
I-35 Joint Corridor Segment Committees 3 and 4 Meeting 
3500 NW Loop 410 
San Antonio, Texas  

 
June 10, 2010 

9:00 AM to Noon 
 
 

 
 Welcome        Nancy Parker 

          Facilitator 
 
 
Review the CSC 3 and 4 Suggested Roadway Solutions in the   
San Antonio Area (Bexar/Guadalupe County Line to Bexar/Atascosa County Line)  
     
 
  
Review CSC 3 and 4 Suggested Non-roadway Solutions in  
the San Antonio Area  
 
 
Discuss Suggested Recommendations in the CSC 3 Area  
 

Decision:  Does CSC 3 wish to include the recommended solutions  
in the CSC 3 area in the MY 35 Segment 3 Plan?  

 
 
Review Plans for I-35 from the San Antonio-Bexar County MPO and Alamo RMA  

         
Decision:  Do the CSCs wish to include any of the MPO and 
 Alamo RMA plans in their MY 35 Segment Plans? 

 
 
Identify Any Additional Solutions for the San Antonio Area  
 

Decision:  Do the CSCs wish to include any additional solutions for I-35 
 in San Antonio in their MY 35 Segment Plans?  
       

 
Wrap – Up/Adjourn        
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I-35 Corridor Joint Segment Committee 3 and 4 – Meeting Notes 
3500 NW Loop 410, San Antonio, Texas  

June 10, 2010 – 9:00 AM to Noon 
 
Welcome 
The Corridor Segment Committee (CSC) 3 and 4 facilitator Nancy Parker welcomed I-35 
members of both committees to the June meeting and explained that the main objective of the 
meeting was to coordinate proposed San Antonio transportation solutions between the two 
Segment Committees.   
 
The facilitator asked each member present to introduce themselves and state what organization 
they represented. Next, she introduced Leroy Allway of Alamo Regional Mobility Authority 
(Alamo RMA) and Scott Ericksen of San Antonio – Bexar County Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (SA-BC MPO). She explained that Committee members from both CSC 3 and 4 
had specifically requested that representatives from these two agencies and VIA be invited to 
attend this meeting.  She said that unfortunately nobody from VIA was able to attend the 
meeting today.  
 
Review of CSC 3 and 4 Suggested Roadway Solutions 
The facilitator reviewed the CSC 3 and 4 proposed roadway solutions.  The facilitator explained 
that the CSC 3 suggested solutions were shown in red, the CSC 4 solutions were shown in 
blue, and similar solutions proposed by both committees were shown in green.  
 
Review of CSC 3 and 4 Suggested Non-Roadway Solutions 
The facilitator reviewed the CSC 3 and 4 proposed rail solutions. A CSC 4 member inquired 
about the end points for the proposed Freight Shuttle. The facilitator explained that CSC 4 
hadn’t suggested limits beyond the boundary of Segment 4, so the Segment 4 limits served as 
the limits for the proposed Freight Shuttle. 
 
The facilitator continued with a review of Guiding Principles that had been identified by each 
Segment Committee.  First, the facilitator reviewed the I-35 Specific Suggestions.  Next, the 
facilitator reviewed the Non-Roadway Suggestions. During the review of the Non-Roadway 
Suggestions, a CSC 4 member questioned if the combination of freight and passenger rail 
would occur within a single right of way and explained that he desired efficient use of existing 
resources.  Committee members were amenable to making the best use of existing rights-of-
way.  A TxDOT representative explained that the CSC 3 member representing the Texas Farm 
Bureau suggested that guiding principle and so the Committees should probably discuss any 
suggested modifications to that guiding principle with that member.  Other CSC 3 members 
present were in agreement if there is public gain and commented that freight and passenger rail 
within the same corridor abutting each other would be an efficient land use, particularly through 
the NEPA process.   
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A CSC 4 member commented that he was not sure expanding I-410 on the south side was a 
good use of public dollars.  He stated that if travelers could be diverted before they get into San 
Antonio it would be a more efficient use of funds.  After a brief discussion of I-410 South’s 
probable timeline, the representative of SA-BC MPO noted that the current traffic volumes have 
a lot of excess capacity which automatically places the project as long-term. 
 
