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Figure 1-1: Texas-Mexico Border Region
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Background

The Texas-Mexico Border Region (Figure 1-1) embodies a critical nexus of
economic and cultural interdependence between the United States (U.S.)
and Mexico. Texas and Mexico share 1,254 miles of border, approximately
64% of the entire border between the two countries. The Texas-Mexico

Border Region functions as a pivotal corridor for international trade,
innovation, and cultural exchange, reflecting the intricate and enduring ties
between the U.S. and Mexico.

In 2021, the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) completed the
Border Transportation Master Plan (BTMP), a comprehensive, multimodal,
long-range strategy designed to enhance transportation infrastructure and
ensure seamless and secure movement of people and goods along the
Texas-Mexico border. The 2021 BTMP represents extensive coordination
and collaboration between stakeholders in Texas and Mexico and built on
decades of binational efforts in planning, programming, and advancing
policies, programs, and projects to facilitate the efficient and safe cross-
border movement of people and goods. This effort also addressed the
complex transportation needs of the Texas-Mexico Border Region while
bolstering economic vitality and reinforcing the global competitiveness of
Texas and the broader North American market.

The 2021 BTMP identified connectivity as a key need, emphasizing critical
areas such as intermodal rail facilities, first and last mile connectivity around
key multimodal hubs like airports and seaports, and enhanced
interconnections between Texas-Mexico border crossings. The effort also
highlighted the importance of improving pedestrian, bike, and transit
networks to support seamless cross-border movement and access to
essential services. Since the completion of the 2021 BTMP, several factors
have increased transportation connectivity challenges along the Texas-
Mexico border. This includes the U.S.-Mexico-Canada Agreement (USMCA),
which replaced the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) in 2020,
which has led to a surge in nearshoring to Mexico. This trend has been
driven by proximity to the U.S., lower labor costs, supply chain shifts, and
reduced reliance on Asia and has reshaped trade patterns and boosted
freight volumes.
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Further, according to the Mexican Secretariat of the Economy, or “Secretaria
de Economia” (SE), foreign direct investment in Mexico reached a record
level of U.S. $31 billion in the first six months of 2024, fueling new
manufacturing and increasing the need for more transportation capacity.t
However, while substantial investments are underway, infrastructure
development is still catching up, and uneven adoption of advanced customs
technologies exacerbates existing connectivity challenges.

Study Purpose and Approach

Purpose

The purpose of the Border Region Connectivity Plan (plan) is to assess
connectivity challenges along the Texas-Mexico border and develop
targeted improvements to meet transportation needs. This assessment
provides TxDOT and its stakeholders with a data-informed roadmap to
improve the movement of goods and people while addressing safety,
mobility, system efficiency, resilience and economic vitality.

Approach
This plan provides a detailed description of existing transportation assets,
conditions, and current needs across varying scales of connectivity, and
includes an overview of factors that could impact and alter these needs in
the future. The current and future needs, identified through data analysis
and comprehensive stakeholder engagement, are prioritized and compared
against planned and funded investments. The resulting unmet needs are
addressed through strategic project, policy, and programmatic
considerations which are designed to:

» Enhance multimodal connections and infrastructure conditions across

the border region in both Texas and Mexico.

! Foreign direct investment hits record $31B in Mexico in first half of 2024, Freight Waves, as
of August 2024, accessed February 2025

» Strengthen safety, security, and resilience of the border transportation
system.

» Improve the efficiency of the movement of goods and people across
the Texas-Mexico Border Region.

Together, these elements create a comprehensive framework for addressing
connectivity challenges and opportunities, supporting TxDOT’s efforts to
meet the demands of a rapidly evolving border region. The plan’s approach
was crafted to identify connectivity challenges and opportunities within the
border region transportation network through analysis of three connectivity
levels: first and last mile, port to port, and region to region.

The following figure summarizes the approach used for identifying and
developing project, policy, and program considerations presented in this
chapter.

Figure 1-2: Approach and Methods

Data Analysis

Collection of Existing Assessment Assessment Shratonisedng

and and of Identified Y of Unmet Comiest ) Outcome
Literature Forecasted Needs Needs

Review Conditions

Source: HNTB Analysis, 2025
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The First and Last Mile connectivity analysis focuses on the immediate
roadway connections and the border crossing serving an initial origin or
destination of cross-border goods. This analysis specifically focuses on
short local trips; for example, northbound (NB) or southbound (SB) goods
are transported across the border from an assembly plant in Ciudad Juarez
to a warehouse or distribution center in El Paso. Typically, local roadways
and a single crossing are used to accommodate this portion of cross-border
goods movement. The first and last mile analysis focuses on improving the
crossing and connectivity for that portion of goods transport.

Figure 1-3: First and Last Mile Focus Area

Source: HNTB Analysis, 2025

The Port-to-Port connectivity analysis builds upon the first and last mile
connectivity analysis by examining the next level of intra-regional trips. This
analysis examines the connections between all border crossings and ports
within a particular border region, focusing on the major routes that link ports
with key origins and destinations of international shipments, such as
warehouses and intermodal transfer locations, maritime ports, inland ports,
railyards, and airports.

Figure 1-4: Port-to-Port Focus Area

Source: HNTB Analysis, 2025

The Region-to-Region connectivity component aims to enhance the
connections between border regions within Texas and Mexico (referred to as
Texas Border Region and Mexico Border Region herein), facilitating long-
distance inter-regional trips. The Regional Border Connectivity Network
(RBCN), a subset of the multimodal transportation system in the Texas
Border Region, is crucial for the movements of goods and people within, to,
and through the border region. This portion of the study examines the
connectivity challenges within Texas’s border region. For the purposes of
analysis, the Texas border region was subdivided into West, Central, and
South regions (Figure 1-6) to identify opportunities for improvement.
Enhancing regional connectivity will provide the resiliency, redundancy, and
capacity needed to accommodate future growth in this vital area. Appendix
D provides a detailed overview of the plan and the methodology.

The West, Central, and South border regions each encompass portions of
multiple TxDOT districts. These regions were not defined based on district
boundaries, but rather on the functional relationships among key origins and
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destinations within approximately 100 miles of the Texas-Mexico border.
Each region reflects a cluster of border-crossing activity hubs that are
connected by shared supply chains and primary freight corridors. This
regional structure supports the assessment of region-to-region connectivity
by highlighting how well current corridors align with actual freight
movement. It also helps identify capacity limitations and connectivity gaps
that may not be apparent when using administrative boundaries alone.

Figure 1-5: Region-to-Region Focus Area

Source: HNTB Analysis, 2025 " REGION B

Study Area

The plan’s study area (Figure 1-6) includes an area extending
approximately 100 miles north and south of the Texas-Mexico border. The
study area is home to 13.6 million people in Texas and Mexico and includes
the West, Central, and South border regions of Texas and parts of
Chihuahua, Coahuila de Zaragoza, Nuevo Ledn, and Tamaulipas in Mexico.
In total, there are 43 counties in Texas and 99 municipalities or second-
level administrative divisions in Mexico (i.e., municipios). Of these

municipalities and second-level administrative divisions, 23 include ports of
entry (POEs) and contain a population of 50,000 or greater (Figure 1-7).

Figure 1-6: Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan Study Area

Corridor Regions

@ El Paso
@ Presidio

@ Del Rio/Eagle Pass

@ Laredo

@ Rio Grande Valley 1 Tamaulipas

Study Region

Visualizing Border Region Movements

As part of the Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan,
TxDOT developed an interactive StoryMap that summarizes trade
trends and transportation needs within the binational region;
defined as the area extending 100 miles north and south of the
Texas-Mexico border. The StoryMap provides an accessible
overview of the region’s transportation network, cross-border trade
flows, major industries, critical freight corridors, and recent
disruptions caused by natural disasters. It also highlights forward-
looking insights to support future planning and investment.
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Figure 1-7: Study Area Population, 2022 Texas and 2020 Mexico
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Demographics

Population

Figure 1-7 illustrates the population distribution of the approximate 13.6
million people living within the counties and municipalities included in the
study area, highlighting significant population concentrations in El
Paso/Juarez, Monterrey, and Brownsville/Matamoros. These three
metropolitan areas account for 72% of the total population in the study
area.

