25,000 to $35,000 per shelter. 
 
Additional stops may be required, especially on US 31, whereas I-65 routes would be limited-
stop service. It is expected that US 31 routes would have more frequent stops. A simple stop cost 
ranges from $15,000 to $20,000. Enhanced stops may be considered for these locations to 
develop a separate identity for the BRT system. 

4.3.3 Fare Collection 
There are several fare collection processes that may be used for BRT as well as several options 
for fare transaction media. Fare collection processes include pay on-board systems (typical for 
buses), barrier enforced payments systems (typical at rail stations), and self-service systems. 
Self-service systems require the user to carry proof of purchase of fare which is printed by a 
ticket vending machine. The pay on-board systems may take cash or other transaction media and 
have a moderate equipment cost. The ticket vending machines used for the barrier enforced 
payment and self service range in cost from $30,000 to $60,000. The fare gate for a barrier 
enforced system ranges from $20,000 to $35,000. There are three basic types of transaction 
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media which become incrementally more costly; cash or paper media ($2,000 for mechanical 
fare box), magnetic stripe media ($10,000 to $12,000 for farebox with magnetic card processing 
unit) and smart cards ($12,000 to $14,000 for farebox with smart card reader). 

4.3.4 ITS Components  
ITS components may be integrated into a BRT system either on-board, at stations or at a 
transportation management center. The level of ITS integration is a policy decision that needs to 
be made during the development of the BRT system. 
 
• ITS On-board  

o Transit signal priority 
o Precision docking 
o Vehicle guidance 
o Collision avoidance 
o Vehicle tracking 
o Traveler information on vehicle 
o Passenger counters 

• ITS at Stations 
o Station access control 
o Traveler Information at stations 

• ITS as part of transportation management 
o Signal timing and phasing 
o Automated scheduling dispatch system 
o Vehicle mechanical monitoring and maintenance 
o Vehicle tracking 
o Advanced communication systems 
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4.4 Environmental Screening 
The environmental screening was conducted and resulted in the identification of potential 
impacts to the natural environment and cultural resources within the I-65 study corridor. The 
analysis used windshield surveys and data acquired from existing database sources.  The 
screening boundaries extended beyond the existing right-of-way to ensure the inclusion of the 
maximum potential of right-of-way (ROW) that may be needed for construction of a facility in 
the I-65 corridor.  The “worst-case scenario” typical section was used to determine a maximum 
foot print that would be used in the I-65 corridor.  The typical section used to determine the 
maximum foot print was the “outside one-side at-grade barrier four lanes (two each direction)” 
typical section.  This typical section would require the most ROW of all the thirteen typical 
sections proposed.  An additional 50 foot buffer was also added to this maximum foot print in 
order to account for several potential issues such as roadway drainage issues and relocation 
issues.   Therefore the environmental impacts shown below represent a worst-case scenario in the 
I-65 corridor and are divided by segments shown in Figure 2.1.  Consequently, if a HOV typical 
section requiring less ROW is selected as the preferred alternative, the impacts would be equal to 
or less than the ones discussed in this section.   
 
The potential environmental resources that were screened for this project were cultural resources 
(Section 4(f) properties, cemeteries, historic structures and archeological resources), hazardous 
material sites (RCRA, CERCLIS, landfills, underground storage tanks (USTs), and above ground 
storage tanks (ASTs)), and ecological resources (wetlands, floodplains, and threatened or 
endangered species). 
 
Table 4.2 – Environmental Screening Results 

Evaluation 
Criteria Evaluation Measure Segment 

1 
Segment 

2 
Segment 

3 
Segment 

4 
Segment 

5 
Segment 

6 
Cultural Resources 
Historical 
Structures 

Number of historic sites 
within proposed ROW 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Archeology 
Number of archeological 
sites within the proposed 
ROW 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Section 4(f) 
Number of possible Section 
4(f) sites within proposed 
ROW 

0 1 0 2 1 0 

Cemeteries Number of cemeteries 
within the proposed ROW 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Hazardous Sites 

ASTs 

Number of above ground 
storage tanks within 
proposed ROW 
 

2 1 0 0 0 0 
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Evaluation 
Criteria Evaluation Measure Segment 

1 
Segment 

2 
Segment 

3 
Segment 

4 
Segment 

5 
Segment 

6 

USTs 
Number of under ground 
storage tanks within 
proposed ROW 

1 7 3 6 4 0 

Hazardous 
Materials 

Number of hazardous waste 
sites not  previously 
identified as USTs or ASTs 

0 0 1 2 1 0 

Environmental 

Wetlands 
Number of possible 
wetland impacts within 
proposed ROW 

2 4 2 0 2 5 

Floodplains 
Number of possible 
floodplain encroachments 
within proposed ROW 

1 3 2 0 1 2 

4.4.1 Environmental Findings 
Cultural Resources 
A literature search of previously identified historical structures and archeological sites within the 
potential ROW was conducted.  Included in the literature search were the county historic 
structure survey and Alabama Register of Landmarks and Heritage files maintained by the 
Alabama Historical Commission, the National Register of Historic Places database maintained 
by the National Park Service, and the Alabama State Site Files maintained by the University of 
Alabama’s Office of Archaeological Research.  The literature search revealed one potential 
historic structure impact in segment four, and no archeological impacts.  The historical structure 
is outside of the maximum ROW limits but might be visually affected by project construction 
and may result in other potential indirect impacts.   
 
A survey identifying potential Section 4(f) properties included parks, recreational facilities and 
wildlife management areas within the maximum typical section footprint.  A total of four 
potential sites were identified in the corridor; one park in segment two and two parks in segment 
four, and one park in segment five.  These sites are listed below: 
• Segment 2 – Oak Mountain State Park—South of Hwy. 119  
• Segment 4 – George Ward Park located at Green Springs Hwy South and 10th Ave South and a 

park adjacent to the UAB Soccer Field located south of the University Blvd. Exit  
• Segment 5 – Fountain Heights Park—1101 15th Ave North  
 
There were no potential Section 4(f) impacts identified in segments one, three or six.  There was 
one cemetery identified within the project potential ROW.   The cemetery is Southern Heritage 
Cemetery located near the intersection of State Route 119 and Interstate 65 in segment two.  
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Hazardous Material Sites 
A search of federal and state environmental databases was undertaken to identify hazardous 
material and waste sites.  The sites that were used in this screening was The Alabama 
Department of Environmental Management (ADEM) and the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) EnviroMapper. Hazardous waste sites are regulated by the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA). Hazardous materials or wastes are defined as substances, which are 
regulated as hazardous or toxic by the United States Environmental Protection Agency. Most 
hazardous substances have one or more of the following characteristics: ignitability; reactivity; 
corrosivity; or, toxicity. Businesses that might handle or produce these substances include 
service stations, auto repair ships, metal fabricators, junkyards, paint stores, dry cleaners and 
other facilities that routinely use or dispose of chemicals and solvents, including petrochemicals. 
 
The CERCLIS inventory is a list compiled by EPA of sites that have been investigated or are 
being investigated for release or threatened release of contaminated substances.  CERCLA sites 
may ultimately be placed on the National Priorities List (NPL). The NPL, commonly know as 
the Superfund List, is a listing of uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste sites. A review of 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Information System 
(CERCLIS) revealed no CERCLA sites located in the project study area. 
 
A review of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS) revealed 
three RCRA generator sites: (1) located in segment three at Alford Ave Chevron, 1301 Alford 
Ave, and (2) in segment four Roche BioMedical Laboratories, 110 Vulcan Road, Homewood and 
(3) US Army Reserve AMSA 141, 1900 Green Springs Ave, Birmingham. 
 
A review of permitted and closed landfills in the area was undertaken, using databases compiled 
by the Solid Waste Branch of the Land Division of ADEM for Jefferson and Shelby Counties. 
There are three different landfill databases:  Permitted Municipal Solid Waste Landfills; 
Permitted Construction/Demolition Landfills and Industrial Landfills; and Closed Sanitary 
Landfills, Construction/Demolition Landfills and Industrial Landfills. The information was 
confirmed with the Environmental Services Department of each county. There was one landfill 
found within the potential right of way limits, the New Georgia Landfill located at 2500 47th Ave 
North, Birmingham between Birmingham and Fultondale. 
 
A survey for sites that may contain hazardous materials, including soil and/or water 
contaminated by leaking underground storage tanks (USTs), was conducted for this project.  In 
segment one, there is one UST, in segment two there are seven, in segment three there are three, 
in segment four there are six, and in segment five there are four probable sites.  There are no 
USTs in segment six.  Some of these USTs were visually identified and others were listed as 
confirmed or suspected leaks on the UST Release Incident List housed at the ADEM.  The 
following list details the identified USTs in the project area: 
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Segment 1 
• Sunny Food Store—Hwy 31, Shelby County 
 
Segment 2 
• Visually identified—Wal-Mart Gas, Shelby County 
• Visually identified —Exit 242, Shelby County 
• Visually identified —Exit 242, Shelby County 
• Visually identified —State Park Road, Shelby County 
• Visually identified —Cahaba Valley Road, Shelby County 
• Speedway #9096—715 Cahaba Valley Road, Shelby County 
• Visually identified —Simsville Road, Shelby County 
 
Segment 3 
• Chevron S/S 40832—1496 Montgomery Hwy, Jefferson County 
• BP Service Station #24249—1487 Montgomery Hwy, Jefferson County 
• BP S/S 24254 (Nicks BP)—1173 Alford Avenue, Jefferson County 
 
Segment 4 
• Rollins Leasing Corp—226 Oxmoor Road, Jefferson County 
• Exxon R/S 5-1650–400 Green Springs Hwy, Jefferson County 
• Alagasco Service Center—410 10th Street South, Jefferson County 
• Howards Uniform Rental Services Inc.—907 3rd Avenue North, Jefferson County 
• Chevron S/S 44650—416 10th Street North, Jefferson County 
• Former C & W Auto Service—512 10th Street North, Jefferson County 
 
Segment 5  
• Visual from photos—10th Street and Finley Blvd, Jefferson County 
• 32nd Avenue Shell—1900 32nd Avenue North, Jefferson County 
• Chevron S/S 44679—1901 33rd Avenue North, Jefferson County 
• Joe Money Machinery Co Inc—4400 Lewisburg Road, Jefferson County 
 
A windshield survey for above-ground storage tanks (ASTs) was conducted and three possible 
AST sites within the maximum ROW were identified.  Two of those sites fell within segment 
one and one is within segment two, they are listed below: 
 
Segment 1 
• Visual from photos—North of County Road 22, Shelby County 
• Visual from photos—Shadow Drive and I-65, Shelby County 
 
Segment 2 
• Colonial Pipelines—North of Hwy. 52 exit, Shelby County 
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Once project design is finalized and it is determined that right-of-way is to be acquired at the 
listed sites subsurface testing will be conducted to determine if any contaminants are leaking into 
the soil.  If contaminants are found, avoidance alternates may be considered, or applicable laws 
and regulations concerning the removal of toxic or hazardous material will be followed and the 
removal coordinated with the EPD.  Implementation of the proposed project would not preclude 
any necessary site remediation to be performed by others.  Avoidance alternates may be 
considered, or applicable laws and regulations concerning the removal of toxic or hazardous 
material will be followed and the removal coordinated with the EPD.  Implementation of the 
proposed project will not preclude any necessary site remediation. 
 
Ecological Recosurces  
A wetland is defined by The United States Army Corps of Engineers and the Environmental 
Protection Agency jointly as: Those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground 
water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do 
support a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. The 
Alabama Geologic Survey provided National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps for the project 
study area. A detailed investigation of the NWI maps was performed to locate the wetlands and 
calculate their size inside the maximum potential right-of-way. As a result, fifteen wetlands were 
identified.  Two each were found in segments one, three and five. There were four wetlands 
identified in segment two, and five in segment six.  There were no wetlands identified in segment 
four.  Most of the wetland areas are approximately one-half acre or less. There is only one 
isolated wetland it is south of Highway 119 and approximately ½ acre in size. The following list 
details the potential wetland impacts by segment: 
 
Segment 1 
• North of State Hwy. 25—1/2 acre, Shelby County (Stream) 
• South of Shadow Drive—1/2 acre, Shelby County (Stream) 
 
Segment 2 
• South of County Road 11—3 acre, Shelby County (Stream) 
• North of County Road 11—1/2 acre, Shelby County (Stream) 
• South of County Road 52—1/2 acre, Shelby County (Stream) 
• South of State Hwy. 119—1/2 acre, Shelby County (Isolated Wetland) 
 
Segment 3  
• North of US Hwy. 31—1/2 acre, Jefferson County (Stream) 
• South of Lakeshore Parkway—1/2 acre, Jefferson County (Stream) 
 
Segment 5 
• South of Finley Blvd.—2acre, Jefferson County (Stream) 
• North of 41st Ave—1/2 acre, Jefferson County (Stream) 
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Segment 6  
• North of US Hwy. 31 exit—2 acre, Jefferson County (Stream) 
• North of Walker Chapel Road—1/2 acre, Jefferson County (Stream) 
• South of Fieldstown Road—1/2 acre, Jefferson County (Stream) 
• North of Fieldstown Road—1/2 acre, Jefferson County (Stream) 
• North of Mount Olive Road—1/2 acre, Jefferson County (Stream) 
 
A floodplain is an area located adjacent to a stream, lake, or depressional area that may be 
covered by water by a 100 year storm event. Floodplain information was obtained from Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) prepared by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
for the study corridor. There were nine cases where the project area may potentially encroach 
upon an existing floodplain.  Most of the floodplains are approximately in the one-half to two 
acre size range; there is one large floodplain south of Finley Boulevard it is approximately 4 
acres in size. This large floodplain is village creek and is known to flood periodically throughout 
the year. The areas of  potential encroachment occur once in segment one, three times in segment 
two, twice in segment three, once in segment five and twice in segment six.  In segment four the 
proposed project does not encounter a flood plain.  The potential floodplain impact locations are 
listed by segment below: 
 
Segment 1 
• South of Shadow Drive—1/2 acre, Shelby County 
 
Segment 2 
• North of County Road 11—1 acre, Shelby County 
• South of County Road 52—1/2 acre, Shelby County 
• South of State Hwy. 119—1 acre, Shelby County 
 
Segment 3 
• South of I-459 Interchange—2 acre, Jefferson County 
• South of Lakeshore Parkway—2 acre, Jefferson County 
 
Segment 5 
• South of Finley Blvd.—4 acre, Jefferson County 
 
Segment 6  
• North of State Hwy. 31 Exit—2 acre, Jefferson County 
• North of Walkers Chapel Road—1 acre, Jefferson County  
 
A detailed analysis for threatened and endangered species was not conducted at this phase of 
study.  However, species that may potentially exist in the corridor will be identified and 
examined for relevancy in the AA/DEIS study.   
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The environmental screening results are the same for both options.  The worst case scenario foot 
print was used for the environmental screening in order to account for any unexpected variation 
in the actual alternative that is selected. 
 
4.5 Demographic Screening 
Executive Order 12898 (Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations) was issued in 1994.  The document focuses federal 
attention on the environmental and human health conditions in minority communities and low-
income communities with the goal of achieving environmental justice (EJ).  Data from the U.S. 
Bureau of the Census was used to determine potential environmental justice communities.  Data 
was collected at the Census tract level and includes those tracts within the one mile buffer of the 
proposed corridor. Some of the tracts are large and there is overlap between the segments. The 
tract data was aggregated by segment to determine potential EJ areas within the project study 
area. Specific tracts that may include EJ communities that are not identified through the segment 
aggregation are discussed in further detail. The complete data sets are provided in Appendix C 
for tracts within the one mile buffer of I-65.    
 
Table 4.3 – Demographic Screening Results 

Segment Total 
Population 

White 
% 

Black 
% 

Hispanic 
or 

Latino  
% 

Other 
% 

Median 
Household 

Income 

Senior/Age 
65 or older 

% 

Transit 
Dependent 

% 

1 22,737 19,376 
85.22% 

2,831 
12.45% 

346 
1.42% 

353 
1.55% $52,312 2,394 

10.53% 
-31 

-.14% 

2 
 

54,217 
 

47,020 
86.73% 

4,448 
8.20% 

2,328 
4.29% 

2,196 
4.05% $59,818 4,744 

8.75% 
276 

0.51% 

3 87,025 73,424 
84.37% 

8,587 
9.87% 

3,708 
4.26% 

3,984 
4.58% $53,819 10,722 

12.32% 
2,790 
3.21% 

4 95,229 33,556 
35.24% 

57,687 
60.58% 

2,205 
2.32% 

2,937 
3.08% $27,542 12,376 

13.00% 
15,625 
16.41% 

5 54,140 15,897 
29.36% 

37,404 
69.09% 

704 
1.30% 

484 
.89% $21,232 8,849 

16.34% 
11,351 
20.97% 

6 34,460 28,538 
82.81% 

5,213 
15.13% 

463 
1.34% 

454 
1.31% $36,015 5,722 

16.60% 
1,561 
4.53% 

 
Census data was used to calculate the percentage of minority populations in tracts by segment. 
Minority communities are determined by comparing the concentrations of minorities in an area 
to that of the county.  In Jefferson County, whites comprise approximately 58 percent of the 
population, Blacks or African-Americans comprise approximately 39 percent of the population, 
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and Hispanics or Latinos comprise approximately 1.6 percent of the population.  In Shelby 
County, whites comprise 89.8 percent of the population, Blacks or African-Americans comprise 
7.4 percent of the population and Hispanic or Latinos comprise two percent of the population. 
The percent of African Americans in the project study area is shown in Figure 4.1. 
 
Low-income populations can be determined by using the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development’s guidelines which state that poverty is defined as a Median Household Income 
that is eighty percent or less than that of the county.  According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the 
median household income in 1999 for Jefferson and Shelby Counties is $36,868 and $55,440 
respectively.  An income lower than $29,495 in Jefferson County and lower than $44,352 for 
Shelby County were used to decide which tracts may be considered low income. Median 
household income by Census tract is shown in Figure 4.2.  
 