A CSC 4 member expressed his concern for the west segment of Loop 1604 North from I-35 
South to I-35 North.  He noted that he suggested for it to be eight lanes in a previous meeting.  
It was explained that this proposal is already being studied by Alamo RMA. 
 
Discuss Suggested Solutions in the CSC 3 Area 
The facilitator identified Loop 1604 from I-10 to I-35 as an improvement suggested by CSC 4.  
Since the suggested improvement is not within CSC 4’s Segment, CSC 3 members present 
were asked if they would like to include the recommended solutions in the Segment 3 solutions.  
The representative of SA-BC MPO commented that the MPO recommends for CSC 3 to adopt 
the suggestion as well.  CSC 3 members in attendance agreed with including the proposed 
project in the CSC 3 list of roadway solutions and recommended discussing it with the full 
committee at the July CSC 3 meeting.   
 
Next, the facilitator identified a gap between CSC 3 and 4 in the I-410 suggested solution.  She 
explained that CSC 4 suggested upgrading I-410 from I-35 South to I-10 East to 6 lanes, but no 
recommendation was made between I-10 on the east and I-35 North which lies in Segment 3.  
CSC 3 members wanted to close the gap and CSC 4 members agreed that the plan suggestion 
should include the I-410 upgrade in CSC 3 to six lanes.   
 
The representative of the Alamo RMA distributed an Alamo RMA handout that highlighted 
Alamo RMA’s I-35 study area which included the identified gap in I-410 (see attached).  He 
explained that their development authority does include the I-410 gap, but the area is not 
currently incorporated in their environmental study. The representative of SA-BC MPO informed 
the committee members that the MPO has not addressed the area because they are still 
constrained at this point to include it.  Mr. Allway explained that Alamo RMA needs to do an 
environmental study before the MPO can approve it and concluded that Alamo RMA is looking 
at the area and estimated costs are unknown because they are not sure what the design will be.    
 
Review Plans for I-35 from the San Antonio – Bexar County MPO 
The facilitator reviewed the level of service (LOS) map for I-35 in San Antonio.  The SA-BC 
MPO 2035 project areas were identified in a following map, and it was noted that Scott Ericksen 
of SA-BC MPO was available to answer questions. 
 
A CSC 4 member asked if the model reflects I-410 and Loop 1604 improvements and takes into 
account the splits as traffic backs up.  Staff confirmed that the model includes splits and 
explained that it was a congestion model and the graphic represents peak periods.  A 
committee member inquired if the base data included the latest MPO plan.  A TxDOT 
representative explained that the I-35 Corridor Model is based on 2007 MPO adopted networks.     
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The facilitator asked the committee members if they wanted to include the SA-BC MPO 
improvements along I-35 as suggested solutions for their Segment Plan.  A CSC 4 member 
asked why the lanes jump from non-toll to toll.  It was clarified that state and federal law does 
not allow existing lanes to be tolled and only additional lanes are listed as tolled.  The 
representative from SA-BC MPO explained that federal law requires a funding be identified for 
any project and the project be included in the fiscally constrained long range plan to commence 
a study under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  He explained that some projects 
are identified in the Plan as being funded under a Comprehensive Development Agreement and 
are proposed as toll roads because that may be the only “reasonable source for funding” 
available, but how it will get built in the future may be different depending on available funding 
sources. The representative from Alamo RMA explained that the funding mechanism should not 
be a limiting factor for the committees and reminded them that MPO plans have a caveat 
because they are still subject to environmental study which makes them subject to change.  A 
TxDOT representative reminded the committee that they can adopt the MPO plan without the 
tolling as it is the committees’ decision.  A CSC 4 member inquired about the justification and 
noted that 14 or 16 main lanes were not really modeled and that there wasn’t a traffic study.  
MPO explained that the study of 14 and 16 main lanes was included in their regional study 
model.  An I-35 Corridor Advisory Committee member present at the meeting stated that 
“managed lanes” covers a lot of territory and suggested that the committee members not get 
hung up on tolling and funding but use the term “managed lanes”.  The committee members 
agreed update their eight-lane suggestion with the MPO projects along I-35, and use a 
combination of general purpose or managed mainlanes, as needed, in lieu of tolled mainlanes.  
It was restated that any additional lanes could be managed lanes and, by state law, existing 
capacity must be maintained.   
 