Table 1-1: Important Cities in the Study Area

Country

State

Brownsville
Del Rio

Cities

Laredo
McAllen

Eagle Pass Mission
Edinburg Pharr
El Paso Presidio

United States Texas

Chihuahua Jl.J.arez

Ojinaga

Acuna
Monclova
MUzquiz
Piedras Negras
Sabinas

Coahuilade

Mexico
Zaragoza

Apodaca

Nuevo Ledn
Monterrey

Matamoros
Nuevo Laredo
Reynosa

Rio Bravo

Tamaulipas

Source: HNTB Analysis, 2025

Table 1-1 shows the most important cities in the s tudy area. Table 1-2
details the population distribution by region/state, indicating that nearly
half of the study area’s residents live in Nuevo Leon. Most of this
population is concentrated in the Monterrey metropolitan area, the
second-largest metropolitan area in Mexico.
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Table 1-2: Study Area Population, 2022 Texas and 2020 Mexico

Texas Border Region Mexico Border Region

Population (in thousands) 9159 307.3 1,823.0 1,820.7 1,055.4 5,665.8 1,994.6

% of Border Region 6.7% 23% 134% 13.4% 78% 41.7% 14.7%

Total % of the Border Region

NOTE: Discrepancies in the total are due to rounding. Source: Texas Demographic Center,
Texas Population Projections 2020 to 2060, 1.0 Migration Scenario; INEGI Principales
resultados por localidad (ITER) del Censo de Poblacion y Vivienda 2020.

Employment

Major employment centers in Texas are mirrored by high employment in
Mexico such as El Paso/Juarez, Laredo/Nuevo Laredo, McAllen/Reynosa,
and Brownsville/Matamoros (Figure 1-8). Additionally, Coahuila’s high-
employment region extends from the middle of the state to the border.
Monterrey, Nuevo Leon is the only high-employment region that is not
adjacent to the border.
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Figure 1-8: Study Area Employment, 2022 Texas and 2020 Mexico
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The Texas Border Region represents approximately 22% of total
employment in the study area, while the Mexico Border Region comprises
about 78% as shown in Table 1-3. Nuevo Ledn contributes the most jobs in
the border region followed by Coahuila and Tamaulipas. Most employment
in the Texas Border Region is concentrated in the South Region followed by
the West and Central Regions.

Table 1-3: Study Area Employment for All Industries by Region, 2021
Texas and 2020 Mexico

Texas Border Region Mexico Border Region

Employment (in

478 158 837 914 473 2763 986
thousands)

% of Border
Region

7% 2% 13% 14% 7% 42% 15%

Total % of the

Border Regjon
NOTE: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. Source: TREDIS (2021) and
Occupied Population over 12 years of age, INEGI Census (2020)

Goals and Objectives

The goals and objectives for the Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity
Plan were developed in collaboration with binational stakeholders to guide
data collection, analysis, and findings throughout the effort. These goals aim
to enhance transportation efficiency, reliability, and connectivity between
border regions, while also boosting economic competitiveness and ensuring
safety and security. Key objectives include modernizing and maintaining
transportation assets, protecting the environment, and strengthening cross-
border resilience. Table 1-4 provides a detailed overview of these
objectives. Additional details related to goals and objectives can be found in
Appendix D.
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Table 1-4: Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan Goals and

Objectives

Goal

Mobility and
Reliability

Economic
Competitiveness

Safety and
Security

Connectivity

Cross-Border
Resiliency

Sustainable
Funding

Description Objectives

Provide options for efficient, Develop considerations to address current efficiency needs on the RBCN;

reliable transportation between Develop considerations to address future efficiency needs on the RBCN;

border regions Develop a plan to advance findings which will include the timeline, agency, and possible funding.

Enhance economic linkages
between border regions to boost
regional competitiveness and
support continued growth in
border trade values while
balancing both the positive and
negative impacts of regional border
connectivity projects

Identify and enhance key supply chains that rely on border region connectivity;

Identify economic development drivers for border regions in Texas and Mexico;

Strengthen economic connectivity between border regions and inland markets in the U.S. and Mexico.
Minimize, mitigate, or eliminate adverse impacts from transportation projects on historically
disadvantaged border communities;

Seek out input and partnerships with stakeholders within federally defined Historically Disadvantaged
Communities and Areas of Persistent Poverty.

Reduce crashes and improve safety on the RBCN;
Improve security of people and goods movement within the border regions and between the regions on
the RBCN.

Improve travel safety between and
within border regions

Improve connectivity within and Develop a network of TxDOT roadways significant to border region connectivity;
between border regions Prioritize transportation needs and improvements to improve border region connectivity.

Increase interconnectivity between Improve redundancy, access, and network completeness on RBCN to reduce the impact of disruptions;
border regions to provide resiliency Improve redundancy, access, and network completeness on RBCN to enable safe and secure evacuation
in the event of disruptions and disaster response.

Using a data-driven project development approach, prioritize projects that benefit border connectivity;
Identify project development needs to ensure projects are shovel-ready as funding becomes available;
Seek opportunities for innovative funding strategies such as private partnerships, binational funding with
Mexico, and new federal funding programs.

Develop the RBCN to direct funding
toward projects that improve
border connectivity
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| Goal | Description | Objectives

Customer
Service

Asset
Preservation

Stewardship
and
Sustainability

Technology
Deployment

Engage binational stakeholder
groups and border region travelers
to identify needs and guide future
implementation

Maintain, preserve, and modernize
assets on RBCN

Leverage border connectivity
investments to protect and
enhance the environment in
border regions

Leverage technology for safer and
more efficient movement of
people and goods across the
border and between border
regions

Prioritize bilingual communication and engagement in all outreach and public communications;
Provide meaningful opportunities for public and stakeholder input to influence the direction and
outcome of projects, inclusive of underserved communities;

Engage stakeholders on both sides of the U.S.-Mexico border.

Utilize a data-driven approach to asset management and maintaining a State of Good Repair;
Incorporate knowledge of local context in asset management planning from freight volumes on key
roadways to the impacts of regional climate on capital assets.

Foster binational coordination of infrastructure development on the RBCN;

Account for environmental and public health impacts in project prioritization and development;
Promote binational collaboration for environmental impact evaluation and shared sustainable
development.

Employ innovative technologies to address transportation challenges faced in border regions;
Seek opportunities for cross-border training and partnership on implementing advanced technology
infrastructure.

Source: HNTB Analysis, 2025
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Stakeholder Engagement

Stakeholder engagement was a key component of the Texas-Mexico Border
Connectivity Plan to identify transportation infrastructure needs and
develop findings. Throughout the effort, binational stakeholders provided
input to validate data accuracy and identify needs, challenges, and potential
solutions. This engagement occurred through a series of meetings,
binational workshops, and targeted interviews with agency and industry
members. Stakeholder input was supplemented with continuous
engagement with the TxDOT El Paso, Laredo, and Pharr Districts. Details of
each engagement activity can be found in Appendix A.

Key partners such as the Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs),
government entities, POEs, railway companies, border alliances, Mexican
officials, and private industries facilitated the development of
comprehensive and sustainable transportation solutions that address the
unique challenges and opportunities of the Texas-Mexico Border Region.
These contributions include:

» Representing local and business interests to advocate for economic
development and regional competitiveness.

» Providing data on land use, planned development, and long-range
transportation plans.

» Sharing specialized knowledge on infrastructure challenges,
environmental impacts, and capacity constraints.

» Facilitating cross-border trade, travel, and connectivity to address real-
time challenges with border security.

» Identifying infrastructure needs to improve the movement of goods
and people across the border.

» Supporting cross-border cooperation and representing Mexico’s
interests to align regional priorities.

Figure 1-9: Stakeholder Engagement Timeline
2023 2024 - - 2025

. District Meeting A BTAC . Regional Workshops ' Agency Business Industry Meetings

Source: HNTB Analysis, 2025

Figure 1-9 displays a series of three meetings held virtually with the TxDOT
Border Districts. In-person binational stakeholder workshops were
conducted twice during the effort and enhanced with one-on-one interviews
with public and private agencies and industry members. In addition, plan
updates were communicated with the Border Trade Advisory Committee
(BTAC).

» TxDOT District Meetings: Stakeholder engagement with TxDOT District
offices in El Paso, Laredo, and Pharr was aligned with binational
workshops in 2024. In February, the plan was introduced, and
preliminary goals and objectives were discussed with district
representatives. In May, a combined district meeting was held to
review the existing conditions analysis and incorporate district
feedback. In September, findings on needs, challenges, and
preliminary findings were shared, with District Engineers and staff
providing technical insights, funding knowledge, and historical context
to inform the final round of binational workshops in October 2024.