Transit dependency was calculated using Census available data for the population that is over the 
age of 16, population in group quarters, number of households and the number of vehicles 
available per household. The equation used for calculating transit dependency was: 
 

Transit dependent population = household drivers – available vehicles 
 
Household drivers was calculated by taking the population age 16 and over and subtracting the 
population in group quarters. This methodology focuses on available vehicle for drivers rather 
than the reasons why an individual may not drive.  Calculations that result in a negative number 
indicate that there are more vehicles available than there are drivers. A high positive number 
indicates that the area is limited n vehicle availability and therefore residents are dependent on 
some other mode of transportation for mobility. Transit dependent populations by Census tract 
are shown in Figure 4.3.  
 
Segment 1 is made up of census tracts 306.09, 306.08, 303.19, 306.07, 303.06, 303.05, 305 and 
lies entirely within Shelby County.  Eighty-five percent of the population is white, and 
approximately 11 percent is elderly.  The median household income is above $52,000 and there 
is not a transit dependent population. Tract number 303.19 has some potential as an EJ 
community; this tract has an African American population of almost 40 percent, a senior 
population of almost 22 percent and a transit dependent population of 8 percent. As the study 
progresses to more detailed design, this tract would need to be analyzed in more detail for 
impacts.  
 
Segment 2 is made up of census tracts 303.07, 303.04, 303.05, 303.14, 303.15, 303.16, 306.09, 
303.18, 306.08, 303.19, 303.06 in Shelby County and census tracts 129.07 and 129.09 in 
Jefferson County.  The population has a white majority.  The Hispanic or Latino population is 
4.29 percent which is above the county average.  The median income is $59,818 and there are 
few transit dependent persons. However, tract 303.19 as described for Segment 1 has some 
potential concern. Additionally, tract 129.09 has a comparatively high Hispanic population of 
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above 13 percent as compared to the 1.6 percent average in the county. This tract also has a 
higher transit dependent population at 11 percent. 
 
Segment 3 is made up of census tracts 58, 107.02, 107.05, 107.04, 107.06, 129.01, 144.04, 
129.06, 144.05, 144.06, 129.07, 144.07, 129.08, 129.09 in Jefferson County and 303.04, 303.05, 
303.14, 303.15 in Shelby County.  The population is majority white with a Hispanic population 
of 4.26 percent which is above the county average.  The median income for this segment is 
$53,819 and a transit dependent population at 3.21 percent. Tract 129.09 was discussed in 
Segment 2 and is applicable for this Segment as well. Tract 58 has an African American 
population of over 50 percent and a transit dependent population above 12 percent. Other tracts 
in this segment that may have potential EJ communities include 129.01, 129.08 and 129.09. 
 
Segment 4 is made up of census tracts 8, 16, 12, 15, 14, 27, 29, 30.02, 45, 42, 49, 51.01, 52, 50, 
51.02, 58, 107.02, 107.01, 107.05, 130.02, 107.04, 107.06, 143.02, 129.01 and 144.04 in 
Jefferson County.  Segment 4 has a Black/African American population above 60 percent, with 
many of the tracts exceeding 90 percent. This segment also has the lowest median household 
incomes and the highest transit dependent populations. Segment 4 runs through downtown 
Birmingham and many of the in-town neighborhoods may have potential EJ impacts. However, 
with the number of transit dependent residents in the area, providing the transit and access to 
other parts of the region may provide a greater benefit than burden to these communities.    
 
Segment 5 is made up of census tracts 119.01, 120.01, 120.02, 55, 109, 8, 7, 16, 12, 15, 14, 27, 
29 and 30.02 in Jefferson County.  Segment 5 has a Black/African American population above 
69 percent with many tracts exceeding 90 percent.  This segment is located within the downtown 
area of Birmingham. Median household incomes are generally considered low income and the 
transit dependent populations in many tracts is in excess of 20 percent. This segment also has 
many tracts with a Senior population of around 20 percent. As with Segment 4, the improvement 
in mobility as a result of implementing transit and HOV lanes in this area is anticipated to have a 
positive impact by creating greater accessibility throughout the region.  
 
Segment 6 is made up of segment tracts 117.04, 117.05, 117.03, 119.01, 120.02, 55, and 109 in 
Jefferson County.   This segment has a majority white population with a median household 
income of $36,014. There are several tracts in this segment that have a senior population above 
17 percent. Tract 55 has an African American population of over 78 percent and a transit 
dependent population over 17 percent. This tract may have potential EJ impacts and should be 
further analyzed in future studies. 
 
The demographics of the US 31 corridor are similar to those of I-65 not only because it is a 
parallel route but many of the census tracts are the same for both corridors. Therefore the 
anticipated locations for potential EJ impacts would be the same for the US 31 corridor. The 
primary areas of concern are in the downtown Birmingham areas which would include Segments 
4, 5, and 6 as established for the US 31 corridor.  
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Figure 4.1 – Percent African American Population by Census Tract 
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Figure 4.2 – Median Household Income by Census Tract  
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Figure 4.3 – Percent Transit Dependent by Census Tract 
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5.0 POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 
The implementation, operation, maintenance, enforcement, and marketing are some of the policy 
decisions that govern a successful high occupancy vehicle (HOV) system. This section addresses 
potential policy decisions that would need to be made in tandem with HOV planning and 
implementation. Policy decisions should be based on what is best for the community that it 
serves. The existing legislative framework will be reviewed and recommendations based on the 
feasibility of HOV in the I-65 corridor will be explained. 
 
5.1 Existing Legislative Framework 
The federal government is responsible for national transportation policies which include HOV 
lanes in the transportation bill. The most recent transportation bill, the Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) includes 
policy direction on vehicle occupancy requirements as well as mandating federal approval of 
state agency plans for the management, operation, monitoring and enforcement of the HOV 
facility. The guidance on vehicle occupancy states: 

A State agency with jurisdiction over the operation of a HOV 
facility shall establish occupancy requirements for HOV lanes, 
allowing no fewer than two vehicles with the following exceptions: 
• motorcycles and bicycles -- must allow motorcycles and bicycles 

to use the HOV facility, unless either or both create a safety 
hazard. If so, State must certify, Secretary must accept 
certification, and it must be published in the Federal Register 
with opportunity for public comment;  

• public transportation vehicles –may allow public transportation 
vehicles, if vehicle identification requirements are established 
and enforced;  

• high occupancy toll (HOT) vehicles –may allow vehicles that are 
not otherwise exempt to use the facility if the vehicles pay a toll; 
program must be established to address enrollment and 
participation; automatic toll collection required; procedures 
must be established for variable pricing and enforcement;  

• inherently low-emission and energy-efficient vehicles – before 
9/30/2009, may allow inherently low-emission vehicles to use 
HOV facility if procedures for enforcing restrictions on use are 
established; vehicles must be certified and labeled under title 
40,CFR;  

• other low emission and energy-efficient vehicles -- before 
9/30/2009, may allow low-emission and energy-efficient vehicles 
to use the facility if they pay a toll; vehicles must be certified and 
labeled by EPA; program must be established for vehicle 
selection and enforcement of restrictions on use of facility. State 
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agency may charge "no toll," or toll that is less than tolls 
charged for public transportation vehicles.1  

 
State governments have the authority to manage and operate high occupancy vehicles under 
guidance from the U.S. Department of Transportation. State legislative code may be used to 
mandate vehicle eligibility, hours of operation, facility type, enforcement jurisdictions, and 
applicable fines. The Code of Alabama 1975,2 as amended, does not include provisions for HOV 
lanes or HOV lane operations. Legislation governing the HOV lanes would need to be authorized 
prior to the implementation of a HOV facility. 
 
5.2 Vehicle Eligibility 
As described above in the federal regulations there are many potentially eligible vehicles in a 
HOV system. Each of the possibilities for vehicle eligibility is discussed in relation to the I-65 
corridor.  

5.2.1 Vehicle Occupancy 
Federal regulations described above govern the minimum vehicle occupancy requirement of two 
or more people per vehicle for HOV eligibility. It is recommended that the eligibility 
requirement for the I-65 corridor be two or more people. The HOV lanes on I-65 must permit 
motorcycles in the lanes per federal regulations. 

5.2.2 Public Transportation Vehicles 
It is recommended that public transportation vehicles are considered eligible in the I-65 HOV 
lanes to permit use of the planned bus rapid transit (BRT) in the corridor. The goal of a HOV 
system is to improve person throughput, thereby maximizing the available capacity. Allowing 
public transportation vehicles such as BRT increases the potential to move more people within 
the corridor with fewer vehicles. Operating HOV lanes in coordination with public transportation 
provides an alternative to the single occupant driver that is not currently available in the I-65 
corridor.  

5.2.3 Alternative Fuel Vehicles 
Many states permit alternative fuel vehicles (AFVs) to access the HOV lanes without meeting 
the occupancy requirements. This must be done in accordance with federal regulation as 
described above. AFVs are generally permitted in areas that have air quality issues and are in 
non-attainment. In theses regions HOV lanes have been used not only as a capacity management 
tool but as a way to reduce emissions by have fewer vehicles on the road. The logic of permitting 
AFVs in the HOV lane is because they are not emitting as many emissions and therefore not 
contributing as much to poor air quality.  

                                                 
1 SAFETEA-LU, Fact Sheet “Use of High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes.”  SAFETEA-LU Section 1121, 
replaces 23 USC 102(a). 
2 Code of Alabama 1975, Title 23 - Highways, Roads, Bridges and Ferries. 
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5.2.4 High Occupancy Toll 
High occupancy toll (HOT) lanes may be used to allow single occupant vehicles (SOVs) access 
to the system by charging a fee to use an underutilized HOV facility. Tolls may also be used to 
manage the facility if it is over utilized. If the system becomes congested tolls may be charged to 
vehicles with two passengers but not to those with three or more for example. Tolls collected for 
the system may be used to repay bonds or other debts that occur as a result of the construction of 
the facility. As stated in the federal regulations agencies must develop a tolling program 
describing eligibility and procedures and automatic toll collection must be implemented. HOT 
lanes are not recommended for the I-65 corridor at this time because HOV lanes would be a new 
introduction to the Birmingham area, and it is recommended that the HOV system become 
established before trying to implement tolls for the system. 
 
5.3 HOV Facility Design 
Policy can be written to guide the location and design of HOV facilities. Several typical section 
options were explored for feasibility in the I-65 corridor through the course of this study. The 
types varied by the number of lanes, the type of lane delineation and the location in relation to 
general purpose lanes. The recommendations from the engineering screening are that two options 
move forward to more detailed study; the median-concurrent-striped separation option and the 
median-concurrent-barrier separated option. 
 
5.4 Hours of Operation 
Hours of operation can be determined based on the community use and need of the HOV facility. 
The hours of operation may be influenced by other policy decisions such as enforcement 
regulations, the type of lane buffer being considered, congestion levels and regional connectivity 
objectives. There are three general scenarios that may be used for HOV hours of operation; 24-
hour use, extended morning and afternoon hours, or peak-period only. Heavily congested 
corridors that remain congested throughout the day or HOV facilities that have a barrier 
separation are more suited for a 24-hour operation. Extended hours of operation for morning and 
evening are used to extend the HOV operation beyond the peak hour, for example the system 
may operate between 6:00 am to 11:00 am and 3:00 pm to 7:00 pm.  Whereas peak period hours 
of operation may only be open for a two to three hour time window in the morning and evening.  
 
Any of these scenarios for hours of operation would be applicable to the I-65 corridor. The 
decision should be based on facility design, anticipated congestion and enforceability. Because 
HOV lanes are a new facility type in the Birmingham region and there is no precedent for HOV 
operations, any scenario could be applied. However, if it is possible that the HOV lanes would be 
converted to a 24-hour system based on future conditions, it may be best to introduce the system 
with 24-hour operations. 
 
5.5 Support Facilities 
The success of an HOV facility is often the result of integrated support facilities, which include 
park and ride lots, transit stations or stops and intermodal facilities. Park and ride facilities that 
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are located within the HOV corridor allow not only for easy access to the system but also acts as 
a gathering place for carpoolers to meet. Large transit stations located within the corridor at key 
origins and destinations permits for an easy transfer from a single occupant vehicle to a transit 
vehicle such as BRT. An intermodal facility could serve both purposes and act as both a park and 
ride facility and a transit station. Intermodal facilities at a destination may provide for a mode 
switch from one system to another for greater mobility in the region. Transit stations and/or 
intermodal facilities may be outfitted with ITS components to alert passengers of freeway 
conditions, route information and on time schedule updates. Policies that support the 
development of support facilities in conjunction with the development of the HOV system is 
recommended for the I-65 corridor. Potential park and ride lots have been identified in the long 
range plan and should be reviewed in relation to this corridor. Potential BRT station locations 
have been identified within the I-65 corridor.  
 
5.6 Enforcement and Safety 
A critical element in the success of a HOV system is a well established enforcement program. 
“The role of a HOV enforcement program is to ensure that operating requirements, including 
vehicle occupancy levels, are maintained to protect HOV travel time savings, to discourage 
unauthorized vehicles, and to maintain a safe operating environment.”3 Design features of the 
HOV system is a contributing factor to the ease of enforcing a system, which should be taken 
into consideration when developing policies for both enforcement and design specifications. For 
example, a barrier separated may be easier to enforce because enforcement operations can be set 
up at specific access points to the system. On the other hand if limited hours of operation are 
applied to the facility, barrier separation may not be the best design and the enforcement required 
would be limited to those hours, reducing the level of enforcement required by a 24-hour system. 
 
A HOV enforcement program is comprised of several key elements including legal authority, 
citations and fines, and enforcement strategies and techniques.  

5.6.1 Legal Authority 
The legal authority may be divided between multiple agencies or delegated to one agency 
depending on how legislation is written to support the system. HOV enforcement may be 
conducted by the local jurisdiction through which the system runs or may be provided by a state 
enforcement agency such as the highway patrol. It is recommended that this policy be 
determined by those municipalities and agencies which it may impact and that an enforcement 
program be developed that best suits the regional and local needs.  

5.6.2 Citations and Fines 
Existing legislation does not address HOV lanes therefore policies will need to be developed that 
address multiple HOV issues including the type of citation and amount for fines associated with 
the citation. The primary citation that would be used for HOV would be a vehicle occupancy 
                                                 
3 HOV Manual, Chapter 5 “Operation and Enforcement of HOV Facilities on Freeways and in Separate Rights-of-
Way.” Pg. 5-58. 
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violation, meaning that a single occupant driver is cited for using the HOV lane. Another type of 
citation may be required depending on the facility design. For example, a striped buffer may be 
dashed to identify access points to the system and remain solid where vehicles are not permitted 
to enter. The citation would be a moving violation for improper lane change or something 
similar.  
 
The level of the fine should be high enough to deter improper use of the facility. The fines 
should be determined based on fines for similar established citations. HOV fines on existing 
systems throughout the U.S. range from $50 to $500.  

5.6.3 Enforcement Strategies and Techniques 
Enforcement strategies include routine enforcement, special enforcement, selective enforcement 
and self-enforcement. Routine enforcement is the level of enforcement that would occur 
regardless of whether or not the HOV lane is in place. Special enforcement involves adding 
additional patrols that target the HOV facility. Selective enforcement may be used periodically as 
a part of routine enforcement to target the HOV facility or to patrol the facility at specific times 
based on operational changes. Self-enforcement are programs those that allow other travelers to 
call in violators to a dedicated phone number. Self-enforcement generally is combined with 
another enforcement strategy and violators are given several warnings before a citation is issued 
by mail. The best example of self-enforcement is the HERO program in Seattle, Washington. 
 
Enforcement techniques that may be used by agencies include stationary or roving patrols, 
electronic monitoring or citations by mail. Stationary patrols are typically stationed at system 
access points or dedicated patrol sites within the system. Roving patrols involves having patrol 
vehicles riding the system and monitoring as they ride through the corridor. Electronic 
monitoring is not yet capable of fully identifying HOV violators, although different technologies 
may be available to assist with monitoring the system such as closed circuit cameras, infrared 
cameras and using license plate and vehicle photographs. However, privacy issues are a concern 
with electronic monitoring. Enforcement officers may visually identify HOV violators and mail a 
citation without having to pull a vehicle over. This option may improve safety within the system 
avoiding interference with other travelers when citing a violator.   
    
5.7 Education and Marketing 
The success of a HOV system is often a result of ongoing educational and marketing campaigns 
used to provide the public with an understanding of how the HOV system works and what types 
of benefits they may experience as a result of the system. Educational information can be made 
available through HOV signing, public service announcements, informational brochures, web 
sites and television and radio coverage. The purpose of an educational program is to inform the 
public of what HOV lanes are and how they are used. Information would include vehicle 
eligibility, occupancy requirements and HOV lane indicators such as the diamond symbol and 
buffer or barrier separation types. This information should also include the types of citations for 
HOV facilities and the associated fines.  
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Marketing campaigns are usually coordinated with other programs, such as clean air or rideshare 
programs. The purpose of marketing campaigns is to inform the public of the benefits of the 
HOV system and how they may take advantage of it. The information provided may include 
contact information for rideshare programs or bus route services that operate in the HOV lanes. 
If any incentives are publicly available to users of the systems, a marketing campaign could be 
used to tell motorists how to take advantage of the incentives. Additional marketing outreach 
should be conducted with large local employers to encourage carpooling or transit to their 
employees. 
 
5.8 Decisions for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
BRT is successful based on its integration of multiple components that offer reliability, quality 
service and passenger amenities. Policy decisions as to the type of vehicle, type of station, station 
locations, type of running way, system image, scheduling, operating agency and ITS components 
all contribute to the anticipated cost and the perception of the system. As this project moves 
forward in development and ridership estimates are produced more detailed recommendations 
can be made for decision making. The type of vehicle, station locations and size, and service 
frequencies as examples are all decisions that are dependent upon the number of riders that 
would be using the system.  
 