Decide on Additional Solutions that CSC 3 and 4 Want to Consider for I-35 San 
Antonio 
In relation to the Non-Roadway Solution regarding Safety/Incident Management, a CSC 3 
member distributed training information for “Safe Practices for Traffic Incident Responders” (see 
attached).  He explained that quick clearance of accidents can be done without added costs as 
long as safety is not compromised.  Elmer Williams of TEEX was introduced as a representative 
available to answer any questions about the program.  Elmer Williams of TEEX confirmed that 
the training is free and sponsored by Texas A&M.  The facilitator inquired if the CSC 3 member 
would like to strengthen the Non-Roadway Solution.  The CSC 3 member concluded that he 
recommends an amended solution requiring mandatory Incident Management Training for all 
First Responders and Police Officers to improve accident control. 
 
Wrap-Up / Adjourn 
A CSC 4 member inquired about FM 1103.  He asked about the continuation of FM 1103 
improvements from I-10 to I-35.  TxDOT stated that the appropriate District person would be 
contacted to respond to his request. 
 
CSC 4 members were notified that the next meeting location will change due to upcoming 
renovations.  The revised meeting date is July 12, and it will be held at the following location, 
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within the usual facility: TxDOT TransGuide Executive Conference Room, 2nd Floor, 3500 NW 
Loop 410, San Antonio, TX. 
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I‐35 Corridor Segments 3 and 4 
Combined Meeting

Nancy Parker, CSC 3 and 4 Facilitator

1

Meeting Purpose

Purpose of this joint Segment 3 and 4 meeting is to
focus on I‐35 through San Antonio (Bexar/Guadalupe
County Line to Bexar/Atascosa County Line).

2
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•Review CSC 3 and 4 Suggested Roadway Solutions in the San

Agenda
Review CSC 3 and 4 Suggested Roadway Solutions in the San 
Antonio Area

•Review CSC 3 and 4 Suggested Non‐roadway Solutions

•Discuss Suggested Solutions in the CSC 3 area

•Review Plans for I‐35 from the San Antonio‐Bexar County MPO

D id Additi l S l ti CSC 3 d 4 t t id f•Decide on Additional Solutions CSC 3 and 4 want to consider for 
I‐35 in San Antonio

3

CSC 3 and 4 Suggested Roadway 
Solutions in San Antonio Area

•I‐35
Add hot lane from SH 45 SE to I‐10
Improve I‐35/I‐410 interchange
C ti f t d l I 35Continuous frontage roads along I‐35
Expand I‐35 to 8‐lanes from US 90 to 

Atascosa County Line
Add truck lane in each direction from I‐410 

to Loop 20 in Laredo

•I‐10
Widen to 6‐lanes from I‐35 to SH 130

•Loop 1604
Improve I‐35/Lp 1604 interchange north of 

San Antonio
Upgrade to controlled access from SH 16 

(NW) to I‐35 (NE)

•I‐410
Expand to 6‐lanes from I‐35 to I‐10

•SH 130
Widen Segments 5 & 6 to 6 tolled lanes 

from SH 45 SE to I‐10
Widen Segments 5 & 6 to 6 non‐tolled 

lanes from SH 45 SE to I‐10  

•US 90
Upgrade to 4‐lanes from San Antonio to Del 

Rio

4
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Rail Solutions in the San Antonio Area
Proposed by CSCs 3 and 4

CSC 3CSC 3
• Lone Star Rail (San Antonio to Austin)

• Freight Rail Relocation (San Antonio‐Austin corridor)

CSC 4
• Passenger Rail

San Antonio to Dallas and Laredo to San AntonioSan Antonio to Dallas and Laredo to San Antonio

• Remove Freight Bottlenecks

• Maintain and Preserve Rail Lines

• Freight Shuttle

5

Other Proposals Suggested by CSC 3 and 4 

I‐35 Specific

• Remove truck traffic from mainlanes with a separate facility or truck lane.