» Stakeholder Workshops: Two rounds of in-person binational regional
workshops were conducted in 2024 to engage local governments,
federal agencies, trade organizations, and international freight
companies in Texas and Mexico. The first round, held in El Paso,
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Presidio, Del Rio, Laredo, and McAllen in May and June, had 248
attendees who provided input on the plan’s goals and preliminary
analysis. The second round, conducted in October in El Paso, Presidio,
Eagle Pass, Laredo, and McAllen, involved 204 participants who
engaged in break-out discussions, identified challenges, and proposed
potential solutions. Feedback was collected through paper maps and a
web-based interactive mapping tool.

» Agency & Industry Interviews: To supplement insights from the May
workshops, follow-up interviews were conducted virtually in August
2024 with five workshop participants. These participants, representing
agency and industry stakeholders from both sides of the border,
provided additional data and detailed information not shared during
the workshops.

» Border Trade Advisory Committee (BTAC): Established by the 77th
Texas Legislature in 2001, the BTAC serves as a platform for
communication between the Texas Transportation Commission,
TxDQT, the governor, and border trade stakeholders. Updates on the
plan’s progress were presented to the BTAC during its second quarterly
meeting in April and the fourth quarterly meeting in November.

Previous Efforts

In addition to the BTMP, various studies by TxDOT, Texas municipalities, and
Mexican municipalities provided valuable insights for the Texas-Mexico
Border Region Connectivity Plan effort. TxDOT has conducted numerous
local, regional, and statewide studies, including corridor and freight
transportation plans, legislative studies, and reviews of transportation plans
and mobility analyses in Mexican border cities. Regarding Texas, major
corridor studies for I-10, US 90, and Ports-to-Plains identified opportunities
to improve safety, mobility, and connectivity, and to accommodate future
demand. Bridge assessments examined ways to reduce wait times and

enhance border crossings through expansions, conversions, and upgrades.
Economic impact studies explored the benefits of freight transportation on
job creation, commodity flow, and statewide gross domestic product (GDP)
growth. Texas Delivers 2050, the Texas Freight Mobility Plan, recommended
smart freight connector technology on the Texas Multimodal Freight
Network (TMFN) to enhance connectivity between modes. TxDOT, in
coordination with local agencies, promotes the development of smart
freight corridors to improve first and last mile connections, integrate
technology, and fund multimodal projects. Additionally, Texas Senate Bill
1308 mandated a study by TxDOT, the Texas Department of Public Safety
(TxDPS), and the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) to examine
automated and connected driving systems' potential benefits for addressing
congestion at POEs with Mexico.

On the Mexican side, studies led by border region cities like Ciudad Juarez
and Nuevo Laredo analyzed socioeconomic conditions, sustainable urban
development, and ecological planning, highlighting current and anticipated
environmental impacts on infrastructure and land use. Although some
studies are outdated, they remain valuable for understanding the Texas-
Mexico Border Region’s infrastructure and urban planning needs in the
context of future growth.

Leveraging insights from past and ongoing efforts, the Texas-Mexico Border
Region Connectivity Plan incorporates proven best practices and lessons
learned from both sides of the border. These combined findings help shape
the framework for identifying both immediate and long-term priorities and
aligning stakeholder goals with funding strategies and technological
innovations. Ultimately, these documents guide the development of a
forward-looking connectivity strategy that addresses infrastructure gaps,
enhances safety and mobility, and supports sustainable economic growth
throughout the Texas-Mexico Border Region.
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First and Last Mile Connectivity
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Introduction
The TX-MX Border Connectivity First and Last mile refers to the first and last Importance of First and Last Mile Connectivity at the
legs of transportation movement to and from a border crossing. It Texas-Mexico Border

encompasses the accessibility and convenience of connecting people and
goods from the border crossing to their nearest origin or destination. The
modes of transport include walking, biking, passenger vehicles, ridesharing,
commercial trucks, freight trains, or other forms of mobility. The analysis of
first and last mile connectivity at the TX-MX border included:

In this report, “first and last mile” corridors refer to the first and
last legs of people and goods movement to and from a border
crossing. Improving first and last mile connectivity is important for
the following reasons:

» It enhances the efficiency and attractiveness of cross-border
travel by reducing travel time, cost, and inconvenience for
commuters.

» Identifying key connectors linking high-capacity roadways (IH, SH, US)
to each border crossing.

» Examining crash statistics, daily traffic patterns (average and peak),

and speed data for these critical connectors » It reduces the reliance on passenger vehicles by providing

: - , _ . pedestrians/bicyclists access to transit at a border crossing.
» Assessing existing transit routes and bike/pedestrian infrastructure

connecting border crossings to major travel destinations and
intermodal hubs, while also evaluating planned improvements,
capacity constraints, and safety concerns.

» It enhances the efficiency and attractiveness of cross-border
trade by eliminating bottlenecks that increase travel time and
cost.

» It fosters the development of more livable and sustainable
cities by removing congestion and pollution associated with
queuing passenger vehicles and commercial trucks.

» Evaluating freight rail systems and their connections to intermodal rail
facilities, along with challenges in enhancing efficiency for cross-
border rail movements, and

» Reviewing planned investments and outstanding challenges or needs

within the transportation network surrounding border crossings. _ _ . . ) .
P & g Note: A presidential permit for the Green Corridors Intelligent Freight

Transportation System near Laredo was approved on June 27th, 2025. As at
the time of writing, the exact location of the bridge was unknown and not
included in the maps and tables.

As illustrated in Figure 2-1, the first and last mile connectivity analysis
covered the 39 roadway and rail border crossings from Santa Teresa, New
Mexico, to the Veterans International Bridge at Los Tomates. Within each
border crossing area, key needs and challenges were identified with
discussions focused on the different modes of connectivity — highway,
freight rail, transit, pedestrian and bicycle, and airport. This first and last
mile covers 2,417 miles north and south of the borders.
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Figure 2-1: First and Last Mile Connectivity Border Crossing Areas
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Table 2-1: Border Crossing Areas and Modes of Transport Analyzed

International Crossing Modes Analyzed Canadian Pacific K Citv Limited
e anadian Pacific Kansas City Limite N/A NA  NA NJA g

° Santa Teresa Crossing Y= ﬁ‘ S N/A Railway Laredo Railroad Bridge
e Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) N/A R e g e g;tdeg\lg\)/ to the Americas Bridge (Laredo NA  Gow ﬁ.' NA  NA
Railroad El Paso Bridge
o Paso del Norte Bridge NA G jf R N/A @ Judrez-Lincoln Bridge (Laredo Bridge II)  N/A &= N/A B N/A
© oo Neighbor Bridge (Stantor) WA e NA NA N €@ Laredo V)V International Bridge (future)  N/A ~ NJA NA  NA  N/A
. N . . e Lake Falcon Dam International Crossing ~ N/A &=  N/A  N/A  N/A
o Union Pacific (UP) Railroad El Paso Bridge N/A N/A N/A NA g
. Roma-Ciudad Miguel Aleman — q
o Bridge of the Americas —-h GEs A BN NA e International Bridge s N R NA
° Ysleta Bridge "=~ %1 B N/A Q Starr-Camargo Bridge LY== ﬁ N/A  N/A
o Marcelino Serna Bridge = z.* S N/A @ Los Ebanos Ferry NA G ﬁ“ N/A  N/A
0 Fort Hancock-El Porvenir Bridge NA G ﬁ N/A  N/A @ Anzalduas International Bridge NA &=  NA B3 NA
Q Presidio-Ojinaga International Bridge I ) z.* S N/A @ McAllen-Hidalgo International Bridge NA & A B N/A
@ south Orient Railroad Bridge NA  NA O NA NA W @ Phar Intemational Bridge R G NA O EERONA
12 Boquillas Crossing (not included in study) — N/A N/A- NA NA NA @ Donna-Rio Bravo International Bridge N/A G z.‘ N/A  N/A
@ Lake Amistad Dam Crossing NA &= NA NA NA @ Progreso International Bridge =R &= z.‘ S N/A
€@ Del Rio International Bridge _—r G z: M NA (34 IF;Z?OZ;ade International Bridge (Los - ﬁ. MR NA
@ Puerto Verde Global Trade Bridge (future)  N/A N/A NA NA NA @ g
N West Rail Bridge N/A N/A- NA NA
@ Eagle Pass International Bridge N/A G ]“ N/A  N/A .
o ] @ rlor de Mayo Bridge (future) NA  NA NA NA NA
Camino Real International Bridge ) S N/A o
8 ﬁ i @ Brownsville & Matamoros Express Bridge N/A & ﬂ N/A  N/A
@ UP Eagle Pass Railroad Bridge N/A- NA NA N/A g @ Gateway International Bridge NA G z’g M NA
. . . . - 2 ° °
Q Colombia Solidarity Bridge - s A R NA @ Veterans International Bridge at Los - Z‘L MR NA
€ world Trade Bridge (Laredo Bridge Iv) ™ N/A  NA NA  N/A Tomates o o

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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West Region First and Last Mile

The West Region first and last mile encompasses 11 border
crossings located at the Santa Teresa, El Paso, and Presidio ports of
entry.