5.9 Roles and Responsibilities 
The following table of possible roles and responsibilities for participating agencies was 
developed as part of the HOV Systems Manual.  
 
Table 5.1 Recommended Roles and Responsibilities 

Government Level or Agency Potential Roles and Responsibility 
Federal Government and Federal Agencies • Establish national transportation policies 

• Establish programs and requirements 
• Authorize and appropriate funding 
• FHWA and FTA responsible for 

administering programs and funding 
State Government and State Departments of 
Transportation 

• Establish state transportation policies and 
plans 

• Establish state programs and requirements 
• Authorize and appropriate state funds and 

the expenditure of federal funds 
• State departments of transportation 

responsible for administering programs 
and funding 

• Plan, design, construct, operate and 
maintain Interstate system and state-
owned roadways and other transportation 
components 
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Government Level or Agency Potential Roles and Responsibility 
• Assist in multi-agency coordination and 

public involvement 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) • Conduct Continuous, Cooperated and 

Coordinated planning process 
• Develop and adopt plans and policies 
• Conduct project selection process 
• Assist in multi-agency coordination and 

public involvement 
Transit Agencies • Establish plans and policies for public 

transit 
• Receive federal and state funds 
• Construct, develop and operate services 
 
 

Local Municipalities • Establish local policies and plans 
• Plan, design, construct and operate local 

roadway and traffic sign system and other 
elements 

• Responsible for land use and development 
controls 

Rideshare Agencies • Policies and plans relating to ridesharing 
• Plan, administer, and operate rideshare 

services 
• Coordinate with overall TDM initiatives 

State and Local Police • Enforce laws on roadways and other 
transportation elements 

• Coordination with judicial personnel 
• Provide input on planning, operation and 

enforcement of TDM and TSM elements 
Judicial System – State and Local Courts • Enforce fines and penalties for violation of 

motor vehicle laws, settle lawsuits, and 
address other legal actions 

Transportation Management Organizations, 
Transportation Management Associations, 
Downtown Councils 

• Employer support activities 
• Promotion of bus use and ridesharing 
• Specialized information and marketing 
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6.0 FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS 
A key consideration in the viability of a transportation project is the availability of funding. 
Often large scale projects combine funds from multiple sources to finance the planning, design, 
construction, operation, enforcement and marketing of a project. Funding sources may come 
from the federal, state or local level. Federal funds for HOV lanes, transit components and 
support facilities are traditionally administered by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) as authorized by the most recent transportation bill 
the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU). State funding for HOV facilities and transit comes from multiple sources 
including, gasoline taxes, user fees, vehicle registration fees, sales and property taxes, or bonds. 
State funds are often used to provide the required matching funds set forth by the federal funding 
source being used. Local funds are also used to provide matching funds and include sources such 
as sales and property taxes, revenue bonds, user fees, car rental taxes, or hotel taxes.   
 
6.1 Traditional Funding Sources 
Traditional funding sources at the federal level are listed below and are allocated through either 
FHWA or FTA.  

6.1.1  Highway Trust Fund (HTF)  
The highway trust fund major source of revenue is from a federal tax on motor vehicle fuel. 
Funds from this source may be used on the national highway or interstate system. Funding from 
this source may be used to support HOV projects that are on these facilities.  

6.1.2 Surface Transportation Program  
The Surface Transportation Program may be used “by States and localities for projects on any 
Federal-aid highway, including the NHS, bridge projects on any public road, transit capital 
projects, and intracity and intercity bus terminals and facilities.” This funding source may be 
used for HOV facilities as well as transit components that could be integrated with HOV such as 
park and ride lots and bus centers.  

6.1.3 Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ)  
CMAQ funds are generally authorized in metropolitan areas that are in non-attainment for air 
quality conformity. However, attainment areas may receive CMAQ funds and it may be used 
towards HOV lanes and support facilities that are used as a part of a congestion mitigation 
program. 

6.1.4 Section 5309 FTA New Starts Program  
This is a discretionary funding source and is highly competitive. Applying for New Starts 
funding requires that the project meet specific justification criteria listed previously. New Starts 
also requires a minimum 20 percent local match. The funding under New Starts is limited to 
fixed-guideway systems, which limits its applicability to BRT. 
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6.1.5 Section 5307 FTA Urbanized Area Formula Grant Program 
These funds are distributed to the states and dispensed to transportation agencies through a local 
competitive process. The funds can be used for the planning, engineering and evaluation of 
transit projects. The funds may also be used for capital investments in buses and bus activities 
such as passenger facilities.  

6.1.6 Section 5309 and 5318 Bus Capital Program 
This is a discretionary funding source that is distributed to public bodies and agencies 
responsible for bus transit. The funds may be used for bus acquisition, maintenance facilities, 
intermodal terminals, transfer facilities, park and ride lots, passenger amenities and costs for 
arranging innovative financing. 

6.1.7 Flexible Funds for Highway and Transit 
These are funds that may be transferred between agencies and used for highway or transit 
projects. Transit improvements that these funds have been used for include, new fixed-guideway 
projects, bus purchases, maintenance facility constructions, multimodal transportation centers 
and advance fare collection systems. 
 
6.2 Innovative Funding Sources 
Many states and municipalities have limited resources and limited allocated federal funds and 
therefore have turned to alternative means for financing large transportation projects. The 
following section lists some innovative financing techniques that may be used for HOV and 
public transit facilities.  

6.2.1 Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) 
“The TIFIA credit program consists of three types of financial assistance, designed to address 
requirements throughout a project's life cycle. 
• Secured loans are direct Federal loans to project sponsors offering flexible repayment terms 

and providing combined construction and permanent financing of capital costs.  
• Loan guarantees provide full-faith-and-credit guarantees by the Federal Government to 

institutional investors, such as pension funds, that make loans for projects.  
• Lines of credit represent contingent sources of funding in the form of Federal loans that may be 

drawn upon to supplement project revenues, if needed, during the first 10 years of project 
operations.”4 

6.2.2 State Infrastructure Banks (SIB) 
“The SIB program gives States the capacity to increase the efficiency of their transportation 
investment and significantly leverage Federal resources by attracting non-Federal public and 
private investment. The program provides greater flexibility to the States by allowing other types 
of project assistance in addition to grant assistance. 

                                                 
4 SAFETEA-LU, Fact Sheet, “Transportation Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA).” 
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States participating in the new SIB program may capitalize the account(s) in their SIBs with 
Federal surface transportation funds for each of fiscal years 2005-2009 as follows: 
• Highway account – up to 10 percent of the funds apportioned to the State for the National 

Highway System Program, the Surface Transportation Program, the Highway Bridge Program 
and the Equity Bonus.  

• Transit account – up to 10 percent of funds made available for capital projects under Urbanized 
Area Formula Grants, Capital Investment Grants, and Formula Grants for other than Urbanized 
Areas.  

• Rail account – funds made available for capital projects under subtitle V (Rail Programs) of 
Title 49, United States Code.  

• The State must match the Federal funds used to capitalize the SIB on an 80-20 Federal/non-
Federal basis, except that for the highway account, the sliding scale provisions apply.”5  

6.2.3 Public Private Partnerships (PPP) 
There are several types of PPPs that may be considered for a transportation project that vary 
based on the responsible agent for construction, operation and financing. Most often PPPs are 
used for toll facilites, whereas there is a revenue stream that is used to attract investment. The 
most common types of PPPs for a transportation project are listed below. 
 

• Build-Operate-Own (BOO) – The facility is designed, financed, built and operated by a 
private interest, but receives public support in land acquisition, tax benefits and related 
matters. Revenue is private. 

 
• Build-Operate-Transfer (BOT) – The facility is financed and built by a private company 

and operated by the company for a fixed period of time and fee. At the end of the set time 
period, the facility is returned to the public for ownership. Revenue is private through 
term of lease. 

 
• Build-Transfer-Operate (BTO) – Under this arrangement a private company builds the 

facility and the public agency operates it accepting full financial responsibility. Revenue 
is public. 

6.2.4 Toll Facilities  
HOV lanes may operate as a toll facility commonly referred to as a high-occupancy toll (HOT) 
lane. This option was considered during this study and was determined to not be a viable option 
at this time. However, future operations of the HOV facility may determine that implementing 
tolls on the facility is appropriate. If the system is underutilized, capacity may be opened to 
single occupant vehicles for a fee.  
 
 

                                                 
5 SAFETEA-LU, Fact Sheet, “State Infrastructure Bank Program.” 
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6.3 Available Resources 
The MAGIC 65 study combines multiple transportation projects that may be separated and 
implemented through a phased approach, thereby breaking the corridor into smaller projects that 
may be easier to finance and implement when appropriate for the region. Different funding 
sources may be used for different projects that are a part of a phased approach. For example, 
park and ride facilities used to support the HOV and BRT systems may be constructed from one 
funding source, the capital investment for the BRT from another and the infrastructure 
improvements for HOV from yet another. By phasing the projects and separating components of 
the entire system more flexibility in funding the system is available.   
 
A one hundred million dollar earmark has been established for the BRT component of this 
project. The funds are identified under Section 5309 for New Starts under the jurisdiction of 
FTA. If approved, FTA would allocate the funds to the appropriate state or local agency 
responsible for the project development.   
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7.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS 
Public involvement was an essential component of the MAGIC 65 Study and occurred 
throughout the study.  This Public Involvement Plan (PIP) was designed to involve local 
governments, agencies and the public as participants and to enable them to provide meaningful 
input to the process and outcomes of the MAGIC 65 Study.  The plan strived to establish new 
forums for information exchange while also taking advantage of existing groups and 
organizations.  Outreach efforts educated, informed and involved the public as to the purpose and 
progress of the studies by highlighting local issues, technical considerations, and potential 
impacts.  Outreach techniques were designed to encourage participation in the public process and 
to generate meaningful feedback. The PIP provided tools for both disseminating study-related 
information and gathering public input that reflects community concerns and interests. 
 
The public involvement process included education of stakeholders to ensure full understanding 
of the study. Generating public awareness and creating partnerships with residents, elected 
officials, local agencies, businesses, educational organizations and civic associations was critical 
to the success of the MAGIC 65 Study.   
 
The goals of the public involvement on the MAGIC 65 Study were: 
 
• To consult with community stakeholders and gather their ideas for solutions to 

transportation problems. This process was an opportunity for the community to voice their 
concerns and opinions about current and future travel activity along the I-65/US-31 
Corridors. Coordination with the users of these corridors provided insight into existing 
travel conditions and patterns and served as a foundation for the study. 

• To inform and involve the public throughout the process. This plan educated, learned 
from, and listened to the public early and throughout the study schedule. The success of this 
study depended on the cooperation and support of the public. It was our goal to ensure that 
those potentially impacted, influenced, inconvenienced or enhanced by this study were well 
aware of the goals, timelines and available information throughout the duration of the study 

The MAGIC 65 Study PIP included a range of techniques that met the needs of each stakeholder 
group and allowed for flexibility when the needs of the target audiences or the study changed.  
The approaches described vary in strengths, costs, and abilities to reach people.  When 
combined, they equated to a comprehensive public outreach strategy.  The following section 
provides a detailed explanation of the selected techniques used for the MAGIC 65 study. 
 
7.1 Stakeholder Database 
An essential component of the PIP was the development of a comprehensive stakeholder 
database of individuals, communities, businesses, faith-based organizations, environmental 
groups, and other interested parties as identified through the stakeholder involvement process 
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and as interest was shown during the process of the study. The database was used to disseminate 
information about the study, such as the study newsletters and notification of meetings related to 
the study. The list built upon the existing lists from the local jurisdictions, the RPC’s 
Transportation Public Involvement Program Mailing List, and other sources, and was used to 
facilitate the flow of information regarding the projects.  The database was updated throughout 
the planning process as new stakeholders were defined.  A final database will be provided to the 
RPC at study completion. 
 
7.2 Stakeholder Interviews 
Telephone interviews were conducted with key stakeholders to help the team to define issues, set 
goals, obtain data, gain input on public involvement approaches, and provide input to other tasks.  
Stakeholders were selected in close consultation with RPC staff.  They included county elected 
officials, municipality staff and elected officials, chambers of commerce representatives.  The 
format for interviews varied, depending on the availability of interviewees.  The interviews 
focused on stakeholder identification and the communications and feedback mechanisms most 
effective with specific constituencies.  Documentation included an interview report that includes 
all responses to interview questions and method. 
 
7.3 Project Steering Committee 
The Project Steering Committee (PSC) provided policy guidance to the project team and was 
comprised of elected officials and decision makers representing the communities within the 
study corridor as well as representatives from ALDOT.  Three meetings with the PSC were held 
at key project milestones.  A summary of the PSC Meeting conducted on November 6th, 2006 
and a summary of the joint PSC/TASC meeting held on January 25th, 2007 is found in Appendix 
D of this study. 
 
7.4 Technical Advisory Sub-Committee 
Select members of the Birmingham Metropolitan Planning Organization Transportation 
Technical Committee served as a Technical Sub-Committee (TASC) for the MAGIC 65 Study.  
The TASC provided technical guidance regarding methodology and technical work.  The TASC 
convened at three key project milestones.  A summary of the TASC Meeting conducted on 
November 6th, 2006 and a summary of the joint PSC/TASC meeting held on January 25th, 2007 
is found in Appendix D of this study. 
 
7.5 Public Meetings  
Two sets of open house style public meetings were held at key project milestones.  Each set of 
meetings included several events with identical information presented at strategic locations along 
the project corridor.  The public involvement consultant was responsible for making all 
arrangements for the meetings, including securing and scheduling the use of facilities, 
coordination with meeting venue staff, and producing all notification documents to inform the 



      
    
 

  Public Involvement Process 
 7-3 

I-65 Corridor Feasibility Study 
Final Report 

public about the meetings.   Meetings were in an interactive open house format to allow citizens 
the opportunity to identify and discuss issues with study staff and comment forms were also used 
to solicit specific feedback and ideas.    
 
The Study team held a series of meetings to introduce the MAGIC 65 Study that took place from 
4-7 pm on September 12th in the Shelby County Development Services Community Room, 
September 13th in the Gardendale Civic Center, and September 14th in the Regional Planning 
Commission of Greater Birmingham’s first floor conference room. Identical information was 
presented at each meeting.  The purpose of the meetings was to identify potential issues that may 
affect long range improvement plans, to gather public feedback on the project goals and 
objectives, and to introduce corridor area residents to a variety of innovative solutions.   
 
The Study team then held a public meeting to present initial findings of the MAGIC 65 Study 
that took place from 4-7 pm on November 16th in the Regional Planning Commission of Greater 
Birmingham’s first floor conference room.   In addition to the public meeting, the study team 
staffed a roving display to inform local residents about the study and solicit input from the 
public.  On Wednesday, November 15th, the roving study display was at the Gardendale Civic 
Center from 11 am – 1 pm and at the BJCTA Central Station from 4–6 pm.  On Thursday, 
November 16th, the roving study display was at the Hoover Recreation Center from 7–9 am.  The 
Study team collected information on existing as well as probable future conditions and analyzed 
that data to determine what types of transportation improvements would be feasible along the I-
65/US-31 corridor.  The purpose of the second set of public meeting was to present the initial 
findings of the MAGIC 65 study and to document public opinion on the study findings.   
 
A summary of the public meetings conducted on November 15th and 16th is found in Appendix D 
of this study.  
 
7.6 Environmental Justice Techniques 
The MAGIC 65 Study public involvement process included an environmental justice program 
that was designed to build and sustain meaningful participation for the transportation-
disadvantaged.  Executive Order 12898 directs each federal agency to “make achieving 
environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, 
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations . . .“6 The Executive 
Order also incorporates the language and purpose of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 
which provides that “No person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color or 
national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subject to 
discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.”7 
 

                                                 
6 Executive Order 12898, Federal Register, Vol. 59, No. 32, February 11, 1994 
7 Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, Subchapter V, Section 2000d, July 2, 1964 
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A key step in the environmental justice analysis is to identify the minority and low-income 
communities that might be affected by the proposed project. The study area, defined as the area 
in which the collective environmental effects resulting from the proposed improvements and/or 
enhancements would be likely to occur.  The highest density of environmental justice 
communities for this corridor are located within Birmingham proper, however there are pockets 
of minority, low-income and Spanish speaking communities immediately south of Birmingham 
stretching down to Calera.   
 
As alternatives are considered and future studies are undertaken, specialized outreach to these 
communities will be required to ensure compliance with Executive Order 12898 as well as to 
determine if there will be disproportionate impacts and/or cumulative effects to provide for 
adequate mitigation.  For the purposes of the MAGIC 65 Study, outreach was conducted to all 99 
neighborhood associations via newsletter and some group presentations, the Greater Birmingham 
Ministries, and various civic organizations including:  The Southern Christian Leadership 
Conference, the NAACP, Birmingham Chamber of Commerce, The African-American Business 
Council, the Conference of Minority Transportation Officials, Operation New Birmingham, 
National Conference for Community and Justice, The Birmingham Construction Industry 
Authority, the Hispanic Interest Coalition of Central Alabama, Housing Authority of 
Birmingham District, and Birmingham Business Resource Center. 
 
7.7 Newsletters 
Newsletters were produced in both hard copy and electronic formats and were designed and 
disseminated so that any interested party can access and duplicate the material.  Materials 
conveyed the study purpose and incorporated information at an appropriate level of detail for the 
general public.  
 
The consultant team prepared an initial newsletter to describe the effort and its purpose during 
the early stages of the public outreach activities.  A second newsletter was produced to report on 
study findings.  The newsletters were disseminated to members of the TASC, PSC, local 
jurisdictions, community and organizational groups, and the general public.   The Newsletters 
prepared for the MAGIC 65 study are also included in Appendix D of this study. 
 