• Change SH 130 tolling policies to incentivize use of SH 130 during peak periods.

• Close certain exit/entrance ramps on I‐35 to reduce congestion on mainlanes.

• Construct new location facilities to alleviate I‐35 through‐trips, not necessarily local 
trips.

6
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Other Proposals Suggested by CSC 3 and 4 

Modal

• Identify institutional/legal barriers to allowing multi‐modal use of federal and state 
transportation funds.

• Combine freight rail and passenger car travel in a single ROW to minimize impacts 
to farmland.

• Include other transportation alternatives in the plan.

• Enhance transit.

• Conduct an origin and destination analysis and freight study in the corridor.

7

Other Proposals Suggested by CSC 3 and 4 

Safety/Incident Management

• Improve incident management, ITS infrastructure, and coordination throughout the 
corridor.

Project Delivery

• Coordinate planning and development of all infrastructure to maximize efficient 
use of that infrastructure.

• Maximize all funding sources for transportation.

• Include local governments in the planning process.

8

• Consider funding transportation projects through increased license plate 
registration fees; increased fuel tax; increased vehicles sales tax; or a new revenue 
stream.
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Suggested Solution for 
Discussion in the CSC 3 
Area:

•Loop 1604•Loop 1604 
CSC 4 recommended 

making Loop 1604 a 6‐lane 
controlled access facility 
from I‐10 to I‐35.  

Other Area to Discuss in 
CSC 3:

•I 410•I‐410
CSC 4 recommended 

expanding I‐410 to 6‐lanes 
from I‐35 (S) to I‐10. 

No CSC recommendation 
between I‐35 (N) and I‐10 (E) 

9

Questions for CSC 3

Loop 1604

• Does CSC 3 concur with the improvements suggested 
by CSC 4?

I‐410

• Would CSC 3 like to address the section of I‐410 from I‐
10 (E) to I 35 (N)?

10

10 (E) to I‐35 (N)?



6

LOS on I‐35 in San Antonio with Suggested Solutions from CSC 3 and 4

11

I‐35 Projects in MPO Plan 
Not Recommended by CSC 
3 or 4

A. Expand I‐35 from .3 mi 
north of Randolph Blvd. 
to .2 mi south of Schertz 
Pkwy. to 14 lanes with 6 
tolled mainlanes

B. Expand I‐35 from .5 mi 
south of Binz Engleman
to .3 mi north of 
Randolph Blvd. to 12 p
lanes with 6 tolled 
mainlanes

C. Expand I‐35 from US 
281/IH 37 to .5 mi south 
of Binz Engleman to 10 
lanes with 4 tolled 
mainlanes

12
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Comparison of CSC I‐35 Suggested Solution to MPO Planned 
Improvements

CSC 3 and 4 Suggested Solution MPO Planned Improvements

Widen I‐35 to 8 lanes from SH 45SE to I‐10 –

8 general purpose lanes, or
6 general purpose lanes plus 2 HOT lanes.

•Widen I‐35 to 14 lanes from 0.2 Mi S of 
Schertz Parkway to 0.3 Mi N of Randolph Blvd ‐
8 general purpose plus 6 toll lanes

• Widen I‐35 to 12 lanes from 0.3 Mi N of 
Randolph Blvd to 0.5 Mi S of Binz Engleman ‐
6 general purpose plus 6 toll lanes

Wid I 35 10 l f 0 5 Mi S f Bi

13

• Widen I‐35 to 10 lanes from 0.5 Mi S of Binz
Engleman to US 281/I‐37 ‐
6 general purpose lanes plus 4 toll lanes

Committee Decision

Do CSC 3 and 4 wish to include the MPO plan for I‐
35 in their MY 35 Segment Plans?

14
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Joint Committee Discussion of 
Additional Solutions to Alleviate 
Congestion on I‐35 in San Antonio

15

Committee Decision

Do CSC 3 and 4 wish to include any other solutions 
for I‐35 in San Antonio in their MY 35 Segment 

Plans?

16
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