Santa Teresa and El Paso Border Crossings

The El Paso border crossing area has nine border crossings, of
which two are rail crossings. The study area included Santa Teresa
Crossing near Dona Ana County in New Mexico because it is located
within El Paso MPQ’s boundary, and in proximity to the El Paso POEs
(Figure 2-2).

In 2024, the El Paso and Ysleta Ports of Entry facilitated $104.0
billion in U.S.-Mexico trade.2 The POEs in this region account for
18.0% of all northbound truck traffic and 11.9% of all northbound
rail containers crossing from Mexico into Texas in 2024.3

Representatives of the El Paso MPO4 stated that 85% of the cross-
border travel is local and entails trips between Ciudad Juarez and El
Paso. Long-distance trips are typically between origins and
destinations in the Mexican state of Chihuahua and inland U.S.
locations.

2 Bureau of Transportation Statistics (BTS) TransBorder Freight program
3 BTS Border Crossing/Entry Data

Figure 2-2: El Paso Border Crossings
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4 Interview with El Paso MPO as part of the Border Connectivity Plan Study (01/16/2024)
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First and Last Mile Highway Connectivity in Santa Teresa and El Paso Figure 2-3: First and Last Mile Highway Corridors Analyzed for the Santa
The study identified key corridors that connect the international border Teresa and El Paso Border Crossings

crossing on the U.S. side to major industrial areas, intermodal facilities, or
other major corridors that provide region-to-region connectivity.

In some cases, only one major corridor was identified by the study (e.g., NM
136, which links the Santa Teresa border crossing to the nearby major
industrial area and I-10), but in other instances, several key corridors
provide connectivity between the border crossing and industrial, intermodal
facilities, and/or major corridors. These corridors tend to be in the higher
functional classification groups (e.g., interstates and major arterials) and
serve as strategic links to and from the border crossings.

Figure 2-3 shows the first and last mile highway corridors analyzed in the El Chihuahua

Paso border crossing area. On the U.S. side, these corridors include I-10, US @ Border Crossing

54, US 62, SL.375, FM 3380, FM 1088, SH 20, S5 148, NM and SH 178 et S

(Santa Teresa). On the Mexico side these corridors include CHIH 48, MX 45, *'. :‘;j;:;;‘-‘“”g“"”id"‘

MX 2, Av. Rafael P Serna, Anapra-San Jerénimo, Blvd Ing Bernardo = ofia Ana County.

Norzagaray, Av. Benito Juarez, Av. de la Raza, Av. de las Ameéricas, Lib. Ty —— -~ R

Ciudad Juéarez, Ciudad Juarez-El Porvenir, Blvd. Independencia, Av. ©  BNSF Railroad El Paso Bridge © Good Neighbor Bridge (Stanton) @) Marcelino Serna Bridge
Waterfill, Av. Colegio Militar and Blvd. Cuatro Siglos. ©  PasoelNore bridge O prigge ofthe Americas ©  Fort ancock£1 Porvenir ridge

N

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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Table 2-2 summarizes the highway needs and challenges pertaining to the
first and last mile connectors serving the Santa Teresa and El Paso border
crossings. Additional information for each crossing is provided in the
section, Santa Teresa and El Paso Border Crossing Profiles - First and
Last Mile Needs and Challenges.

Table 2-2: Santa Teresa and El Paso First and Last Mile Highway Needs
and Challenges

£ 2 2 5 F

T 6 &2 & 2 g

2 = o b (-}

d 2 5 g @ 5

3 = oo - =3 o

, . £ 3§ 7 3 % &
First and Last Mile o @ ¢ » ® 3
Highway Needs and Challenges 2 = = o ©
- —_

5 o iy 3] S

go. C 0

< o AIUBAI0 13-)202UeH 1404

Stop and Go Traffic (north/south) v v v Y Y oNA
Crash Hotspot on Road(s) Serving Bridge NA v v v v NA
(Texas)

High Pedestrian Activity Near Bridge NA v v v N/A
Bottlenecks on Major Road(s) Serving Bridge v NA NA v v NA v
Geometric Challenges (e.g., one-way roads

with stop signs, complex interchanges, NA v v v Y NA Y

signalized intersections, merging traffic)

Highway Capacity Issues (e.g., high traffic VY v v v NAY
volumes, high truck traffic volumes)

Operational Issues (e.g., longer processing NA NA NA v ¢ NA NA
times, staffing shortages, time restrictions)
Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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Figure 2-4 visualizes the stop-and-go traffic conditions on the road
segments serving the El Paso border crossings during the peak period
(except for Marcelino Serna Bridge). This congestion on the U.S. side may be
attributed to the number of lanes open at the international crossings and
the associated wait times for queued vehicles. Figure 2-4 also shows that
MEX-2 and MEX-45, both major corridors to access Ciudad Juarez,
experience moderate traffic speeds along longer corridor segments.

Figure 2-4: Traffic Speed on Roads Serving Santa Teresa and El Paso
border crossings — Peak Traffic Conditions
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Figure 2-5 provides a visual representation of insights obtained during the
stakeholder interviews and workshops. Challenges were categorized as
connectivity, capacity/congestion, safety, operational, maintenance, and
pedestrian/bike. Specific needs and challenges pertaining to each
international bridge are discussed in subsequent sections.

Figure 2-5: Stakeholder Identified Highway Connectivity Needs and
Challenges in Santa Teresa and El Paso
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Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025

Additional information on the characteristics and performance indicators for
each of the first and last mile connections in Santa Teresa and the El Paso
area can be found in Appendix B.
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First and Last Mile Rail Connectivity in Santa Teresa and
El Paso

Figure 2-6 shows the freight rail network in the El Paso
border crossing area. Currently, there is no international rail
bridge between New Mexico and Mexico. There are also no
short lines operating in El Paso. Some rail lines are used by
the military and tend to have old sidings. Warehouses line
up against the railroad in the Hopkins, Stiles, and Fabens
areas, but in some cases, the railroad sidings have been
closed. In the industrial areas, trains only use the tracks
sporadically. During the workshops, stakeholders expressed
a need for a rail line from the UP railyard in New Mexico and
crossing into Mexico paralleling the alignment of NM 136,
MEX-2, and MEX-45D. It is believed that this rail connection
could relieve congestion in El Paso.

In general, stakeholders felt that there were either no
impacts or some minor traffic interferences with the rail
lines (e.g. at Gateway Boulevard, Cotton Street, and the
Texas Tech campus) in El Paso. But rail operation hours are
limited to reduce traffic conflicts. One stakeholder
mentioned potential multimodal connectivity issues
because of the expansion of I-10 but did not elaborate.
Additionally, stakeholders stated the need for Unified Cargo
Processing (UCP) and improving efficiency since currently
rail crews still need to change in the middle of the
international rail bridges.

Figure 2-6: Freight Rail Network in the Santa Teresa and El Paso Border Crossings Area
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According to stakeholders, most of the rail connectivity issues  Figure 2-7: Transit Routes in the El Paso Border Crossing Area
in El Paso are concentrated in Ciudad Judrez on the Mexican !

side. The UP rail lines go through downtown Ciudad Juarez
and includes 15 at-grade crossings that frequently stop
traffic. Stakeholders also pointed to congestion on the single-
track Ferromex rail line from the Ferromex rail yard in Ciudad
Juarez to the Texas-Mexico border that connects to the BNSF
and UP rail bridges. Stakeholders proposed overpasses in
downtown Juarez to eliminate these at-grade crossings.