7.8 Study Website 
A web page for the MAGIC 65 Study was developed and maintained by PBS&J.  This web page 
(www.magic-i65.com) made materials from each public meeting available, included both 
newsletters and posted public meeting announcements.  The web site address was displayed on 
all study public informational materials, including newsletters, comment forms, and displays.  
    
7.9 Process Documentation  
Comprehensive documentation and accurate interpretation and analysis of findings are essential 
to the successful implementation of the MAGIC 65 Study public involvement plan.  
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Documenting all aspects of the public involvement process helped the RPC to maintain 
continuity in decision-making.  
 
The public involvement process deliverables included the following: 
• Public Involvement Plan 
• Meeting Summaries and Assessment 
• Stakeholder Interview Report 
• Public Comment Summary & Analysis 
• Print Collateral (Newsletter/fact sheets) 
• Public Meeting Materials and Documentation 
• Study Website 
• Final Public Involvement Plan Evaluation 
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8.0 NEXT STEPS 
The Feasibility Study, completed with the submission of this document, concluded that HOV 
lanes and BRT are viable in the I-65 corridor and that additional investment in BRT in the US 31 
corridor is viable as well. The technical analysis demonstrated that there is a need based on 
existing and projected conditions in the region. The next step in the progression of this project is 
the initiation of an Alternatives Analysis (AA) that would begin the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) process. The Alternatives Analysis will refine the screening process in a 
comprehensive and detailed evaluation of potential alternatives in the I-65 corridor. Some of the 
key issues that an Alternatives Analysis will address in greater detail include: 
 

• Design-level decisions and construction cost for HOV lanes  
• Refined right-of-way (ROW) impact and cost 
• Capital cost of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system 
• Effect on environmental justice communities 
• Comprehensive traffic modeling of I-65 and US 31 
• Overall benefits of HOV lanes and BRT 
• Funding sources 

 
The selected alternatives would be carried forward for more detailed evaluation in the Draft EIS 
(DEIS) and would be those that best meet the needs established by this Feasibility Study. It is 
recommended that both the FHWA and the FTA participate as co-lead agencies for the EIS 
process in this study to have representation for both the roadway and transit components.  
 
8.1 FTA Project Development Process8 
The FTA Project Development Process combined with the environmental documentation process 
is shown in Figure 8.1. Each major activity is followed by a decision from FTA to move to the 
next step. This process is required when seeking “New Starts” funding authorized in Section 
5309. The three major steps in the New Starts Planning and Project Development Process 
defined by FTA are: 
 
• alternatives analysis, where local agencies evaluate several modal and alignment options for 

addressing mobility needs in a given corridor and select a locally preferred alternative to 
implement;  

• preliminary engineering, where project costs, benefits, and impacts are refined; Federal 
environmental studies are completed; and local funding commitments are secured; and  

• final design, which includes right-of-way acquisition, utility relocation, and the preparation of 
final construction plans. 

 

                                                 
8 FTA Planning and  Project Development Process Online 
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For an Environmental Impact Statement, there are two stages, the draft and the final. The 
following FTA description details the environmental process. The DEIS includes discussion of 
the following:  
 
1. the purpose of and need for action;  
2. alternatives, including the proposed action;  
3. the affected environment; and  
4. environmental consequences.  
 
A DEIS must be signed by the FTA Regional 
Administrator and the authorized official of the 
local lead or cooperating transit agency.  The 
approved DEIS is then concurrently filed by FTA 
with the US Environmental Protection Agency (US 
EPA) and distributed by the local lead agency. The 
principle components of the FEIS include:  
 
1. identification of a preferred alternative;  
2. responses to comments made during the 

circulation period;  
3. commitments to mitigate adverse impacts of the 

project;  
4. evidence of compliance with related 

environmental statutes, Executive Orders and 
regulations; and  

5. a description of changes that have been made to 
the project since the DEIS was published.  

 
Once the appropriate FTA official has approved the 
FEIS, it is concurrently filed by FTA with the US 
Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) for 
publication of a notification of availability for a 30-
day circulation period in the Federal Register and it 
is distributed and advertised through local media by 
the local lead agency. 
 
8.2 Development of Build Alternatives 
The AA process will follow a tiered screening process that begins with a “universe of 
alternatives” and narrows it through a series of progressively more detailed evaluations to 
determine a limited number of alternatives that would be carried forward into the DEIS 
evaluation. The results of the Feasibility Study would be used as guidance in the initial screening 
of alternatives. The alternatives that would be selected to move forward in the DEIS would be 
classified as the Build Alternatives.  

 MAGIC 65 Corridor 
Feasibility Study 

Alternatives Analysis/Draft 
Environmental Impact 
Statement (AA/DEIS) 

Selection of Locally 
Preferred Alternative 

(LPA) 

FTA Evaluation for 
Approval into PE 

Preliminary Engineering/Final 
Environmental Impact 

Statement (FEIS) 

Environmental Record 
of Decision (ROD) 

FTA Evaluation for 
Approval into Final 

Design 

Final Design 

Construction  

Full Funding Grant 
Agreement 

Figure 8.1 – FTA Project Development Process 

Completed February 2007 

Decision point 

Major activity 
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8.3 Considerations for a TSM Alternative 
A Transportation System Management (TSM) alternative is used to evaluate lower cost 
improvements that may maximize roadway efficiency by eliminating roadway deficiencies. 
Operational deficiencies in the I-65 corridor have been identified in this study based on field 
observations and potential limited construction solutions will be recommended that may be 
incorporated into a TSM alternative in the Alternatives Analysis phase. Possible TSM solutions 
could include improving lane merges, optimizing signal timing, or controlling interstate access.  
Potential operational improvements that may be classified in future studies as a TSM alternative 
are listed by segment below. 

8.3.1 Segment 1 - SR 25 (Exit 228) to US 31 (Exit 238) 
• Exit 228 (SR 25) 

� Widen bridge (over railroad track) on NB I-65 just north of interchange. 
� Extend accel lane on NB entrance ramp and remove existing Yield sign. 
� As traffic volumes increase, overpass will need widening. 

• Exit 231 (US 31) 
� As traffic volumes increase, the overpass will need widening to add dedicated left 

turn lanes for access to the I-65 NB and SB entrance ramps. 
• Exit 234 (Airport Road) 

� At the 3-way intersection of Shelby West Parkway, CR 12, and CR 87, striping 
and signage improvements are needed in order to clarify which movement yields 

� Review current signal timings. 
� As traffic volumes increase, overpass will need widening. 

• Exit 238 (US 31) 
� Construct additional storage on the Hwy 31 EB left turn lane (at I-65 NB entrance 

ramp) west of the SB ramps.  This can be accomplished utilizing the existing 
median. 

8.3.2 Segment 2 - North of US 31 to Valleydale Road  
• Exit 242 (CR 52) 

� Widen the overpass to provide at least 5 lanes in width. 
� Construct a dual left turn lane on EB CR 52 for access to I-65 NB entrance ramp. 
� Widen I-65 SB exit ramp to a 2-lane section from I-65 and then taper into a third 

lane to create dual right turn lanes and a left turn lane at the ramp intersection 
with CR 52. 

� Widen CR 52 to 5 lanes from I-65 west to the intersection of CR 52 and US Hwy 
31. 

8.3.3 Segment 3 - North of Valleydale Road to Lakeshore Drive  
• Exit 250 (I-459) 

� Widen ramp for SB I-459 to SB I-65 to 2 lanes (this needs to be done in 
conjunction with the I-65 widening in the LRTP; it is not a short term fix). 
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• Exit 252 (US 31) 
� Re-stripe or re-pave I-65 northbound entrance ramp to improve delineation of 

entrance ramp lane.  
� Widen I-65 NB exit ramp to a 2-lane section. 

• Exit 255 (Lakeshore Drive) 
� Widen NB entrance ramp to a full length 2-lane section and widen I-65 as 

necessary to merge ramp traffic onto I-65 through lanes. 
� I-65 SB entrance ramp lane merge needs to be more clearly striped. 

8.3.4 Segment 4 - North of Lakeshore Drive to I-20/59  
• Exit 256 (Oxmoor Road) 

� Install dual left turn lanes to access both I-65 NB and SB entrance ramps and 
widen both entrance ramps accordingly. 

� If dual left turn lanes are not installed, the signal at the I-65 SB entrance ramp 
should be modified such that the WB left turn movement is protective/permissive 
(currently it is protected only). 

• Exit 258 (Green Springs Avenue) 
� Overpass was constructed with an additional WB through lane but it is currently 

striped out.  Open the 2ND WB through lane and widen Green Springs Avenue 
west of I-65 to receive lanes. 

� Review current signal timings. 
• Exit 259 (University Boulevard) 

� Construct an additional lane on University Blvd WB to create dual left turn lanes 
onto the I-65 SB entrance ramp. 

� Widen I-65 SB entrance ramp for two receiver lanes. 
� Lengthen the acceleration lane for I-65 SB entrance ramp onto I-65. 

8.3.5 Segment 5 - North of I-20/59 to US 31  
• Exit 262A (16TH Street) 

� Install “No Return Access” signs. 
• Exit 262B (Finley Boulevard) 

� Construct a dedicated right turn lane on EB Finley Blvd onto the I-65 SB entrance 
ramp. 

• Exit 263 (32ND & 33RD Avenue) 
� Review current signal timings. 

8.3.6 Segment 6 - North of US 31 to Proposed Northern Beltline 
• No recommendations 
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8.4 Considerations for a No-Build Alternative 
A No-build option is used as a baseline for comparison, and provides insight into the conditions 
that would exist if no action was taken to meet the identified regional needs, in this case a 
reduction in congestion and improved safety.  The No-build option may include projects that are 
already programmed in the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP). This would be projects 
within the corridor and those that could have a potential impact on the corridor. Projects that may 
be evaluated for the No-build option would include minor activities that maintain the operation 
of the existing roadway. 
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MAGIC 65
Screening of Faciity Types

Segment
Segment 
Length 
(miles)

2005 Population 
Density persons/sqmi Rank

2005 Employment 
Density 

employment/sqmi
Rank

2030 Population 
Density 

persons/sqmi
Rank

2030 Employment 
Density 

employment/sqmi
Rank 2004 

Origins

2004 
Origins 

Percent of 
Total

Rank 2030 
Origins

2030 
Origins 

Percent of 
Total

Rank 2004 
Destinations

Segments on I-65
1 - SR 25 (Exit 228) to US 31 (Exit 238) 9.97 433.84 3 79.63 3 699.75 3 237.63 3 9,197 12% 3 21,923 21% 2 2,841
2 - North or US 31 to Valleydale Road (Exit 247) 9.18 1142.58 3 1151.26 3 1452.46 3 1827.31 3 13,060 17% 2 21,301 20% 2 11,180
3 - North of Valleydale Road to Lakeshore Drive (Exit 255) 7.70 2504.71 2 2810.50 3 2593.05 2 3087.57 2 28,841 33% 1 26,736 26% 1 15,324
4 - North of Lakeshore Drive to I-20/59 (Exit 261) 5.59 1885.28 2 32258.80 1 3642.38 2 38050.64 1 15,410 21% 2 16,902 16% 2 38,007
5 - North of I-20/59 to US 31 (Exit 266) 4.64 1805.73 2 3738.60 2 1152.78 3 3989.21 2 3,012 4% 3 2,482 2% 3 4,993
6 - North of US 31 to Proposed Northern Beltline 8.22 724.34 3 370.29 3 1106.89 3 501.55 3 9,271 12% 3 14,947 14% 3 2,443

Segments for BRT via US 31
1 - US 31 – SR 25 to Montevallo Road (just north of US 31 crossing I-65) 199.33 3 42.30 3 394.31 3 174.65 3 6,821 7% 3 16,470 13% 3 2,414
2 - US 31 – Montevallo Road to CR 17 (Helena Road/Valleydale Road) 1190.17 3 788.35 3 1552.14 3 1396.56 3 16,677 17% 2 27,342 21% 2 10,141
3 - US 31 – CR 17 to Columbiana Road @ I-65 2409.36 3 3634.65 3 2583.24 2 4255.83 3 22,805 24% 2 37,160 21% 2 18,700
4 - Columbiana Road/Green Springs Highway – I-65 (exit 252) to University Boulevard 3054.76 2 3359.55 3 2868.80 2 3585.37 3 26,565 27% 1 27,083 21% 2 17,972
5 - University Boulevard – Columbiana Road/Green Springs Highway to SR 3/US 31 1762.51 3 26095.55 1 3929.31 2 30674.50 1 4,185 4% 3 5,471 4% 3 18,803
6 - SR 3/US 31 – University Boulevard to I-20 2264.53 3 39711.74 1 5423.51 1 46836.11 1 4,485 5% 3 5,541 4% 3 18,544
7 - SR 3/US 31 – I-20 to CR 121/Walker Chapel Road (I-65 exit 267) 1514.74 3 8034.01 2 1055.80 3 7820.82 2 5,030 5% 3 4,337 3% 3 7,669

   8 - SR 3/US 31 – CR 121/Walker Chapel Road to CR 112/Mount Olive Boulevard 714.92 3 379.49 3 1075.51 3 511.02 3 10,404 11% 3 16,867 13% 3 2,729
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MAGIC 65
Screening of Faciity Types

Segment

Segments on I-65
1 - SR 25 (Exit 228) to US 31 (Exit 238)
2 - North or US 31 to Valleydale Road (Exit 247)
3 - North of Valleydale Road to Lakeshore Drive (Exit 255) 
4 - North of Lakeshore Drive to I-20/59 (Exit 261)
5 - North of I-20/59 to US 31 (Exit 266)
6 - North of US 31 to Proposed Northern Beltline

Segments for BRT via US 31
1 - US 31 – SR 25 to Montevallo Road (just north of US 31 crossing I-65)
2 - US 31 – Montevallo Road to CR 17 (Helena Road/Valleydale Road)
3 - US 31 – CR 17 to Columbiana Road @ I-65
4 - Columbiana Road/Green Springs Highway – I-65 (exit 252) to University Boulevard
5 - University Boulevard – Columbiana Road/Green Springs Highway to SR 3/US 31
6 - SR 3/US 31 – University Boulevard to I-20
7 - SR 3/US 31 – I-20 to CR 121/Walker Chapel Road (I-65 exit 267)

   8 - SR 3/US 31 – CR 121/Walker Chapel Road to CR 112/Mount Olive Boulevard 

2004 
Destinations 
Percent of 

total

Rank 2030 
Destinations

2030 
Destinations 
Percent of 

total

Rank LOS Rank AADT # of Lanes AADT per 
lane Rank Future 

LOS Rank Future 
AADT

Future    
# of Lanes

Future 
AADT per 

Lane
Rank

Future 
congested 

speed
Rank

4% 3 11,458 11% 3 B 3 49,923 4 12,481 3 E 2 113,623 6 18,937 2 57 3
15% 2 18,942 18% 2 F 1 94,793 4 23,698 2 F 1 158,933 6 26,489 1 44 2
20% 2 17,816 17% 2 E 2 130,761 6 21,794 2 F 1 177,593 6 29,599 1 40 2
51% 1 46,126 44% 1 E 2 131,803 8 16,475 2 F 1 177,707 8 22,213 2 42 2
7% 3 5,798 6% 3 E 2 111,888 6 18,648 2 F 1 173,574 8 21,697 2 51 3
3% 3 4,151 4% 3 B 3 68,208 8 8,526 3 D 3 123,547 8 15,443 2 59 3

2% 3 9,262 7% 3 A 3 9,675 C 3 8,897 48 3
10% 3 18,209 14% 3 D 3 35,446 F 1 52,585 32 2
19% 2 23,596 18% 2 D 3 44,157 F 1 73,106 29 1
19% 2 19,978 15% 2 C 3 24,019 F 1 38,883 36 2
19% 2 23,191 18% 2 D 3 30,532 D 3 29,961 28 1
19% 2 23,026 18% 2 F 1 89,324 F 1 85,094 35 2
8% 3 8,584 7% 3 A 3 14,380 C 3 28,610 36 2
3% 3 4,425 3% 3 A 3 9,358 A 3 15,231 46 3
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MAGIC 65
Screening of Faciity Types

Segment

Segments on I-65
1 - SR 25 (Exit 228) to US 31 (Exit 238)
2 - North or US 31 to Valleydale Road (Exit 247)
3 - North of Valleydale Road to Lakeshore Drive (Exit 255) 
4 - North of Lakeshore Drive to I-20/59 (Exit 261)
5 - North of I-20/59 to US 31 (Exit 266)
6 - North of US 31 to Proposed Northern Beltline

Segments for BRT via US 31
1 - US 31 – SR 25 to Montevallo Road (just north of US 31 crossing I-65)
2 - US 31 – Montevallo Road to CR 17 (Helena Road/Valleydale Road)
3 - US 31 – CR 17 to Columbiana Road @ I-65
4 - Columbiana Road/Green Springs Highway – I-65 (exit 252) to University Boulevard
5 - University Boulevard – Columbiana Road/Green Springs Highway to SR 3/US 31
6 - SR 3/US 31 – University Boulevard to I-20
7 - SR 3/US 31 – I-20 to CR 121/Walker Chapel Road (I-65 exit 267)

   8 - SR 3/US 31 – CR 121/Walker Chapel Road to CR 112/Mount Olive Boulevard 

Future Time 
saved/mile Rank

Vehicles per 
Hour per 

Lane (HOV)
Rank

Transit routes 
within 1 mile 
of corridor

Rank
Feasible 
Facility 

Treatment 

Total 
Rank

Average 
Rank

0.12 3 452 2 0 1 HOV/BRT 41 2.73
0.43 3 887 1 0 1 HOV/BRT 31 2.07
0.58 2 1101 1 5 2 HOV/BRT 26 1.73
0.51 2 570 2 11 3 HOV/BRT 25 1.67
0.25 3 610 1 4 2 HOV/BRT 35 2.33
0.09 3 393 3 0 1 HOV/BRT 44 2.93