New Mexico

@ Santa Teresa

Ciudad Juarez

First and Last Mile Transit Connectivity in Santa Teresa and (=
El Paso

Sun Metro and the El Paso Transportation Authority serve as
the transit providers in the El Paso border crossing area. Sun
Metro operates from Ysleta in the south to northwest El Paso,
serving approximately 840,000 people across 250 square
miles. The agency runs 161 buses, 67 paratransit vehicles,
and six streetcars, though it does not provide service in the
Tornillo or Porvenir areas. Meanwhile, the El Paso
Transportation Authority focuses on rural communities in El

Texas

Chihuahua

Border Crossing

e
@ Railroad Crossing
®

Bus Stop
Paso County. , Bus Line
Figure 2-7 shows the transit routes in the EL Paso border @ santaTeresa Crossing © Union Pacific Railroad El Paso Bridge @)  Ysleta Bridge
crossing area. e BNSF Railroad El Paso Bridge e Good Neighbor Bridge (Stanton) e Marcelino Serna Bridge
e Paso del Norte Bridge o Bridge of the Americas o Fort Hancock-El Porvenir Bridge

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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Table 2-3: Santa Teresa and El Paso First and Last Mile Transit Needs Tahle 2-3 summarizes the transit connectivity needs and challenges of the
and Challenges international bridges identified in El Paso. The table was developed based
on insights obtained during the stakeholder interviews, workshops, and the
post-workshop interviews. It shows that there is currently no scheduled
transit service to the Marcelino Serna Bridge and the Fort Hancock-El
Porvenir Bridge. For Ciudad Juarez, a stakeholder mentioned that POVs and
rapid transit buses add to congestion in the city. Specific needs and
challenges pertaining to each international bridge are discussed next.

agpug e1d)sA

First and Last Mile
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Transit Needs and Challenges

First and Last Mile Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity in El Paso

The viability of walking and biking across the border depends on
development patterns and available infrastructure. While pedestrian and

e e e o ° e o bicycle traffic are permitted at all crossings in El Paso, the absence of

No Scheduled Transit Service to Bridge v NANANANA ¢ dgdlca’[ed bike lanes prgsents a challenge. Additionally, p.ede.strlans are
discouraged from crossing at the Fort Hancock-El Porvenir Bridge due to

Inadequate Sidewalks (e.g., not continuous v NANA v ¢ NA NA safety concerns, as it is a two-lane bridge designated for POVs.
sidewalks, poor condition, deteriorating)

(uoyueys) agpug JoqysiaN pooy
aSpug Juaniod 13-4203ueH o4

Inadequate Transit Access (e.g., > 30-

minute walk to bus stop, pedestrians need N/A N/A N/A N/A NA v
to cross major highways)

Dowr?tovvn Congestion Impacts Transit NA v < < NA NA NA
Terminals

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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Figure 2-8 shows the routes with high bicycle activity serving the Bridge of
the Americas and the Ysleta International Bridge. According to the City of El
Paso®, northbound bicycles can cross either through the POV lanes or the
pedestrian lanes. When crossing southbound, bicyclists pay the same toll as
pedestrians. Additional information on challenges and needs for each
crossing is provided in the section, Santa Teresa and El Paso Border
Crossing Profiles - First and Last Mile Needs and Challenges.

Figure 2-8: Strava Bicycle Trips at the Bridge of the Americas and the
Ysleta Bridge

Bridge of the Americas

Ysleta Bridge

< Low High

Source: Screenshot of Strava Metro Heatmap (2024). Accessed June 27, 2024.
(metroview.strava.com)

First and Last Mile Airport Connectivity in El Paso

The El Paso International Airport (ELP), the Dofia Ana County International
Jetport, and the Las Cruces International Airport are the three airports in
the El Paso border crossing area (Figure 2-9). Ciudad Juarez has the
Aeropuerto Internacional Abraham Gonzalez. Stakeholders reported there
is no direct transit services available to the airports from El Paso’s two
downtown bridges (Paso del Norte and Good Neighbor [Stanton] Bridge).

5 City of El Paso Stakeholder Interview, January 3, 2024

Cross-border travelers change buses at the downtown Sun Metro transfer
center to access the airport.

Figure 2-9: El Paso International Airport First and Last Mile Connectivity

—— A
-y sl
e El'Paso w (34
¥ 478
(&2} !
(3715)
(85}
5
2P
3 CiudadJuarez
Texas

ElPaso
w El Paso International.
] Airport,
(54 A —y
W —
(62

—ta
w . Border Crossing
- {45 4 . Railroad Crossing
CiudadJuarez Texas Crossing Corridor
Chihuahua %] - Mexico Crossing Corridor

o Union Pacific Railroad El Paso Bidge o Bridge of the Americas
e Paso del Norte Bridge 9

@ BNSF Railroad El Paso Bridge
Good Neighbor Bridge (Stanton)

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025

‘-
y 4

Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan

2. First and Last Mile
Connectivity



Santa Teresa and El Paso Border Crossing Profiles — First and Last Mile Needs and Challenges

Santa Teresa Crossing, New Mexico

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges "=a
» Santa Teresa is a major POV and CMV crossing — and specifically a major crossing for Oversized/Overweight (OS/OW) vehicles.
» The crossing is experiencing significant northbound POV traffic from Mexico into New Mexico (NM), resulting in a bottleneck. NM 136 is the major
connector from the crossing to I-10 and is experiencing significant POV and CMV traffic.
» Stakeholders reported that streets in Santa Teresa get blocked by OS vehicles traveling from I-10 on the U.S. side to cross at Santa Teresa.

Rail Connectivity Needs and Challenges =)

» Despite the existing UP railyard and rail lines in Santa Teresa, New Mexico, there is currently no international rail bridge between New Mexico and
Mexico.

» The Santa Teresa International Rail Study - Feasibility Corridor Study Report provided eight alternative routes for a rail line crossing the New Mexico-
Mexico border at Santa Teresa. Two preferred alternatives intersect the UP Railroad north of its Santa Teresa terminal. Both alternatives are 27-29
miles long. The two alternatives were chosen to minimize rail operation constraints (seen at the El Paso crossing), limit the potential of roadway-rail
grade crossing incidents, and increase regional economic development.

Transit Connectivity Needs and Challenges &
» There is currently no scheduled transit service to the Santa Teresa Crossing or along NM 136 within five miles of the bridge.
» A new international crossing at Sunland Park has been proposed. It is expected that this new crossing will serve more passenger traffic compared to
the existing commercial crossing in Santa Teresa. This new international crossing will require improved connectivity in terms of better transit options
and service times between Santa Teresa and Sunland Park.

» Stakeholders, however, remarked that the population density does not currently support transit improvements.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Needs and Challenges 4<%
» Residents noted poor pedestrian infrastructure and insufficient lighting for areas leading to NM 136 from the crossing.

» Stakeholders also reported that the industrial parks, which are planned near the Santa Teresa Crossing and UP Railroad, will become large
employment centers. This will require improvements in transit and pedestrian connectivity to these areas.

» Additionally, if the new POE at Sunland Park is built, the Santa Teresa Crossing could benefit from connectivity between the two.
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Paso Del Norte and Good Neighbor Bridge (Stanton), El Paso, Texas

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges &="=r
» Congestion resulting in stop-and-go traffic was observed on the roadways serving the two downtown bridges in El Paso — Paso Del Norte and Good
Neighbor (Stanton) Bridges.

» Stakeholders commented that these congestion issues and bottlenecks in downtown El Paso emerged after the I-10 Connect Project. The bottleneck
that developed when crossing the Bridge of the Americas resulted in POV drivers changing their travel patterns to avoid that bottleneck and using
Good Neighbor Bridge. To avoid the I-10 bottleneck that emerged, some were also traffic diverted to US 54.

» Downtown congestion is also exacerbated by one-way roadways with stop-controlled intersections and high levels of pedestrian activity.

» Queuing at the POEs impacts downtown commuter traffic and causes congestion on Stanton Street and Paisano Drive. POV traffic traveling to and
from the downtown bridges also utilizes SL 375.

» Stakeholders anticipate that congestion and traffic speeds on SL 375 will worsen when the Oregon Street Exit opens.
» Numerous crash hotspots were observed on roadways serving the two downtown El Paso bridges between 2014 and 2022.

» Additionally, the study identified four high-injury intersections near the downtown bridges.

Transit Connectivity Needs and Challenges &
» Sun Metro's downtown transit terminals, which serve travelers crossing at the Paso del Norte and Good Neighbor (Stanton) bridges, are affected by
downtown congestion, particularly on Paisano Drive.

» The Transborde Yellow bus service provides cross-border transit at these two bridges but operates on a flexible timetable with a limited fleet.

» Since bus passengers must disembark to clear customs, maintaining a fixed schedule is challenging.

» Additionally, security concerns have complicated efforts to establish transit-only lanes and a streetcar service across the border.
Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Needs and Challenges A%

» Atthese bridges, pedestrians are required to pay a small fee to walk across a partially shaded bridge.

» In Downtown El Paso, dense blocks, no bike lanes, on-street angled parking, lots of destinations.

New Mexico

» In Downtown Juarez, dense blocks, some bike lanes, on-street parking, wide sidewalks, lots of destinations.
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Bridge of the Americas, El Paso, Texas

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges "=a

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

Significant peak-hour congestion and stop-and-go traffic occur on the southbound approach to the Bridge of the Americas due to merging traffic
from US 62 and I-10.

Stakeholders have observed that queuing and long wait times at this bridge create bottlenecks on I-10 and SL 375.

Congestion and delays are expected to worsen, as projections indicate more than three million POV crossings per year by 2050. The current
infrastructure is insufficient to accommodate this growing demand.

An increase in inspections (recently, also for southbound trips) has caused congestion and a significant increase in wait times at the Bridge of the
Americas.

Stakeholders noted that commercial 18-wheelers make up a significant portion of the traffic crossing at the Bridge of the Americas.

Stakeholders also highlighted that while the U.S. encourages Mexican companies to participate in the Free and Secure Trade (FAST) and Customs-
Trade Partnership Against Terrorism (C-TPAT) programs, long wait times at border crossings diminish the benefits of these initiatives. Enhancing
the efficiency of border crossings is therefore crucial to reducing bottlenecks.

Additionally, Montana Avenue and East Yandell Drive have been identified as high-injury segments near this bridge.

Transit Connectivity Needs and Challenges F&

»

»

»

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Needs and Challenges 486

»

»

»

Inadequate Sidewalks (e.g., not continuous sidewalks, poor condition, deteriorating)
Schoolchildren cross at the Bridge of the Americas to go to school in El Paso. The transit service to Bridge of the Americas is inadequate. There are
only two transit stops (providing access to two bus routes) within 0.5 miles of the international bridge. Accessing both transit stops requires
pedestrians to walk across and along major highways, posing safety concerns.

Downtown Congestion Impacts Transit Terminals.

New Mexico

At the Bridge of the Americas, pedestrians are required to pay a small fee to walk across a partially shaded bridge.

?j El Pasn
Bridge Texas
‘of the Americas

On the Texas side of the border, pedestrian and bicycle safety is a concern due to wide highways, parking lots, and few destinations

TN

On the Mexico side of the border, pedestrian and bicycle safety is a concern due to suburban office parks, big parking lots, highways with

Chihuahua

sidewalks, no bike lanes.
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Ysleta Bridge, El Paso, Texas

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges &=%=r

»

»

On the U.S. side, South Zaragoza Road has four travel lanes, while the Mexican side, Avenida Waterfill, has only one lane providing POV access to
the Ysleta Bridge. Stakeholders noted that this imbalance leads to congestion at the bridge, causing northbound delays not only along Avenida
Waterfill but also along SL 375, east of the international bridge.

Additionally, Americas Avenue, which connects the bridge to SL 375, has been identified as a high-injury segment.

Transit Connectivity Needs and Challenges F&

»

»

There is a high demand for transit services at the Ysleta Bridge, specifically for students who cross as pedestrians. However, there is currently no
direct bus service to or from Ysleta Bridge.

Pedestrians must cross SL 375 — a high-speed facility - to access a bus stop on Route 60 to the Mission Valley transfer center. Bus service to Ysleta
Bridge is challenging because buses get stuck in the POV and commercial traffic crossing at the bridge.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Needs and Challenges A%

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

Pedestrian connectivity to this bridge is poor and at the bridge, pedestrians deal with unshaded sidewalks.
Travelers must cross a major highway (i.e., SL 375) to access the bridge, creating safety concerns.
Sidewalk gaps are also observed within 2-mile of the busiest bus stops.

Stakeholders reported that it takes pedestrians 20-25 minutes to cross northbound at the Ysleta Bridge in the off-peak period (and 60-90 minutes
during the peak period).

It takes southbound pedestrians, on average, 10-15 minutes to cross during the peak period.

Other pedestrian and bicycle safety concerns on the Texas-side of the bridge include parking lots, manufacturing and logistics centers in proximity
to the bridge.

On the Mexico side of the border, other pedestrian and bicycle safety concerns are due to suburban shopping centers, big parking lots,
highways with sidewalks, no bike lanes and the proximity of manufacturing facilities.
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Marcelino Serna Bridge, El Paso, Texas

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges «"=a
» The Marcelino Serna Bridge has a lower number of crossings compared to the Ciudad Juarez-El Paso International Bridges.
» The Marcelino Serna Bridge has continued to struggle to attract truck crossings since its opening in 2016.

» Itis expected that the new University of Texas at El Paso campus and industrial developments near Van Horn (i.e., Amazon Blue Origin) will
result in increased crossings at the Marcelino Serna Bridge. These developments are expected to result in congestion on Fabens Road (to the
west) and OT Smith Road (to the east) of the Marcelino Serna Bridge in the future.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Needs and Challenges A%

» Stakeholders reported that the Marcelino Serna Bridge is underutilized by pedestrians/bicyclists because there are fewer destinations in the
vicinity of the bridge accessible by walking/biking.

Fort Hancock — El Porvenir Bridge, El Paso, Texas

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges &="=n

» 1-10 and SH 20 provide access to the Fort Hancock-El Porvenir Bridge. Data indicates bottlenecks and peak-period traffic delays on the I-10
interchange ramps, primarily due to truck traffic generated by land parcels along the interstate. SH 20, which serves as a key vehicular route to
the bridge, also experiences moderate to slow traffic speeds.

» Additionally, crash hotspots have been observed at the interchange, on the ramps along Knox Avenue connecting to I-10, and on the SH 20
ramp leading to I-10.

New Mexico

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Needs and Challenges A&
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» School children cross the Fort Hancock-El Porvenir Bridge to access schools in the U.S. There are no safe sidewalks for them to use. =
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First and Last Mile Connectivity Improvements in Santa Teresa and El
Paso

Funded Highway Connectivity Improvements in Santa Teresa and El Paso
The study identified 72 fully funded planned improvements on the first and
last highway miles that serve the El Paso border crossings. Figure 2-10
showcases the fully funded improvements and investments that TxDOT is
implementing to address the identified needs and challenges on the first
and last mile corridors. These are categorized as connectivity,
capacity/congestion, safety, operational, maintenance, and
pedestrian/bicycle improvements.

Figure 2-10: Fully Funded Planned Improvements and Investments to
Address Needs and Challenges

~
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Source: TxC. Data accurate as of November 2024

Figure 2-10 also shows that many of these planned improvements aim to
address safety — TxDOT’s number one priority — by reducing accidents and
improving traffic flow.

Beyond the fully funded improvements and investments from TxDOT,
stakeholders noted that the New Mexico Border Authority (NMBA) has
secured funding for a private vehicle parking lot, a walkway to enhance
connectivity, and upgrades to the commercial parking lot at the Santa
Teresa Crossing. The private vehicle parking lot and walkway projects are
currently in the design phase. Additionally, there are proposed sidewalk
construction projects along NM 136, Strauss Rd, and Airport Rd, as well as a
planned multi-use path along McNutt Rd.

Finally, in 2022, the U.S. General Services Administration awarded $700
million for the modernization of Bridge of the Americas. The project includes
the modernization of U.S. CBP inspection facilities for pedestrians, POVs,
and CMVs. Project construction is planned for October 2026 and substantial
completion is expected by November 2029.

In preparation for the expected disruptions during the construction phase of
this project, the El Paso MPO has started the development of its Strategic
Plan for Border Crossings using their International Traffic Demand Model
(iTDM). The iTDM will allow the El Paso MPO to test different scenarios and
get a better understanding of the challenges and how traffic can be diverted
and accommodated during the construction phase of the modernization of
Bridge of the Americas.
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Other Planned Highway Connectivity Improvements in Santa Teresa and El Stakeholders recommended improvements to address highway/road

Paso connectivity needs/challenges to the El Paso border crossings. Figure 2-12
In addition to the fully funded planned investments highlighted in the showcases the stakeholder recommended improvements categorized as
previous section, TxDOT is also working on several initiatives that will capacity/congestion, connectivity, operational, pedestrian/bike, rail/transit
alleviate needs/challenges on the first and last mile segments identified, and safety. Participants in the October workshop highlighted the need for
and/or new highways that will improve connectivity to the international expanded infrastructure and additional staffing on both sides of the border
bridges. Figure 2-11 shows the planned investments in the border crossing to better support commercial traffic. For example, the Santa Teresa Crossing
area that are currently partially funded or unfunded. currently closes at 10:00 p.m., restricting cross-border trade and travel.