0.14 3 0 1 BRT 36 2.40
0.57 2 0 1 BRT 30 2.00
0.62 2 2 2 BRT 26 1.73
0.33 3 11 3 BRT 26 1.73
0.37 3 14 3 BRT 27 1.80
0.62 2 22 3 BRT 22 1.47
0.15 3 12 3 BRT 33 2.20
0.01 3 0 1 BRT 36 2.40
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MMobilityobility

AAccessibilityccessibility

GGrowthrowth

IInnovationnnovation

CCapacityapacity

Potential Typical Sections for HOV Lanes on IPotential Typical Sections for HOV Lanes on I--6565
(Median, At(Median, At--Grade)Grade)
(Unit Costs include impact of adding the proposed HOV lanes only(Unit Costs include impact of adding the proposed HOV lanes only))

Median Concurrent Striped
One lane each direction
$4.852 m/mile
HOV/BRT

Median Concurrent Barrier
One lane each direction
$7.382 m/mile
HOV/BRT

Median Concurrent Barrier
Two lanes each direction
$8.628 m/mile
HOV/BRT/HOT/MANAGED

HOVHOV
LANELANE

GENERAL PURPOSEGENERAL PURPOSE
LANES (range 3 to 5 each direction)LANES (range 3 to 5 each direction)



MMobilityobility

AAccessibilityccessibility

GGrowthrowth

IInnovationnnovation

CCapacityapacity

Median Elevated 
One lane each direction
$29.881 m/mile
HOV/BRT

Median Elevated 
Two lanes each direction
$43.771 m/mile
HOV/BRT/HOT/MANAGED

Potential Typical Sections for HOV Lanes on IPotential Typical Sections for HOV Lanes on I--6565
(Median, Elevated with One or Two Lanes in Each Direction)(Median, Elevated with One or Two Lanes in Each Direction)
(Unit Costs include impact of adding the proposed HOV lanes only(Unit Costs include impact of adding the proposed HOV lanes only))



MMobilityobility

AAccessibilityccessibility

GGrowthrowth

IInnovationnnovation

CCapacityapacity

Outside Split At-grade Barrier
One lane each side
$7.382 m/mile
HOV/BRT

Outside One-side At-grade Barrier
Two lanes (one each direction)
$7.407 m/mile
HOV/BRT

Outside Split Elevated 
One lane each side
$27.603 m/mile
HOV/BRT

Outside One-side Elevated
Two lanes (one each direction)
$27.330
HOV/BRT

Potential Typical Sections for HOV Lanes on IPotential Typical Sections for HOV Lanes on I--6565
(Outside, At(Outside, At--Grade or Elevated with One Lane in each Direction)Grade or Elevated with One Lane in each Direction)
(Unit Costs include impact of adding the proposed HOV lanes only(Unit Costs include impact of adding the proposed HOV lanes only))



MMobilityobility

AAccessibilityccessibility

GGrowthrowth

IInnovationnnovation

CCapacityapacity

Outside Split At-grade Barrier
Two lanes each side
$9.268 m/mile
HOV/BRT/HOT/MANAGED

Outside One-side At-grade Barrier
Four lanes (two each direction)
$9.292 m/mile
HOV/BRT/HOT/MANAGED

Outside Split Elevated 
Two lanes each side
$38.668 m/mile
HOV/BRT/HOT/MANAGED

Outside One-side Elevated
Four lanes (two each direction)
$39.010 m/mile
HOV/BRT/HOT/MANAGED

Potential Typical Sections for HOV Lanes on IPotential Typical Sections for HOV Lanes on I--6565
(Outside, At(Outside, At--Grade or Elevated with Two Lanes in each Direction)Grade or Elevated with Two Lanes in each Direction)
(Unit Costs include impact of adding the proposed HOV lanes only(Unit Costs include impact of adding the proposed HOV lanes only))
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MAGIC 65 
Demographic Analysis by Census Tract within a 1 Mile buffer of the I-65 Corridor

Segment I NAME Total Total White
% of total 
white

Total Black or 
African 

American

% of total 
Black or 
African 

American

Total American 
Indian or Alaska 

Native

% of total 
American 
Indian or 

Alaska Native
Total 
Asian 

% of Total 
Asain

Total native 
Hawaiian and 
other pacific 

islander

% of Native 
Hawaiian and 
other pacific 

Islander
Total 
other

 % of total 
other 

Hispanic or 
Latino; Total 
population; 
Hispanic or 
Latino (of any 
race); Number

% of total 
Hispanic or 
Latino

Median 
Household 

Incomes
Population 

65 and older
% 65 and 

older
Transit 

Dependent

Transit 
Dependent 

Percent
1 0306.09 1684 1635 97.09% 37 2.20% 3 0.18% 2 0.12% 1 0.06% 0 0.00% 17 1.01% $47,800 177 10.51% -103 -6.12%
1 0306.08 2620 2409 91.95% 164 6.26% 7 0.27% 27 1.03% 2 0.08% 3 0.11% 21 0.80% $68,110 149 5.69% 47 1.79%
1 0303.19 2453 1431 58.34% 977 39.83% 8 0.33% 15 0.61% 0 0.00% 2 0.08% 15 0.61% $38,267 537 21.89% 197 8.03%
1 0306.07 3558 3189 89.63% 295 8.29% 9 0.25% 34 0.96% 0 0.00% 13 0.37% 46 1.29% $55,071 157 4.41% -23 -0.65%
1 0303.06 3840 3334 86.82% 410 10.68% 21 0.55% 18 0.47% 0 0.00% 29 0.76% 56 1.46% $56,402 360 9.38% -112 -2.92%
1 0306.05 2743 2598 94.71% 76 2.77% 8 0.29% 3 0.11% 0 0.00% 30 1.09% 19 0.69% $59,698 374 9.69% -147 -5.36%
1 0305 5839 4780 81.86% 872 14.93% 12 0.21% 13 0.22% 3 0.05% 90 1.54% 172 2.95% $40,833 640 10.96% 110 1.88%
Total 22737 19376 85.22% 2831 12.45% 68 0.30% 112 0.49% 6 0.03% 167 0.73% 346 1.52% $52,312 2394 10.53% -31 -0.14%

Segment I NAME Total Total White
% of total 
white

Total Black or 
African 

American

% of total 
Black or 
African 

American

Total American 
Indian or Alaska 

Native

% of total 
American 
Indian or 

Alaska Native
Total 
Asian 

% of Total 
Asain

Total native 
Hawaiian and 
other pacific 

islander

% of Native 
Hawaiian and 
other pacific 

Islander
Total 
other

 % of total 
other 

Hispanic or 
Latino; Total 
population; 
Hispanic or 

Latino (of any 
race); Number % Hispanic

Household 
median 
income

Population 
65 and older

% 65 and 
older

Transit 
Dependent

Transit 
Dependent 

Percent
2 0303.07 5201 4928 94.75% 143 2.75% 19 0.37% 66 1.27% 0 0.00% 8 0.15% 93 1.79% $71,947 403 7.75% -150 -2.88%
2 0303.04 4994 4751 95.13% 153 3.06% 10 0.20% 56 1.12% 0 0.00% 7 0.14% 55 1.10% $93,928 438 8.77% -174 -3.48%
2 0129.07 4141 3837 92.66% 160 3.86% 7 0.17% 74 1.79% 2 0.05% 18 0.43% 54 1.30% $58,407 470 11.35% -32 -0.77%
2 0129.09 7489 5086 67.91% 1290 17.23% 17 0.23% 413 5.51% 1 0.01% 490 6.54% 1024 13.67% $38,509 603 8.05% 830 11.08%
2 0303.05 3859 3713 96.22% 49 1.27% 9 0.23% 56 1.45% 1 0.03% 8 0.21% 19 0.49% $87,949 374 9.69% -322 -8.34%
2 0303.14 2512 2197 87.46% 223 8.88% 7 0.28% 69 2.75% 0 0.00% 3 0.12% 41 1.63% $54,777 202 8.04% -113 -4.50%
2 0303.15 4561 4095 89.78% 178 3.90% 15 0.33% 77 1.69% 0 0.00% 129 2.83% 474 10.39% $47,116 422 9.25% 187 4.10%
2 0303.16 4869 4308 88.48% 351 7.21% 17 0.35% 109 2.24% 0 0.00% 30 0.62% 114 2.34% $53,680 338 6.94% 11 23%
2 0306.09 1684 1635 97.09% 37 2.20% 3 0.18% 2 0.12% 1 0.06% 0 0.00% 17 1.01% $47,800 177 10.51% -103 -6.12%
2 0303.18 5994 5296 88.36% 313 5.22% 24 0.40% 54 0.90% 0 0.00% 262 4.37% 345 5.76% $60,736 271 4.52% 10 0.17%
2 0306.08 2620 2409 91.95% 164 6.26% 7 0.27% 27 1.03% 2 0.08% 3 0.11% 21 0.80% $68,110 149 5.69% 47 1.79%
2 0303.19 2453 1431 58.34% 977 39.83% 8 0.33% 15 0.61% 0 0.00% 2 0.08% 15 0.61% $38,267 537 21.89% 197 8.03%
2 0303.06 3840 3334 86.82% 410 10.68% 21 0.55% 18 0.47% 0 0.00% 29 0.76% 56 1.46% $56,402 360 9.38% -112 -2.92%

54217 47020 86.73% 4448 8.20% 164 0.30% 1036 1.91% 7 0.01% 989 1.82% 2328 4.29% $59,818 4744 8.75% 276 0.51%

Segment I NAME Total Total White
% of total 
white

Total Black or 
African 

American

% of total 
Black or 
African 

American

Total American 
Indian or Alaska 

Native

% of total 
American 
Indian or 

Alaska Native
Total 
Asian 

% of Total 
Asain

Total native 
Hawaiian and 
other pacific 

islander

% of Native 
Hawaiian and 
other pacific 

Islander
Total 
other

 % of total 
other 

Hispanic or 
Latino; Total 
population; 
Hispanic or 

Latino (of any 
race); Number % 

Median 
Household 

Income
Population 

65 and older
% 65 and 

older
Transit 

Dependent

Transit 
Dependent 

Percent
3 0058 3318 1398 42.13% 1691 50.96% 5 0.15% 83 2.50% 8 0.24% 61 1.84% 205 6.18% $30,277 245 7.38% 340 12.64%
3 0107.02 4449 3582 80.51% 723 16.25% 9 0.20% 51 1.15% 0 0.00% 24 0.54% 63 1.42% $53,558 561 12.61% 212 6.97%
3 0107.05 3285 3109 94.64% 78 2.37% 9 0.27% 51 1.55% 4 0.12% 6 0.18% 20 0.61% $52,695 334 10.17% 39 1.19%
3 0107.04 4806 4136 86.06% 425 8.84% 16 0.33% 118 2.46% 0 0.00% 62 1.29% 177 3.68% $42,210 514 10.69% 31 0.65%
3 0107.06 4115 2728 66.29% 1127 27.39% 4 0.10% 132 3.21% 3 0.07% 67 1.63% 166 4.03% $35,507 430 10.45% 276 6.71%
3 0129.01 7475 6895 92.24% 236 3.16% 11 0.15% 223 2.98% 5 0.07% 50 0.67% 132 1.77% $46,378 1599 21.39% 310 4.15%
3 0144.04 4774 4049 84.81% 412 8.63% 16 0.34% 190 3.98% 13 0.27% 35 0.73% 112 2.35% $49,223 527 11.04% 121 2.53%
3 0129.06 6356 5724 90.06% 311 4.89% 5 0.08% 182 2.86% 5 0.08% 74 1.16% 206 3.24% $60,859 470 11.35% 133 2.09%
3 0144.05 3857 3280 85.04% 404 10.47% 8 0.21% 79 2.05% 0 0.00% 40 1.04% 101 2.62% $50,212 489 12.68% 7 0.18%
3 0303.04 4994 4751 95.13% 153 3.06% 10 0.20% 56 1.12% 0 0.00% 7 0.14% 55 1.10% $93,928 438 8.77% -174 -3.48%
3 0144.06 5828 5478 93.99% 147 2.52% 2 0.03% 160 2.75% 0 0.00% 7 0.12% 36 0.62% $81,288 984 16.88% -38 -0.65%
3 0129.07 4141 3837 92.66% 160 3.86% 7 0.17% 74 1.79% 2 0.05% 18 0.43% 54 1.30% $58,407 470 11.35% -32 -0.77%
3 0144.07 6550 5651 86.27% 487 7.44% 12 0.18% 196 2.99% 6 0.09% 120 1.83% 317 4.84% $49,009 1379 21.05% 506 7.73%
3 0129.08 4656 3715 79.79% 493 10.59% 18 0.39% 177 3.80% 6 0.13% 162 3.48% 506 10.87% $36,844 681 14.63% 477 10.24%
3 0129.09 7489 5086 67.91% 1290 17.23% 17 0.23% 413 5.51% 1 0.01% 490 6.54% 1024 13.67% $38,509 603 8.05% 830 11.08%
3 0303.05 3859 3713 96.22% 49 1.27% 9 0.23% 56 1.45% 1 0.03% 8 0.21% 19 0.49% $87,949 374 9.69% -322 -8.34%
3 0303.14 2512 2197 87.46% 223 8.88% 7 0.28% 69 2.75% 0 0.00% 3 0.12% 41 1.63% $54,777 202 8.04% -113 -4.50%
3 0303.15 4561 4095 89.78% 178 3.90% 15 0.33% 77 1.69% 0 0.00% 129 2.83% 474 10.39% $47,116 422 9.25% 187 4.10%

87025 73424 84.37% 8587 9.87% 180 0.21% 2387 2.74% 54 0.06% 1363 1.57% 3708 4.26% $53,819 10722 12.32% 2790 3.21%
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MAGIC 65 
Demographic Analysis by Census Tract within a 1 Mile buffer of the I-65 Corridor

Segment I NAME Total Total White
% of total 
white

Total Black or 
African 

American

% of total 
Black or 
African 

American

Total American 
Indian or Alaska 

Native

% of total 
American 
Indian or 

Alaska Native
Total 
Asian 

% of Total 
Asain

Total native 
Hawaiian and 
other pacific 

islander

% of Native 
Hawaiian and 
other pacific 

Islander
Total 
other

 % of total 
other 

Hispanic or 
Latino; Total 
population; 
Hispanic or 

Latino (of any 
race); Number

% of total 
hispanic

Median 
Household 

Income
Population 

65 and older
% 65 and 

older
Transit 

Dependent

Transit 
Dependent 

Percent
4 0008 5387 69 1.28% 5284 98.09% 12 0.22% 4 0.07% 0 0.00% 4 0.07% 37 0.69% $16,995 852 15.82% 1791 32.88%
4 0016 4485 330 7.36% 4127 92.02% 7 0.16% 3 0.07% 0 0.00% 1 0.02% 19 0.42% $21,048 720 16.05% 1073 23.92%
4 0012 3603 130 3.61% 3415 94.78% 4 0.11% 3 0.08% 0 0.00% 11 0.31% 58 1.61% $19,679 714 19.82% 928 25.76%
4 0015 3987 53 1.33% 3919 98.29% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.03% 14 0.35% $16,938 467 11.71% 1050 26.34%
4 0014 2915 114 3.91% 2722 93.38% 8 0.27% 3 0.10% 0 0.00% 46 1.58% 101 3.46% $21,113 748 25.66% 654 22.44%
4 0027 3617 723 19.99% 2839 78.49% 9 0.25% 10 0.28% 3 0.08% 4 0.11% 28 0.77% $7,610 390 10.78% 933 25.79%
4 0029 2962 30 1.01% 2912 98.31% 1 0.03% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 19 0.64% $11,274 628 21.20% 1264 42.67%
4 0030.02 2793 101 3.62% 2634 94.31% 2 0.07% 7 0.25% 0 0.00% 27 0.97% 67 2.40% $20,231 533 19.08% 830 29.72%
4 0045 3180 949 29.84% 1654 52.01% 11 0.35% 485 15.25% 2 0.06% 21 0.66% 60 1.89% $12,266 227 7.14% 542 17.04%
4 0042 3532 136 3.85% 3358 95.07% 2 0.06% 0 0.00% 1 0.03% 11 0.31% 37 1.05% $18,984 521 14.75% 843 23.87%
4 0049 4979 3036 60.98% 1533 30.79% 12 0.24% 221 4.44% 0 0.00% 58 1.16% 116 2.33% $24,683 331 6.65% 967 19.42%
4 0051.01 2676 9 0.34% 2651 99.07% 2 0.07% 2 0.07% 0 0.00% 3 0.11% 21 0.78% $10,919 243 9.08% 903 25.10%
4 0052 4452 26 0.58% 4405 98.94% 5 0.11% 0 0.00% 1 0.02% 3 0.07% 18 0.40% $27,997 584 13.12% 697 10.52%
4 0050 3598 2116 58.81% 1035 28.77% 10 0.28% 224 6.23% 1 0.03% 111 3.09% 204 5.67% $27,554 332 9.23% 290 5.82%
4 0051.02 6623 1177 17.77% 5085 76.78% 18 0.27% 130 1.96% 14 0.21% 99 1.49% 316 4.77% $28,201 1022 15.43% 1016 37.97%
4 0058 3318 1398 42.13% 1691 50.96% 5 0.15% 83 2.50% 8 0.24% 61 1.84% 205 6.18% $30,277 245 7.38% 340 12.64%
4 0107.02 4449 3582 80.51% 723 16.25% 9 0.20% 51 1.15% 0 0.00% 24 0.54% 63 1.42% $53,558 561 12.61% 212 6.97%
4 0107.01 3040 1522 50.07% 1178 38.75% 4 0.13% 209 6.88% 0 0.00% 67 2.20% 188 6.18% $38,598 91 2.99% 171 5.15%
4 0107.05 3285 3109 94.64% 78 2.37% 9 0.27% 51 1.55% 4 0.12% 6 0.18% 20 0.61% $52,695 334 10.17% 39 1.19%
4 0130.02 2363 29 1.23% 2309 97.71% 3 0.13% 7 0.30% 1 0.04% 0 0.00% 15 0.63% $20,861 441 18.66% 309 13.08%
4 0107.04 4806 4136 86.06% 425 8.84% 16 0.33% 118 2.46% 0 0.00% 62 1.29% 177 3.68% $42,210 514 10.69% 31 0.65%
4 0107.06 4115 2728 66.29% 1127 27.39% 4 0.10% 132 3.21% 3 0.07% 67 1.63% 166 4.03% $35,507 430 10.45% 276 6.71%
4 0143.02 1703 1104 64.83% 556 32.65% 6 0.35% 6 0.35% 0 0.00% 7 0.41% 12 0.70% $33,750 318 18.67% 35 2.06%
4 0129.01 4587 2900 63.22% 1615 35.21% 16 0.35% 7 0.15% 0 0.00% 20 0.44% 132 2.88% $46,378 603 13.15% 310 4.15%
4 0144.04 4774 4049 84.81% 412 8.63% 16 0.34% 190 3.98% 13 0.27% 35 0.73% 112 2.35% $49,223 527 11.04% 121 2.53%

95229 33556 35.24% 57687 60.58% 191 0.20% 1946 2.04% 51 0.05% 749 0.79% 2205 2.32% $27,542 12376 13.00% 15625 16.41%

Segment I NAME Total Total White
% of total 
white

Total Black or 
African 

American

% of total 
Black or 
African 

American

Total American 
Indian or Alaska 

Native

% of total 
American 
Indian or 

Alaska Native
Total 
Asian 

% of Total 
Asain

Total native 
Hawaiian and 
other pacific 

islander

% of Native 
Hawaiian and 
other pacific 

Islander
Total 
other

 % of total 
other 

Hispanic or Latino; 
Total population; 

Hispanic or Latino 
(of any race); 

Number

Median 
Household 

Income
Population 

65 and older
% 65 and 

older
Transit 

Dependent

Transit 
Dependent 

Percent
5 0119.01 3518 2705 76.89% 647 18.39% 15 0.43% 3 0.09% 0 0% 117 3.33% 172 4.89% $25,545 694 19.73% 307 8.73%
5 0120.01 4587 2900 63.22% 1615 35.21% 16 0.35% 7 0.15% 0 0.00% 20 0.44% 40 0.87% $41,590 603 13.15% -146 -3.18%
5 0120.02 5300 3943 74.40% 1238 23.36% 27 0.51% 23 0.43% 0 0.00% 14 0.26% 35 0.66% $37,325 733 13.83% 68 1.28%
5 0055 2689 544 20.23% 2109 78.43% 12 0.45% 2 0.07% 0 0.00% 6 0.22% 15 0.56% $16,092 339 12.61% 772 17.34%
5 0109 5234 4249 81.18% 907 17.33% 18 0.34% 9 0.17% 1 0.02% 19 0.36% 74 1.41% $28,110 930 17.77% 820 15.67%
5 0008 5387 69 1.28% 5284 98.09% 12 0.22% 4 0.07% 0 0.00% 4 0.07% 37 0.69% $16,995 852 15.82% 1791 33.25%
5 0007 3063 6 0.20% 3036 99.12% 3 0.10% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 0.07% 25 0.82% $13,691 498 16.26% 1007 32.88%
5 0016 4485 330 7.36% 4127 92.02% 7 0.16% 3 0.07% 0 0.00% 1 0.02% 19 0.42% $21,048 720 16.05% 1073 23.92%
5 0012 3603 130 3.61% 3415 94.78% 4 0.11% 3 0.08% 0 0.00% 11 0.31% 58 1.61% $19,679 714 19.82% 928 25.76%
5 0015 3987 53 1.33% 3919 98.29% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.03% 14 0.35% $16,938 467 11.71% 1050 26.34%
5 0014 2915 114 3.91% 2722 93.38% 8 0.27% 3 0.10% 0 0.00% 46 1.58% 101 3.46% $21,113 748 25.66% 654 22.44%
5 0027 3617 723 19.99% 2839 78.49% 9 0.25% 10 0.28% 3 0.08% 4 0.11% 28 0.77% $7,610 390 10.78% 933 25.79%
5 0029 2962 30 1.01% 2912 98.31% 1 0.03% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 19 0.64% $11,274 628 21.20% 1264 42.67%
5 0030.02 2793 101 3.62% 2634 94.31% 2 0.07% 7 0.25% 0 0.00% 27 0.97% 67 2.40% $20,231 533 19.08% 830 29.72%

54140 15897 29.36% 37404 69.09% 134 0.25% 74 0.14% 4 0.01% 272 0.50% 704 1.30% $21,232 8849 16.34% 11351 20.97%

Segment I NAME Total Total White
% of total 
white

Total Black or 
African 

American

% of total 
Black or 
African 

American

Total American 
Indian or Alaska 

Native

% of total 
American 
Indian or 

Alaska Native
Total 
Asian 

% of Total 
Asain

Total native 
Hawaiian and 
other pacific 

islander

% of Native 
Hawaiian and 
other pacific 

Islander
Total 
other

 % of total 
other 

Hispanic or 
Latino; Total 
population; 
Hispanic or 

Latino (of any 
race); Number hispanic %

Medain 
Household 

Income
Population 

65 and older
% 65 and 

older
Transit 

Dependent

Transit 
Dependent 

Percent
6 0117.04 3682 3616 98.21% 6 0.16% 10 0.27% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 5 0.14% 25 0.68% $56,435 441 11.98% -207 -5.62%
6 0117.05 7615 7285 95.67% 201 2.64% 15 0.20% 16 0.21% 1 0.01% 57 0.75% 97 1.27% $46,180 1412 18.54% 142 1.86%
6 0117.03 6422 6196 96.48% 105 1.64% 19 0.30% 54 0.84% 1 0.02% 10 0.16% 45 0.70% $42,417 1173 18.27% -341 -5.31%
6 0119.01 3518 2705 76.89% 647 18.39% 15 0.43% 3 0.09% 0 0.00% 117 3.33% 172 4.89% $25,545 694 19.73% 307 8.73%
6 0120.02 5300 3943 74.40% 1238 23.36% 27 0.51% 23 0.43% 0 0.00% 14 0.26% 35 0.66% $37,325 733 13.83% 68 1.28%
6 0055 2689 544 20.23% 2109 78.43% 12 0.45% 2 0.07% 0 0.00% 6 0.22% 15 0.56% $16,092 339 12.61% 772 17.34%
6 0109 5234 4249 81.18% 907 17.33% 18 0.34% 9 0.17% 1 0.02% 19 0.36% 74 1.41% $28,110 930 17.77% 820 15.67%

34460 28538 82.81% 5213 15.13% 116 0.34% 107 0.31% 3 0.01% 228 0.66% 463 1.34% $36,015 5722 16.60% 1561 4.53%
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I-65 Corridor Study  
Project Steering Committee Meeting 
November 6, 2006 
1:30 PM 
Regional Planning Commission of Greater Birmingham 
 
  
Meeting Summary 
 
Project Introduction/Consultant Team Introductions 
Mary Grace Lewandowski of the Regional Planning Commission of Greater Birmingham (RPC) called the 
meeting to order.  She welcomed everyone and thanked them for their participation on the MAGIC 65 
study.   Ms. Lewandowski gave a brief recap of the 1st meeting and indicated that the project team was 
prepared to offer some preliminary findings.  Ms. Lewandowski invited the PSC members to ask questions 
and make comments throughout the meeting.  Following self introductions, Ms. Lewandowski turned the 
meeting over to Scott Rumble of PBS&J.     
 
Project Presentation 
Mr. Rumble indicated that the purpose of today’s meeting was to provide an overview of the project 
progress to date and indicated a desire to get input from the Committee specifically related to initial 
screening completed for Facility Treatments and Physical Characteristics. 
 
Mr. Rumble indicated that the evaluation methodology included screening of individual segments for Facility 
Treatments, such as demographics, traffic data, and transit service, and Physical Characteristics, such as 
typical sections, right of way, unit construction costs and environmental concerns.  Mr. Rumble indicated 
that corridor segments were screened looking at horizontal alignments, vertical alignments, and right of way 
issues.  Corridor segments for I-65 include: 
 

1. Calera to Alabaster, approximately 10 miles 
2. Alabaster to Hoover, approximately 9 miles 
3. Hoover to Homewood, approximately 8 miles 
4. Homewood to Birmingham, approximately 6 miles 
5. Birmingham to Fultondale, approximately 5 miles 
6. Fultondale to Gardendale, approximately 8 miles 

 
Corridor Segments for US 31 include: 
 

1. SR 25 to Montevallo Road 
2. Montevallo Road to CR 17 
3. CR 17 to Columbiana Road at I-65 
4. I-65 to University Blvd (along Columbiana Road/Green Springs Hwy.) 
5. Green Springs Hwy. to SR 3/US-31 (along University Blvd.) 
6. University Blvd to I-20 
7. I-20 to CR 120/Walker Chapel Road 
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8. CR 120/Walker Chapel Road to CR 112/Mount Olive Blvd. 
 
Mr. Rumble then called on Ms. Emily Ritzler of PBS&J to discuss the specific screening criteria for each 
segment.  Ms. Ritzler indicated that each segment would need to satisfy a majority of the criteria listed 
below to be considered viable. 
 
For HOV Lanes, screening criteria includes: 

• LOS of E or worse 
• HOV vehicles per lane per hour in the range of 400-800 
• Travel time savings per mile greater than 1 minute 
• Origins and destinations greater than 20% of corridor total 

 
Bus Rapid Transit 

• LOS of E or worse 
• Origins and destinations greater than 20% of corridor total 
• Population density greater than 2,500 people per square mile 
• Employment density greater than 5,00 per square mile 
• Relationship to existing transit routes 
• Transit LOS of E or worse 

 
Ms. Ritzler went on to describe some preliminary finding along I-65, including that segments 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 
are viable HOV segments along I-65. This finding was based on existing conditions as well as projected 
traffic.  Additionally, the study team found that BRT would be viable with an HOV system in these 
segments.   
 
Q.  Why is HOV not viable on segment 6?  With it tying in to the proposed northern beltline it seems it 

would be viable. 
 A.  Based on the existing traffic conditions and the screening criteria, segment 6 does not yet 

warrant HOV lanes.  The regional model shows that there is enough capacity in this segment with 
six general purpose lanes as well as additional auxiliary lanes. 

 
Ms. Ritzler continued with her presentation, indicating that based on the numbers, truck only lanes are not 
warranted in the MAGIC 65 Corridor, and that the inclusion of High Occupancy Toll Lanes/Managed Lanes 
is a policy decision that will need to be made later down the road.    
 
Ms. Ritzler then turned the discussion back over to Mr. Rumble.  Mr. Rumble reviewed generalized 
constructions costs for comparative purposes. 
 
Mr. Rumble continued with the presentation relating to the preliminary application of typical sections along 
I-65, indicating that: 

• Segments 1 and 2 – Concurrent Striped HOV lanes would have the least impact on existing 
structures and ROW. 
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• Segments 3 and 4 – All HOV typical sections in the median would require major reconstruction of I-
65 and bridges.  HOV lanes on the outside, either elevated or at grade, would be the most viable 
option. 

• Segment 5 – Corridor X related improvements push all options to the outside.  Elevated HOV lanes 
on the outside would be the most viable option. 

• Segment 6 – HOV in the median would require major reconstruction of I-65 and bridges.  HOV 
lanes on the outside or elevated in the median would be the most viable options. 

 
Mr. Rumble then reviewed potential HOV Interchange locations, including: 
 

• Calera – CR 22 between US31 and Airport Road exits. 
• Alabaster – Simmsville Road between CR 52 and US 31 
• Pelham – Just south of SR 119, connecting to Amphitheater Road 
• Hoover – Between Valleydale Road and I-459 near Savannah Ridge 
• Homewood – Raleigh Avenue, between Oxmoor Road and Lakeshore Drive 
• Birmingham – University Blvd interchange (Exit 259 A) 
• Birmingham – 16th Street Interchange (Exit 262 A) 
• Fultondale – Ridgebrook Road, just north of Walker Chapel Road Interchange 

 
 Q.  I don’t understand your choice of Raleigh Avenue for an HOV interchange in Hoover.  Raleigh Ave. is a 
highly residential area.  Wildwood has the potential for HOV and park n ride lots.  I’d suggest that Raleigh 
Avenue is not the place you want to be. 
 A.  Thanks for the input.  We will look into this suggestion. This location was initially proposed due 
to its proximity to a dense residential area that would generate HOV trips that would use the HOV system. 
 
Mr. Rumble also discussed potential for park and ride lots along the I-65/US-31 corridor, and indicated that 
the RPC of Greater Birmingham conducted a study to identify possible locations.  Locations were identified 
in Gardendale at Mt. Olive Road, in Fultondale at Walker Chapel Road, in Calera at CR 87, in Calera at 
US-31, in Hoover at Lorna Road, in Pelham at Cahaba Valley Road, and in Pelham at Healthsouth. 
 
Ms. Ritzler concluded the presentation portion of the meeting by reviewing the policy decisions that would 
need to be considered in the implementation of an HOV system, such as Vehicle Occupancy 
Requirements, Enforcement, System Evaluation and Integration, and Funding. 
 
Meeting participants were asked about enforcement issues between jurisdictions.  Meeting participants 
responded that the municipalities all have a good working relationship, and there was a high level of 
confidence that any jurisdictional issues could be resolved collaboratively. 
 

• When asked about whether barrier separated vs. concurrent lanes and other policy concerns, 
meeting particpants responded with the following comments: 

 
• Flexibility of not having a barrier is good for accident response times. 
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• Peak hour only HOV system worth considering.   
 

• HOV positive as long as existing GP lanes are not utilized. 
 

• Single occupancy vehicles rule the road in Birmingham.  We need to work now to encourage 
carpooling in our existing system.  Marketing ridesharing is important. 

 
• What are our policies toward encouraging car pooling? 

 
• Over or under utilizations of HOV systems allow for future conversion to HOT lanes – provided the 

HOV system is barrier separated. 
 

• There needs to be a large marketing component to any HOV system implemented. 
 

• Money is the driving force in decision making.  Regional efforts are above and beyond existing 
funding sources. 

 
• This effort has the potential for $100,000,000 in federal funds, though they are not yet authorized.  

Preliminary costs will have to be refined. 
 
When asked point blank about their preference for barrier separated vs. concurrent flow HOV lanes, 
meeting participants generally supported the idea of concurrent flow lanes. 
 
There being no additional comments or questions, Mr. Rumble thanked everyone for their comments, 
announced the public meeting schedule, and adjourned the meeting. 
 
 
  
 
 . 
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I-65 Corridor Study  
Technical Advisory Sub-Committee Meeting 
November 6, 2006 
10:30 AM 
Regional Planning Commission of Greater Birmingham 
 
 
Meeting Summary 
 
Project Introduction/Consultant Team Introductions 
Mary Grace Lewandowski of the Regional Planning Commission of Greater Birmingham (RPC) called the 
meeting to order.  She welcomed everyone and thanked them for their participation on the MAGIC 65 
study.   Ms. Lewandowski then turned the meeting over to Scott Rumble of PBS&J.     
 
Project Scope & Schedule 
Mr. Rumble indicated that the purpose of today’s meeting was to provide an overview of the project 
progress to date and indicated a desire to get input from the Committee specifically related to initial 
screening completed for Facility Treatments and Physical Characteristics. 
 
Mr. Rumble indicated that the evaluation methodology included screening of individual segments for Facility 
Treatments, such as demographics, traffic data, and transit service, and Physical Characteristics, such as 
typical sections, right of way, unit construction costs and environmental concerns.  Mr. Rumble indicated 
that corridor segments were screened looking at horizontal alignments, vertical alignments, and right of way 
issues.  Corridor segments for I-65 include: 
 

1. Calera to Alabaster 
2. Alabaster to Hoover 
3. Hoover to Homewood 
4. Homewood to Birmingham 
5. Birmingham to Fultondale 
6. Fultondale to Gardendale 

 
Corridor Segments for US 31 include: 
 

1. SR 25 to Montevallo Road 
2. Montevallo Road to CR 17 
3. CR 17 to Columbiana Road at I-65 
4. I-65 to University Blvd (along Columbiana Road/Green Springs Hwy.) 
5. Green Springs Hwy. to SR 3/US-31 (along University Blvd.) 
6. University Blvd to I-20 
7. I-20 to CR 120/Walker Chapel Road 
8. CR 120/Walker Chapel Road to CR 112/Mount Olive Blvd. 

 



Technical Advisory Committee Meeting Summary 
November 6, 2006 

 
 

Page 2 of 6 

Mr. Rumble then called on Ms. Emily Ritzler of PBS&J to discuss the specific screening criteria for each 
segment.  Ms. Ritzler indicated that each segment would need to satisfy a majority of the criteria listed 
below to be considered viable. 
 
For HOV Lanes, screening criteria includes: 

• LOS of E or worse 
• HOV vehicles per lane per hour in the range of 400-800 
• Travel time savings per mile greater than 1 minute 
• Origins and destinations greater than 20% of corridor total 

 
Bus Rapid Transit 

• LOS of E or worse 
• Origins and destinations greater than 20% of corridor total 
• Population density greater than 2,500 people per square mile 
• Employment density greater than 5,000 per square mile 
• Relationship to existing transit routes 
• Transit LOS of E or worse 

 
Ms. Ritzler went on to describe some preliminary finding along I-65, including that segments 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 
are viable HOV segments along I-65. This finding was based on existing conditions as well as projected 
traffic.  Additionally, the study team found that BRT would be viable with an HOV system in these 
segments.   
 
Q.  Are these findings based on existing conditions alone? 
 A.  These findings are based on existing conditions and also include planned improvements such 

as the widening of I-65 in Shelby County. 
 