Figure 2-11: Partially Funded/Unfunded Planned Similarly, stakeholders recommended extending the hours of operation and

Improvements/Investments to Address Needs and Challenges in Santa increasing staff at the Bridge of the Americas.

Teresa and El Paso Figure 2-12: Categorized Stakeholder Input Received: Recommended

Improvements
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Stakeholders acknowledged that TxDOT projects on the U.S. side could help
mitigate connectivity challenges but emphasized the need for
corresponding investments in Mexico to fully address these issues.
Chihuahua’s government representatives specifically expressed concerns
about delays in cross-border projects. As the only Mexican state bordering
two U.S. states, maintaining efficient infrastructure is considered essential.

Appendix B and the Connectivity WebApp provides more detailed
information on these fully and partially funded/unfunded planned
investments that address needs and challenges in El Paso.

Planned Freight Rail Connectivity Improvements and Findings in El Paso

During interviews, stakeholders mentioned that Dona Ana County received
$31 million in funding from the Federal Railroad Administration for its
Railroad Crossing Elimination Program. It was reported that Dona Ana
County will use the funding to eliminate an at-grade crossing at Industrial
Avenue southeast of UP’s Santa Teresa railyard.

Additional proposed but unfunded operational and policy findings from
Class I Railroad representatives in the El Paso border crossing area to
address freight rail connectivity are included in Chapter 5 of this plan.

Planned Transit Connectivity Improvements in El Paso

Several transit improvements and initiatives are underway in EL Paso. The El
Paso MPO is exploring the implementation of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
service to the international bridges to enhance headways and travel times
while ensuring connectivity with the BRT systems in Ciudad Juarez.
Additionally, Sun Metro is collaborating with TxDOT to expand bus stop
locations in El Paso, including along SL 375, and to redesign the Paisano
Drive area to relocate bus stops closer to the two downtown bridges.

The City of El Paso also received a Rebuilding American Infrastructure with
Sustainability and Equity (RAISE) grant to consider design improvements
near the Ysleta Bridge. Finally, Sun Metro recently received funding to
purchase 50 zero-emission paratransit vehicles and 25 charging stations to
replace older models.

Planned Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Improvements in El Paso

Several planned pedestrian and bicycle improvements to border crossings
in El Paso were identified through interviews with stakeholders. These
include development of pedestrian and bike trails within walking distance to
crossings, installation of bike stations, intersection upgrades, among other
improvements.

» Paso Del Norte and Good Neighbor (Stanton) Bridges: The Paso del
Norte trail is a planned 63-mile pedestrian and bike trail (i.e., from
Paisano Drive to Sunland Park) within walking distance of the two
downtown bridges. Plans for the Alameda Corridor and North Loop
include the addition of bike lanes. Paisano Drive is planned as a
multimodal corridor with bus and trolley services to Santa Fe Avenue.

» Downtown El Paso border crossings: The Regional Mobility Authority
(RMA) plans to install bike stations at all the downtown El Paso
crossings to improve connectivity for students and pedestrians by
accessing the medical facilities. The RMA also has the authority to
install bike stations in Mexico.

» Ysleta Bridge: The City of El Paso was the recipient of a RAISE grant of
$12 million (with a $3 million local match) to enhance connectivity and
mobility for cross-border travelers between El Paso and Ciudad Juarez
crossing at the Ysleta Bridge. The planned improvements will enhance
the cross-border mobility experience for pedestrians through
investments in intersection upgrades, crosswalks, streetlights, and
landscaping. The project also includes a dedicated drop-off and pick-
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up area with shade canopies and seating areas. Construction is
expected to begin in 2025.

» Marcelino Serna Bridge: A planned outer loop and trail by El Paso
County was the only planned pedestrian/bicycle improvement
mentioned by stakeholders in the vicinity of the Marcelino Serna
Bridge.

Planned Airport Connectivity Improvements in El Paso

The TxDQT El Paso District is working on several highway projects that will
improve connectivity to the El Paso International Airport, including the
widening of SL 375, Borderland Expressway (which will increase
connectivity for the east side to the airport), and the Yarborough connector
to the airport.

Presidio Border Crossings

Presidio has two border crossings — the Presidio-Ojinaga International
Bridge which processes pedestrians, buses, POVs, and trucks, and the South
Orient Railroad bridge, the only rail crossing, which was not operational as of
the completion of this study (Table 2-4).

Highway Connectivity in Presidio - First and Last Mile

As shown in Figure 2-13, US 67 and FM 170 provide first and last mile
connectivity to the Presidio-Ojinaga International Bridge.

Figure 2-13: US 67 and FM 170 Provide Connectivity to the Presidio-
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Table 2-4: Presidio Border Crossings and Modes Available

International Crossing Modes Analyzed

(10 Presidio-Ojinaga International Bridge ~ =% &= j,‘ S N/A

@ south orient Railroad Bridge NA NA NA NA E

Source: Texas-Mexico International Border Crossings Guide 2024

Figure 2-14 visualizes the traffic speeds on the road segments serving the
Presidio-0jinaga International Bridge during the peak period. It also shows
stop-and-go traffic speeds on FM 170 connecting to the Presidio-Ojinaga
International Bridge, as well as slow and stop-and-go speeds on MEX-16
and MEX-67 on segments leading to Ojinaga.

Figure 2-14: Traffic Speed on Roads Serving Presidio-Ojinaga
International Bridge — Peak Traffic Conditions

Bottleneck Summary Index
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@ Presidio-0Ojinaga International Bridge @ South Orient Railroad Bridge

Areview of the study area did not identify any significant crash hot spots on
the first and last miles connecting to the Presidio-Qjinaga International
" Bridge. Crash data was not readily available for Ojinaga for this study.

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges in Presidio

Figure 2-15 illustrates the insights obtained during the workshops and
interviews with first and last mile needs and challenges categorized as
connectivity, capacity/congestion, safety, operational, maintenance, and
rail/transit. These needs and challenges are further discussed.

Figure 2-15: Categorized Stakeholder Input Received: Needs and
Challenges at the Presidio Border Crossings
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»

»

»

»

»

»

»

Qjinaga is a growing economic hub in Mexico and stakeholders
reported that improvements in cross-border mobility would positively
impact trade between Mexico and Texas.

Asignificant growth in truck traffic is forecasted for this bridge (i.e.,
expected to double by 2045). Stakeholders shared that the current
truck and car parking infrastructure is inadequate for this growth.

In addition, they mentioned the need for a heavy-weight corridor
linking the POE to industrial parks west of US 67.

For inspections, stakeholders mentioned that a U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) facility is a priority since the current inspection
facility only inspects limited products for a set number of hours a day.

Stakeholders also stated that oversize loads (i.e., loads higher than 14
feet or wider loads) cannot travel on US 67 because of design
limitations (e.g., the roadway width is too narrow) or because of
frequent stops in towns (e.g., Fort Davis). Trucking companies try to
avoid roads through towns due to the risk of accidents with passenger
vehicles.

Stakeholders advocated for investment in infrastructure to
accommodate OS/OW loads as there have been incidences where
trucking companies crossed heavy loads at Santa Teresa (New Mexico)
instead of at Presidio.

Poor and insufficient road conditions in Ojinaga and Presidio have
therefore led to some truck companies losing contracts.

Stakeholders also raised concerns about the absence of an exit booth
for trucks on US 67, noting that drivers must stop on the shoulder to
hand over documents to CBP, creating a safety risk.

The clearance on US 90, from where vehicles turn onto US 67 to go to the
Presidio Ojinaga International Bridge, is 14 ft. The current route for OS/OW-
permitted vehicles from Marfa is north on SH-17 through Fort Davis and then

east/west on I-10; making the journey much longer.

»

»

»

Safety concerns were also highlighted regarding transmigrantes —
businessmen who purchase used cars in the U.S. to sell in Latin
America — who also stop on the shoulder to prepare their paperwork.
Stakeholders emphasized the need for additional parking to
accommodate transmigrantes and advocated for safety and visibility
enhancements along US 67, particularly for nighttime travelers.

Workshop participants mentioned significant nearshoring activities in
Mexico — for example in the Sonora region — with some manufacturing
moving from China to Mexico. This shift in manufacturing is sparking
renewed interest in crossing through Presidio.