Q.  Why was segment 6 eliminated? 
 A.  Based on the existing traffic conditions and the screening criteria, segment 6 does not yet 

warrant HOV lanes. 
 
Q.  Are the requirements for all the segments the same? 
 A. Yes, the screening criteria is consistent throughout the corridor. 
 
Ms. Ritzler continued with her presentation, indicating that based on the numbers, truck only lanes are not 
warranted in the MAGIC 65 Corridor, and that the inclusion of High Occupancy Toll Lanes/Managed Lanes 
is a policy decision that will need to be made later down the road.  The group discussion focused on the 
desire to establish an HOV system, acclimate the public to the concept, and then change the policy to 
accommodate HOT/Managed lanes if needed to correct the potential over or under utilization of the HOV 
system. 
 
Ms. Ritzler then turned the discussion back over to Mr. Rumble.  Mr. Rumble reviewed the potential typical 
sections for HOV lanes on I-65, including one concurrent lane in each direction, one barrier separated lane 
in each direction, and two barrier separated lanes in each direction.  Additionally, Mr. Rumble raised the 
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possibility of elevating the HOV system with either one or two lanes in each direction, either in the center or 
on the outside.   Mr. Rumble noted the higher construction costs with an elevated system, but the right of 
way costs could be substantially less with the elevated roadway. 
 
Q.  Wouldn’t it be better to look at our existing typical along the corridor?  In Shelby County, we are building 
a 12 foot shoulder/lane.  Will that be problematic for future implementation of the median concurrent striped 
scenario? 
 A.  The purpose of this exercise is to simply show potential typical sections.  We are not committed 

to any construction model at this point. 
 
Q.  Do costs include having to build left handed HOV ramps in the barrier separated scenario? 
 A.  Construction costs indicated are for the lane alone - and anything we would have to do 

physically to construct the lane.  No interchanges or ramps are included.  The costs that are shown 
are for comparative purposes only. 

 
Q.  How do you get through existing interchanges? 
 A.  The HOV system would have to be accommodated at grade or could go up and over at each 
interchange. 
 
Q.  Don’t we need to screen for what would be preferable and most beneficial to the public?  Wouldn’t 8 
general purpose lanes be preferred by the public as opposed to 6 general purpose lanes and an HOV 
system? 
 A.  We could run the model with 8 general purpose lanes. 
 
Q.  Could you do HOV from Calera northward to a specific dispersal point, such as I-459? 
 A.  We could look at that to make future HOV on 459 possible.  However, our model shows that 
most of the trips on I-65 continue north of I-459. 
 
Mr. Rumble continued with the presentation relating to the preliminary application of typical sections along 
I-65, indicating that: 

• Segments 1 and 2 – Concurrent Striped HOV lanes would have the least impact on existing 
structures and ROW. 

• Segments 3 and 4 – All HOV typical sections in the median would require major reconstruction of I-
65 and bridges.  HOV lanes on the outside either elevated or at grade, would be the most viable 
option. 

• Segment 5 – Corridor X related improvements push all options to the outside.  Elevated HOV lanes 
on the outside would be the most viable option. 

• Segment 6 – HOV in the median would require major reconstruction of I-65 and bridges.  HOV 
lanes on the outside or elevated in the median would be the most viable options. 

 
Mr. Rumble then reviewed potential HOV Interchange locations, including: 
 

• Calera – CR 22 between US31 and Airport Road exits. 
• Alabaster – Simmsville Road between CR 52 and US 31 
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• Pelham – Just south of SR 119, connecting to Amphitheater Road 
• Hoover – Between Valleydale Road and I-459 near Savannah Ridge 
• Homewood – Raleigh Avenue, between Oxmoor Road and Lakeshore Drive 
• Birmingham – University Blvd interchange (Exit 259 A) 
• Birmingham – 16th Street Interchange (Exit 262 A) 
• Fultondale – Ridgebrook Road, just north of Walker Chapel Road Interchange 

 
Mr. Rumble also discussed potential for park and ride lots along the I-65/US-31 corridor, and indicated that 
the RPC of Greater Birmingham conducted a study to identify possible locations.  Locations were identified 
in Gardendale at Mt. Olive Road, in Fultondale at Walker Chapel Road, in Calera at CR 87, in Calera at 
US-31, in Hoover at Lorna Road, in Pelham at Cahaba Valley Road, and in Pelham at Healthsouth. 
 
Mr. Rumble reported to the group that while truck only lanes were not warranted in this corridor, there is a 
potential for adding a truck climbing lane in the northbound direction from I-459 to at least 1000 feet beyond 
the end of grade.  Additionally, Mr. Rumble discussed the possibility of adding a truck by-pass ramp 
northbound at the US-31 interchange. 
 
Mr. Rumble stated that the study to date has reviewed the horizontal and vertical alignments, with the worst 
case scenario in mind.  That information was overlayed on the aerial map to check for impacts.  The worst 
possible alignment would be to construct an HOV/HOT lane system with all 4 lanes on one side.  Having 
that information in hand, the next step would be to apply the typical sections that appear reasonable to the 
entire corridor, and then review the impacts and right of way requirements. 
 
Ms. Ritzler concluded the presentation portion of the meeting by reviewing the policy decisions that would 
need to be considered in the implementation of an HOV system, such as Vehicle Occupancy 
Requirements, Enforcement, System Evaluation and Integration, and Funding. 
 
Ms. Ritzler then turned the meeting over to Ms. Leah Vaughan of Sycamore Consulting to get feedback 
from the meeting participants.  Ms. Vaughan asked participants to think about some of the policy issues 
identified by Ms. Ritzler, and she opened the floor for discussion. 
 
Q.  What is the biggest benefit of a barrier separated system? 
 A.  Safety is a major benefit of the barrier separated system, as drivers are not able to dart in and 
out of the lanes, and during extremely congested peak times, it separates the slow moving traffic in the GP 
lanes from the generally faster speeds in the HOV lanes.  Finally, enforcement of HOV policy is easier with 
the barrier separated system. 
 
Q.  What is FHWA’s recommendation for new implementation of HOV systems? 
 A. FHWA does not recommend a particular typical section for new HOV systems. 
 
C.  Enforcement is spotty with non-barrier separated lanes. 
 
C.  Barriers kill freedom of getting around, access to and egress the HOV system. 
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C.  Barriers will require us to build more interchanges.  Also, accidents in a barrier separated system might 
cause issues for emergency response and for those drivers stuck behind the accident. 
 R.  Slip ramps and removable barriers are possiblities that would alleviate some of these concerns. 
 
Meeting participants also discussed the 24 hour vs. Peak Hour only policy.  Staff mentioned that for 
educational purposes, it is generally better to introduce HOV lanes as a 24 hour proposition (especially in 
areas that have not used HOV lanes before) that could be converted to peak hour only at some point in the 
future. 
 
Q.  What numbers do you have to show the decrease in number of vehicles on the road anticipated with the 
implementation of an HOV system? 

A. We will be estimating the number of HOV trips that will use the HOV system on I-65 and the 
resulting reduction in total vehicles. 
 
C.  Vehicle occupancy rates might increase in response to factors other that congestion – such as high 
parking costs, high price of gasoline, etc. 
 
Q.  Would ramp metering promote use of the HOV system? 

A. Ramp metering would be a viable option where entrance ramps were sufficiently long to 
accommodate vehicles that would form queues while waiting to enter I-65.  Delay on general purpose 
entrance ramps caused by the ramp metering may encourage some commuters to car pool and use the 
HOV system entrance ramps instead. 
 
C.  We ought to be responsive to the demands placed on us by the public, not generate need for HOV 
systems by tinkering with policy.   
 R.  We are looking to provide incentives and commuting options for the public in response to 
congestion. 
 
C.  Don’t engineer it.  Be responsive to the public.  Mobility is good right now.  Don’t force people into a new 
mind set that they don’t want. 
 R.  We want to educate the public on new options out there that could help with commuting and 
with their bottom line. 
 
C.  We want to stay ahead of the curve and not be reactionary when it comes to transportation planning. 
 
C.  If we want to think about HOT lanes at some point in the future, we need to have the barrier separated 
option. 
 
C.  Atlanta and Nashville started as concurrent flow (lower implementation costs and ease of access). 
 
C.  No barrier is good, but what if it doesn’t work.  Would we have to come back to the table asking for 
more local funds?  We don’t want to throw good money after bad.  We need to be confident in the success 
of any system we move forward with. 
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C.  Birmingham does not have the utilization factor to warrant a 24 hour HOV system.  It is needed at peak 
hour, but at peak hour only. 
 
Q.  What about implementation of a reversible HOV lane? 
 A.  There is a level of reverse commute in Birmingham that makes a reversible system ineffective.  
There needs to be at least a 70/30 split on the commute, with 70% going into town for a reversible system 
to work.  Birmingham currently has a 60/40 split. 
 
C.  I would like to see BRT as an express service along I-65 with more frequent service. 
 
Q.  Is there any option for BRT only on I-65 using the median or shoulder? 
 A.  This would not be operationally sound for the long term, but it has been done as a short term 
solution to an immediate need. 
 
Meeting participants were asked how they felt about the truck climbing lane.  Generally, it was viewed as a 
good idea for further consideration. 
 
Public Meetings 
Mr. Rumble mentioned the public meeting scheduled for November 16th, as well as the roving information 
booth schedule and he encouraged the committee to attend.   
 
Mr. Rumble thanked committee members for attending, and the meeting was adjourned.  
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I-65 Corridor Study  
Public Meetings 
November 15th and 16th, 2006 
 
 
Meeting Summary 
 
Following the first round of MAGIC 65 Public Meetings, a determination was made to attempt to reach out 
to the public in a non-traditional manner.  As such the project team developed a concept of a roving public 
information booth to supplement a single public meeting for the study.  This concept was designed to reach 
out to the general public in locations that are frequently visited, and therefore inform, educate and get input 
on the Study from people who would not generally attend public meetings.  Each of the roving public 
information booth events were held prior to full public meeting and served as advertisement for the more 
formal event.  Public outreach events included: 
 

• November 15th:  Gardendale Civic Center, Gardendale,  AL 
• November 15th:  BJCTA Central Station, Birmingham, AL 
• November 16th:  Hoover Recreation Center, Hoover, AL 
• November 16th:  RPC of Greater Birmingham Conference Room, Birmingham, AL 

 
The Roving Public Information Booth events included a table top display with a project area map, 
information on High Occupancy Vehicles and Bus Rapid Transit systems.  Additionally, there were several 
hand outs, including a study fact sheet, a study newsletter, and a brief questionnaire/comment form.   
 
November 15th:  Gardendale Civic Center:  The Roving Public Information Booth at the Gardendale Civic 
Center was visited by 22 individuals.  In addition to those reviewing the booth, RPC Project Manager Mary 
Grace Lewandowski was invited to brief the Gardendale Rotary Club, who were meeting at the Civic Center 
during this event, on Study results to date.  Generally, speaking those visiting the booth at the Gardendale 
Civic Center were in favor of implementation of an HOV system. 
 
November 15th:  BJCTA Central Station:  The Roving Public Information Booth at the BJCTA Central 
Station was visited by 126 individuals. The public at the BJCTA booth were supportive of a Bus Rapid 
Transit system.  While the idea of commuting to jobs up and down the I-65 Corridor was appealing, the 
public expressed concern that service hours would need to ensure a return trip.  Peak hour only service 
would not necessarily benefit riders on shift work or non-traditional schedules.  Additionally, there were a 
number of comments about the need to improve the existing bus service before implementing new service. 
 
November 16th:  Hoover Recreation Center.  The Roving Public Information Booth at the Hoover Recreation 
Center was visited by 12 individuals.  The pubic was generally supportive of improvements that would 
reduce congestion on I-65 and US-31. 
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November 16th:  Public Meeting:  RPC of Greater Birmingham 
The Project Team staff set up several displays relating to study findings, including the display used at the 
Roving Public Information Booth Events, an aerial display of the Study Corridor, a series of boards 
depicting corridor segments and initial findings, and a power point presentation. 
 
The attached sheet summarizes the questionnaire and details the comments received.  
 
  
 
  
 
 



MAGIC 65 November 15th & 16th Meetings 
Comment Summary 

 
On November 15 and 16, 2006, the MAGIC 65 project team received another round of public 

comments on the corridor study area.  The comment form solicited feedback from the meeting’s 
participants on corridor usage, perceived problems on the corridor, and preferences for two new 

alternatives – High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) facilities.  A 
summary of these comments are found below. 

 
1. When do you travel on I-65 and US-31?  

• Most respondents use the highways on both weekdays and weekends. 
• US-31 is used exclusively on weekdays by a much higher percentage of 

respondents (21%) than those that use I-65 exclusively on weekdays (4%). 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

2. How long is your trip on I-65 and US-31?  
• Respondents’ trips on both I-65 and US-31 

tended to be of medium length (10-20 
minutes).   

• Short trips (less than 10 minutes) occur 
more frequently on US-31 

• Long trips (longer than 20 minutes) occur 
significantly more frequently on I-65.   

• Long trip times could be an indicator of 
two realities:  

o a facility is used to travel longer 
distances  

o a facility is experiencing 
congestion which slows vehicle 
speeds and lengthens trip times. 
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3. What major problems do you encounter on I-65 and US-31?  
Respondents shared their experiences 
along the MAGIC 65 corridor by 
selecting any of eight problem 
categories. 
• Congestion was the most frequently 

selected problem on both I-65 and 
US-31. 

• Pavement Condition and 
Signage/Information problems were 
selected with similar frequency on 
both roadways. 

• Roadway Safety, Interchange 
Functionality, and Safe Access to 
Destinations were selected 
significantly more frequently for I-65 
than US-31. 

Note: respondents were able to select more than one problem category. 
 
• WRITTEN COMMENTS about problems on the MAGIC 65 corridor: 

o Improve speed limit enforcement 
o Update warning signage 
o Improve signal timing on US-31 
o Improve lane designation, especially when rainy 

 
 

4. Do you favor the implementation of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) and/or Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) facilities?  

• Respondents generally favored the implementation of both 
HOV and BRT. 

• There was more support for the implementation of HOV 
(79%) than BRT (60%), and twice as many “NO” responses 
for BRT than HOV. 

• About 1 in 5 respondents indicated “UNSURE” for HOV or 
BRT, which may indicate an opportunity to educate the 
public. 

 
• WRITTEN COMMENTS about HOV and BRT: 

o HOV seems to work in other cities like Atlanta and 
Nashville. 

o HOV enables carpooling and reduces emissions 
o HOV would make commutes safer. 
o HOV is a waste of money; drivers will ignore it. 

 
o BRT would help Birmingham offer better 

transportation options to work/shopping 
o BRT would provide faster, easier travel. 
o BRT will not be used in Birmingham. 
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I-65 Corridor Study  
Joint PSC/TASC Committee Meeting 
January 25, 2007 
10:00 AM 
Regional Planning Commission of Greater Birmingham 
 
 
Meeting Summary 
 
Mary Grace Lewandowski of the Regional Planning Commission of Greater Birmingham (RPC) called the 
meeting to order at 10:00 am.  She thanked the committee members for their participation in the study and 
for attending the final meeting.  Ms. Lewandowski stated that the RPC was excited about the study and was 
pleased that it was accomplished in a short time frame.   Ms. Lewandowski asked for self introductions 
around the room and turned the meeting over to Scott Rumble of PBSJ.     
  
Mr. Rumble briefly discussed the project scope of work, indicating that the MAGIC 65 Study was a fatal 
flaws analysis along I-65 for a 45 mile stretch from SR 25 in Calera to the proposed northern beltline in 
Gardendale.  Mr. Rumble indicated that the study area included 1 mile on either side of I-65. 
 
Mr. Rumble then explained the process the team used for completing the study. The process included: 
project guidance from the TASC and PSC as well as the general public on an ongoing basis, data 
collections and analysis of existing conditions, design options and development of criteria to screen those 
options, and the actual screening and development of a final report.  Mr. Rumble then recapped the MAGIC 
65 goals and objectives and identified the roadway segments on I-65 and US 31 that were evaluated.  
Following an overview of the types of screening completed, Mr. Rumble indicated that there were no fatal 
flaws to prevent this project from moving forward.  Mr. Rumble stated that the feasibility for building such a 
project would be determined in the next phase of study, but that there was no reason to stop studying the I-
65/US-31 corridor for improvements. 
 
Mr. Rumble then reviewed the criteria for screening HOV lanes and Bus Rapid Transit in the corridor. 
 
At this point, Mr. Rumble moved in to the recommended actions for HOV lanes and BRT on I-65, stating 
that Segments 3 and 4 were immediately feasible, segments 1, 2 and 5 were feasible in the near future, 
and segment 6 would be feasible in the long range plan. 
 
Q.  What segment of I65 is scheduled for widening at the point? 
 A.  The ALDOT project shows widening from US 31 to Hwy 119, all within segment 2. 
 
Mr. Rumble then reviewed the recommended actions for BRT on US 31, stating that segments 3 & 4 were 
immediately feasible, segments 2 & 7 were feasible in the near future, and segments 1 & 8 may be feasible 
in the long range plan.   
 
Mr. Rumble then discussed the typical section options for HOV lanes on I-65, noting that the study team 
began by looking at 13 different options and narrowed those options down to two. The first option is to have 
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one median concurrent striped lane in each direction.  The second option is to have one median concurrent 
barrier separated lane in each direction.  The second option has the benefits of being safer and easier to 
enforce.  Mr. Rumble noted that there would likely be some elevated segments of the system at the I-459,  
I-20/I-59, and Corridor X interchanges.  Though none of the details have been ironed out, these elevated 
segments are intended to minimize the amount of right of way required. 
 
Q.  Does this anticipate system to system connectivity at these interchanges? 
 A. No, system to system connectivity is not included. 
 
Mr. Rumble then reviewed the preliminary costs for construction, noting that the barrier separated system is 
approximately 46% more in construction costs and 85% more in right of way impact.  Mr. Rumble noted 
that 30% of the costs and 50% of the acreage required for Option 1 are related to the elevated segment 
(Segment 5) at Corridor X.  Mr. Rumble also noted that there are more significant right of way impacts with 
Option 2, but that within segments 2 & 3 for Option 1 there are very few right of way impacts anticipated.   
 
Mr. Rumble then discussed the capital costs associated with a bus rapid transit system, indicating that a 
BRT vehicle can cost anywhere between $300,000 and $1.6 million each, and the typical cost for a BRT 
station ranges from $150,000 to $2.5 million.  These costs vary greatly based on the type of amenities, 
technologies and size.    The group discussed park and ride locations, noting that the lot at CR 87/Shelby 
County Airport will be built, but finding other locations near the interstate may require condemnation.  The 
point was made that the opportunity for sharing facilities with retailers is an unlikely. 
 
Mr. Rumble presented the potential location of BRT stations and outlined some potential policy 
considerations, including vehicle eligibility, hours of operation, enforcement and safety, education and 
marketing and BRT, which will need to be addressed during the next phase of the study.  Additionally, Mr. 
Rumble reviewed some potential funding considerations. 
 
Mr. Rumble opened the meeting for comments or questions.  Comments and questions are noted in bold.  
Consultant responses are italicized. 
 
C.  Define effects on EJ Communities before moving towards design.  How this affects the EJ 
population is a huge concern.  Please look at EJ impacts early in the process.   

The AA will attempt to maximize the benefits to impacted communities and identify the positive as 
well as the negative impacts.  The AA process requires that the design and EJ work be completed 
concurrently.  It seeks to avoid, minimize and mitigate negative impacts. 

 
Q.  Did you consider a 3rd option of 2 reversible HOV lanes in the median to alleviate peak hour 
traffic? 
 We did look at the possibility, but the traffic split in Birmingham indicates too high a level of reverse 

commutes to make a reversible lane feasible. 
 
Q.  Are HOV lanes as vulnerable to breakdowns and accidents resulting in congestion as are GP 
lanes? 
 A.  Yes they are. 



Joint TASC/PSC Meeting Summary 
January 25, 2007 
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Q  There are many projects in the pipeline in Alabama – Beltine, Corridor X, etc. – and there is a 
limited amount of money to build these projects.  There needs to be a mechanism for prioritizing 
projects.  Regional dialogue about these projects needs to happen. 
  
C.  As a point of information from ALDOT’s point of view, funds for Corridor X and the Northern 
Beltline come out of a separate funding source. 
 
C.  This project has a federal earmark of $1,000,000. 
 
C.  Widening along a significant portion of the I-65 corridor is anticipated and included in the long-
range plan. 
 
C.  Barrier separated HOV lanes are needed to accommodate for more efficient/safe implementation 
of any future HOT lanes. 
 
C.  In addition to limited federal funding, there is also limited local match funding available.  The 
local match issue is key. 
 
C.  Additional lanes on I-65 in Shelby County will include 1 lane set aside for a HOV lane, but the 
lane widths will not accommodate a barrier separated system and it will have no buffer between the 
general purpose lanes and the HOV lane. 
 
Q.  Are funds available to move this project to the next phase? 
 Evaluating that now by looking at DOT, FTA , local funding.  The major consideration is a policy 

decision to get support from the ALDOT. 
 
Q.  Has there been any consideration of the local traffic impacts of this project, specifically to 
intown neighborhoods in between Finley Blvd. and 11th Avenue. 
 Not at this point.  Those impacts would be analyzed in the next phase. 
 
Following a brief discussion of next steps, the consensus of the group was to recommend the study of the I-
65 corridor be continued with an Alternatives Analysis.  The meeting was adjourned. 
 
 



Study to Explore Potential Transportation Enhancements 
The I-65 Corridor through Jefferson and Shelby Counties is an integral component of Birmingham’s transporta-
tion system.  This corridor is essential not only to the economic vitality of metropolitan Birmingham, but to the 
State of Alabama as well.  It serves a wide range of transportation roles vital to the economic growth and stability 
of the region. 

The Regional Planning Commission (RPC) of Greater Birmingham is interested in identifying the potential for ca-
pacity improvements along I-65 within the Birmingham Region.   The purpose of this study is to identify flaws 
that might prohibit capacity enhancement to the highway and to identify potential transit improvements in the I-
65 corridor.   This study will look at several transportation enhancement options, including: High Occupancy Ve-
hicle Lanes, Express Bus Lanes, High Occupancy Toll Lanes and Bus Rapid Transit.  The study will fully explore 
potential issues and challenges with these various highway and transit options on I-65 and US-31, which is the 
first step in planning improvements for these corridors. 

I-65 Corridor Newsletter 

MAGIC 65—Study Area Overview 
 

The study area for this project includes a 45.8 mile stretch 
of I-65 and parallel US-31 from Calera in Shelby County 
northward to the proposed Northern Beltline in Jefferson 
County.    The corridor is exceptionally diverse in terms of 
land use and development, as it connects suburban Jef-
ferson and Shelby Counties with the commercial and 
business areas of downtown Birmingham.    

Birmingham is known as the Magic City due to its rapid 
emergence from vacant farmland to a vibrant industrial 
center 135 years ago.  That vibrancy continues today.  
According to the City’s website, Birmingham is home to 
more than 40,000 businesses, and its population of 
242,820 residents swells to just over 1,079,000 when the 
entire metro area is considered.  Numerous indicators, 
such as being ranked #15 of America’s 50 Hottest Cities 
by Expansion Management Magazine, and having been 
listed as one of America’s most affordable Cities, point to 
the likelihood of continued growth.  However, having a 
substantial percentage of populations residing outside of 
the city’s center business district creates numerous trans-
portation and commuting issues.   

This study, hereafter called the MAGIC 65 Study, will look 
at how I-65 and US-31 can continue to move Birmingham 
boldly into the future by increasing Mobility and Accessi-
bility while accommodating demographic and economic 
Growth using Innovative technologies and additional 
Capacity. 

Volume 1, Issue 1 

August 2006 

MAGIC 65—Mobility, Accessibility, Growth, Innovation & Capacity  
in the I-65 and US-31 Corridor 



  

For more information, visit our website:  www.magic-i65.com 
 or contact Leah Vaughan on the Project Team at 1-800-470-2344 

Regional Planning Commission of Greater Birmingham to host  
Public Involvement Meetings on the MAGIC 65 Corridor Study 
 

The Regional Planning Commission of Greater Birmingham is hosting a series of  3 Public Involvement Meetings to dis-
cuss the MAGIC 65 Corridor Study.  This study will analyze the I-65 corridor, including US-31, from Calera to the proposed 
Northern Beltline, and will identify the potential for future transportation projects.  These meetings will present identical 
information at different locations along the corridor and are scheduled for: 
  

 Tuesday, September 12th from 4-7 pm 
 Shelby County Development Services Community Room 
 1126 County Services Drive 
 Pelham, Alabama 35124    

 Wednesday, September 13th from 4-7 pm 
 Gardendale Civic Center 
 857 Main Street 
 Gardendale, Alabama 35071    

 Thursday, September 14th from 4-7 pm 
 Regional Planning Commission of Greater Birmingham 
 1st Floor Conference Room 
 1731 First Avenue North 
 Birmingham, Alabama 35203 
   

The public is invited to attend these meetings to learn more about the study and to provide input on study goals and objec-
tives, existing conditions, and innovative technologies and solutions.  



First Round of Project Meetings A Success! 
The Regional Planning Commission (RPC) of Greater Birmingham is interested in identifying 
the potential for capacity improvements along I-65 within the Birmingham Region.   The 
purpose of this study is to identify flaws that might prohibit capacity enhancement to the 
highway and to identify potential transit improvements in the I-65 corridor.   This study will 
look at several transportation enhancement options, including: High Occupancy Vehicle 
Lanes, Express Bus Lanes, High Occupancy Toll Lanes and Bus Rapid Transit.  The study will 
fully explore potential issues and challenges with these various highway and transit options 
on I-65 and US-31, which is the first step in planning improvements for these corridors. 

The first meetings to address these issues were held in late August at the RPC.  Elected 
officials and a variety of other stakeholders from throughout the study area were in 
attendance to discuss the goals of the study, learn about innovative solutions to 
transportation problems, and identify the location of congestion and safety problems.  
Additionally, citizens attended a public meeting to share their concerns via oral or written 
comment, as well as a written survey. 

MAGIC 65 Newsletter 
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MAGIC 65—Mobility, Accessibility, Growth, Innovation & Capacity  
on the I-65 & US-31 Corridors 

At the public meetings held in September, attendees participated in a study to collect data about the user 
experience on I-65 and US-31.  Respondents provided personal information about their usage of the corridors, 
including average trip length, primary destination, major problems with the corridor, and future improvements. 

The chart here shows what those surveyed consider to be the problems on I-65 and US-31.  The most commonly 
cited problem was congestion, followed by safety issues.    All problems were identified with roughly the same 
frequency on both roads, except pavement condition was cited on I-65 but not US-31. 

Several other trends emerged from the surveys.  Generally, US-31 is used more frequently than I-65 for trips that 
are less than 20 minutes.  However, over half of all respondents indicated that their trips on I-65 are longer than 

20 minutes, while only 9% indicated this length for US-31.  
This appears to indicate that I-65 is used to travel longer 
distances and may experience more slowdowns due to 
congestion than US-31. 

Respondents use I-65 and US-31 for different purposes.  For 
example, 35% of respondents primarily use I-65 to travel to 
work, while only 6% use US-31 to do so.  The story is different 
when it comes to shopping, however.  A larger percentage of 
drivers (44%) use US-31 primarily for shopping than do 
drivers on I-65 (16%).  Interestingly, both roads are used 
about equally for access to recreation sites.   

It is important to assess the primary use of each highway.  
These survey results suggest that I-65 is used for longer-
distance regional travel while US-31 is used for short-distance, 
local travel.  These different road characteristics are taken into 
account when assessing alternatives across the study area. 

Use of the MAGIC 65 Corridor: Citizen Survey Results 
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The study area for this 
project includes a 45.8 mile 
stretch of I-65 and parallel 
US-31 from Calera in Shelby 
County northward to the 
proposed Northern Beltline 
in Jefferson County.    The 
corridor is exceptionally 
diverse in terms of land use 
and development, as it 
connects suburban 
Jefferson and Shelby 
Counties with the 
commercial and business 
areas of downtown 
Birmingham.    

Birmingham is known as 
the Magic City due to its 
rapid emergence from 
vacant farmland to a vibrant 
industrial center 135 years 
ago.  That vibrancy 
continues today.  
Birmingham is home to 
more than 40,000 businesses and 242,820 residents, 

and over 1,079,000 residents in 
the broader metro area.  
Numerous indicators, such as a 
#15 ranking on Expansion 
Management Magazine’s list of 
America’s 50 Hottest Cities and 
recognition as one of America’s 
most affordable cities, point to 
the likelihood of continued 
growth.  However, with a 
substantial percentage of the 
population residing outside of 
the city’s central business district, 
the region faces numerous 
transportation issues such as 
congestion of commuters and 
freight.  

The MAGIC 65 Study will look at 
how I-65 and US-31 can continue 
to move Birmingham boldly into 
the future by increasing Mobility 
and Accessibility while 
accommodating demographic 
and economic Growth using 

Innovative technologies and additional Capacity. 

MAGIC 65—Study Area Overview 
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Transportation Goals for the I-65/US-31 Corridor 

ments along the I-65 corridor.  

Goal # 1: Create alternatives to 
single-occupancy vehicles  (See 
the following sections of this 
newsletter for examples of these 
alternatives.) 

Goal # 2: Plan for transportation 
projects in conjunction with land 
use and economic development 
activities. 

Goal # 3: Include enforcement 
strategies into the planning of 
alternatives to ensure their suc-
cess. 

Goal # 4: Share the benefit and 
burden of transportation projects 

equally, paying particular atten-
tion to environmental justice. 

Goal # 5: Ensure that proposed 
projects are financially feasible 
and practicable. 

The project team used input from 
the Project Steering Committee,  
the Technical Advisory Sub-
Committee and the public to de-
velop a set of Goals and Objec-
tives for the MAGIC 65 Study.   
The Goals and Objectives reflect 
the responses given to a series of 
questions, including What is 
Good about the Corridor?  What 
is Bad about the Corridor?  What 
do We Want the Corridor to be in 
the Future?  What is the Most Im-
portant Outcome of the MAGIC 
65 Study.  The set of Goals devel-
oped will be used by the  project 
team to screen currently planned 
projects and proposed improve-
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High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes are restricted to those vehicles that have two or more passengers.  This en-
courages drivers to make trips together, thereby reducing the number of total vehicles on the freeway.  During 
times of high congestion, HOV lanes can flow freely while general purpose lanes may be congested. 

HOV lanes are widely used in the United States as a strategy to reduce congestion.  Currently in the United States, 
there are over 1,200 miles of HOV lanes across 23 states.  (Federal Highway Administration HOV Facility Inven-
tory)  However, HOV lanes are not in use in the State of Alabama.  HOV lanes can be added alongside existing 
highways simply by re-striping the left-most lane.  Typically, though, new HOV lanes are constructed alongside existing freeways or 
sometimes take the form of separate elevated facilities. 

HOV lanes only provide a benefit during times of congestion.  If the highway is not congested, then the HOV lane goes to waste.  As 
such, some HOV lanes serve as general purpose lanes during off-peak hours.  There are, however, other ways to use HOV lanes; in 
some jurisdictions, single-occupant hybrid vehicles are permitted to use the HOV lanes, providing an incentive for car-buyers to pur-
chase hybrid vehicles.  In order to maximize their effectiveness, HOV lanes must be one element of a broader initiative to coordinate 
carpools for residents, increase transit options, and locate future development in areas that maximize the roads and highways that are 
already in place.  For more information on HOV lanes, visit the following website:   http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/freewaymgmt/hov/
index.htm. 

High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes:  Another Alternative to Single-Occupant Vehicles! 

High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes allow drivers of single-occupant vehicles to pay for the use of HOV lanes.  The HOT lane concept 
was developed to maximize HOV lanes, which often go unused when there are no HOVs on the road or when there is no congestion.  
By allowing drivers to pay for the use of the HOT lanes, they absorb congestion.  An additional advantage of HOT lanes is that they 
address traffic congestion using economic principles such as supply and demand, rather than through additional legislation and regu-
lation. 

Vehicles pay using electronic payment systems similar to Fastrak or Smart Tag technology that allows drivers to be billed without stop-
ping as they pass through toll booths.  For maximum flexibility, the charge for using a HOT lane can be automatically calculated based 

on the amount of congestion in the general purpose lanes.  As the HOT lanes become congested, the price 
to enter the lane increases. 

The HOT lane charges that are collected have the potential to cover the cost of creating the lane and install-
ing the necessary payment technology.  However, in areas that do not currently have HOV lanes that could 
be converted to HOT lanes, the expense of constructing new lanes must be considered.  Critics of HOT 
lanes contend that they give an unfair advantage to drivers with extra income, and exclude poor drivers 
from taking advantage of their benefits.  HOT lanes are currently used in California, Texas, Minnesota, Utah, 
and Denver.  Several other states are currently considering them for their area.  For more information on 
HOT lanes, visit the following websites:  http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/hov/hotlanes.htm and 

http://www.rppi.org/transportation/ps170.html. 

High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes  :  Yet Another Alternative to Single-Occupant Vehicles!! 

HOT lane facility in San Diego. 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) is one alternative being considered for the MAGIC 65 study area.  In a 
BRT system, riders are transported on buses using dedicated lanes on existing or proposed high-
ways.  The dedicated lanes ensure reliable service, allow buses to bypass congestion, and pro-
vide a corridor along which BRT stations can be constructed.  BRT is a regional transportation 
solution able to provide connectivity across large metropolitan regions, potentially at a lower 
cost than regional light rail or the construction of new highways. 

Most of the benefits of BRT come from removing vehicles from the road; this includes reduced 
traffic congestion and improved air quality.  Additional benefits of BRT include the potential for 
development along the corridor, greater service flexibility than rail options, and the potential for 
constructing BRT lanes on existing transportation facilities, such as on highways or parallel to 
rail lines.  BRT stations are usually built in conjunction with Park-and-Ride lots for suburban com-

muters who may not live within walking distance of a BRT station.  While it is a relatively new transportation alternative, Bus Rapid 
Transit is currently provided in cities around the world including American cities such as Miami-Dade, Kansas City, Los Angeles, Pitts-
burgh, and Seattle.  For more information on BRT, visit the following websites:  http://www.nbrti.org and http://www.gobrt.org.  

The BRT “Busways” system in Pittsburgh, PA. 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT):  An Alternative to Single-Occupant Vehicles 



  

For more information, visit our website:  www.magic-i65.com 
 or contact Mary Grace Lewandowski, RPC Project Manager, at 251-8139 

Regional Planning Commission of Greater Birmingham to host  
Public Involvement Meeting on the MAGIC 65 Corridor Study 

 

The Regional Planning Commission of Greater Birmingham is hosting a roving public 
information booth and a Public Involvement Meeting to discuss the MAGIC 65 Corridor 
Study.  These events will present our preliminary results of the screening analysis and 
provide an opportunity to discuss potential fatal flaws for the proposed design options in the 
MAGIC 65 corridor.  The roving public information booth will be at the following locations:  
 Wednesday, November 15th  
 Gardendale Civic Center from 11 am—1 pm 
 BJCTA Central Station from 4—6 pm 
 Thursday, November 16th 
 Hoover Recreation Center 7—9 am 
   
The Public Information Meeting will be held on:    

 Thursday, November 16th from 4-7 pm 
 Regional Planning Commission of Greater Birmingham 
 1st Floor Conference Room 
 1731 First Avenue North 
 Birmingham, Alabama 35203 
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