Stakeholders reported that roads from Ojinaga (Mexico) to Presidio
were insufficient (i.e., poor in quality and inadequate capacity) and not
suitable for trucks. Stakeholders from Mexico raised concerns that
MEX-16 is currently a rural Class C highway. They recommended that
MEX-16 be upgraded to at least a Class B highway to accommodate
truck traffic. It was reported that there was a plan to upgrade the
highway, but the implementation of the plan was lagging.
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Funded Highway Improvements in Presidio
The study identified seven fully funded planned improvements on the first

and last highway miles that serve the Presidio-Ojinaga International Bridge.

Figure 2-16 shows the fully funded improvements that TxDOT is
implementing to address the identified needs and challenges on the first
and last miles analyzed. Like the needs and challenges, the fully funded
improvements are categorized as connectivity, capacity/congestion, safety,
operational, maintenance, and pedestrian/bicycle improvements.

Figure 2-16: Fully Funded Planned Improvements/Investments to
Address Needs and Challenges in Presidio
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Planned Highway Improvements in Presidio

Stakeholders recommended several improvements to address
highway/road connectivity needs/challenges to the Presidio-Ojinaga
International Bridge. Figure 2-17 showcases the proposed stakeholder
improvements for the area. A stakeholder mentioned a planned highway
project linking Chihuahua and Ojinaga in Mexico with Presidio. Work on this

project has, however, been slow.

Figure 2-17: Categorized Stakeholder Input Received: Recommended

Improvements in Presidio
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Appendix B and the Connectivity WebApp provides more detailed
information on these fully and partially funded/unfunded planned
investments that address needs and challenges in El Paso.

Additional POE Needs and Challenges
» According to stakeholders, Presidio’s agricultural trade potential is
limited by a lack of USDA inspectors. They mentioned that, for
example, apples are grown in Cuauhtémoc for export and an estimated
8,500 farmers grow vegetables in Chihuahua that can be sold in
Presidio. There is a focus towards expanding agricultural imports
through Presidio, including products such as avocados and beer.

» Other agriculture related needs expressed by stakeholders included:

»  Despite existing infrastructure, additional staff and specialized
inspectors are needed to support the processing of agricultural
imports.

»  Cold storage facilities are also needed to expedite trade, attract
private investment, and address logistical needs, enabling
Presidio to process more agricultural goods.

» Workshop participants also said that the drought in Texas has led to an
increase in cattle crossings through Chihuahua to Amarillo for
processing. Strict inspection requirements can halt cattle crossings if
issues arise, such as missing identification tags. Santa Teresa offers an
alternative port for cattle crossings because it is a dry river crossing,
which allows livestock to cross without water barriers. Stakeholders
recommended that provisions to facilitate cattle crossing at or near
Presidio be made.

» Finally, the levee was reconstructed in Presidio following the 2008
flood, so an updated flood study is required. A workshop participant
mentioned working with the International Water and Boundary

Commission (IBWC) and the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) to conduct a new flood study to update the designation of the
flood zones in Presidio.

First and Last Mile Freight Rail Connectivity in Presidio

Figure 2-18 shows the freight rail network in Presidio. There have been
significant investments in the rail infrastructure between Chihuahua and
Alpine, including the reconstruction of the international bridge in Mexico
(2018) and in Texas (2019). Additional investments were made in the rail
infrastructure in 2020 and 2021 in Texas, totaling more than $40 million
between 2018 and 2021.

The South Orient Railroad bridge is scheduled to re-open in June 2025,
pending the completion of a CBP facility. Ferromex will cross cars, cement,
and petroleum products at the bridge once opened.

The contract for the building of the CBP facility between TxDOT and the
contractor was approved in March 2024.

Freight Rail Connectivity Challenges

The South Orient Railroad bridge is currently not operational due to a fire
that destroyed the wooden structure of the bridge in 2008. The South Orient
Railroad Bridge is, however, expected to open in 2025 to facilitate rail traffic
between Qjinaga and Dallas.
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Figure 2-18: Freight Rail Network in Presidio
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Planned Freight Rail Improvements in Presidio

Although some workshop stakeholders expressed the need for expanded
train weight/speed allowances (with improved infrastructure) in addition to
the recent track upgrades leading to the rail bridge, the South Orient
Railroad representative mentioned that the current infrastructure
investment was sufficient.

Once the rail is operational and if the rail experiences capacity limitations,
additional investment may be needed. Further inland in Texas, there are
plans for the rehabilitation of the South Orient Railroad in Pecos and
Brewster Counties to increase capacity and train safety to Fort Stockton and

improve connectivity to Alpine, which will also open the interchange with UP
at Alpine.

First and Last Mile Transit Connectivity in Presidio

Presidio has no scheduled transit bus service and there are no plans for
offering a fixed schedule transit service serving the Presidio-0jinaga
International Bridge. On-demand transit is available but is mostly used by
the elderly and special needs users.

Two long-distance bus services with two departures and two arrivals, as
well as an international bus service from Chihuahua to Dallas, and from
Chihuahua to Houston, are offered. During the June stakeholder workshop,
a participant mentioned that an increase in cross-border bus traffic was
observed (e.g., with 10-15 buses crossing every week).

First and Last Mile Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity in Presidio
Pedestrian and bicycle traffic cross at the Presidio-Ojinaga International
Bridge. CBP does not capture the number of international bicycle crossings
at the international bridges as these may be reported as pedestrian
Crossings.

Pedestrian Connectivity Challenges

Stakeholders participating in the June stakeholder workshop mentioned
that there was no shade for pedestrians crossing at the Presidio-Ojinaga
International Bridge, which is specifically needed for school children.
Planned Improvements

A planned bicycle lane with a striped buffer on US 67 was the only planned
pedestrian/bicycle improvement mentioned by stakeholders in the vicinity
of the Presidio-0jinaga International Bridge.

Central Region First and Last Mile

The Central Region first and last mile encompasses 10 border crossings
located at Del Rio, Eagle Pass and Laredo ports of entry.
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Del Rio/Eagle Pass Border Crossings

As shown in Figure 2-19 and Table 2-5, there are five border crossings in
Del Rio and Eagle Pass, of which one is a rail crossing. Puerto Verde —a
future international rail and highway crossing — is also being developed.

Figure 2-19: Del Rio and Eagle Pass Border Crossings
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The POEs in Del Rio and Eagle Pass account for 6% of all northbound truck

traffic and 36.6% of all northbound rail containers crossing from Mexico into
Texas in 2024.6

6 BTS Border Crossing/Entry Data

Table 2-5: Del Rio and Eagle Pass Border Crossings and Modes
Processed

International Crossing Modes Processed

Lake Amistad Dam Crossing NA & N/A NA NA
Del Rio International Bridge =R G ﬁ* S N/A

Puerto Verde Global Trade NJ/A N/A NA NA  NA

O 0 0 00

Bridge (future)
Eagle Pass International :

N/A &= N/A  N/A
Bridge / ) / /
Cgmmo Real International - G 7} B NA
Bridge

@ UP Eagle Pass Railroad Bridge  N/A N/A N/A  N/A g
Source: Texas-Mexico International Border Crossings Guide 2024.

First and Last Mile Highway Connectivity in Del Rio and Eagle Pass Border
Crossing Areas

The study identified corridors that connect the international border
crossings to major industrial areas, intermodal facilities, or other major
corridors in the Del Rio and Eagle Pass border crossing areas.
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https://data.bts.gov/stories/s/jswi-2e7b

Figure 2-20: First and Last Mile Highway Corridors Analyzed in the Del
Rio and Eagle Pass Border Crossing Areas
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Highway Connectivity Challenges in the Del Rio and Eagle Pass Border
Crossing Areas

The following table summarizes the highway needs and challenges
pertaining to the first and last miles serving each of the bridges in the Del
Rio and Eagle Pass border crossing areas. It is notable that all bridges -
including the Lake Amistad Crossing — experience stop-and-go traffic on the
first and last miles to and from the bridges (i.e., both northbound and
southbound).

Table 2-6: First and Last Mile Highway Needs and Challenges in the Del
Rio and Eagle Pass Border Crossing Areas

First and Last Mile

Highway Needs and Challenges

Suissol) pelsiwy ayeq
agpug jeuoneusd)ur o1y 13a
JeuoneUIBIUT RaY OUlWE)

Stop and Go Traffic (north/south)

L« e agpug jeuonewsaju] ssed a)5e3

®
v
v

<« <0

v
Crash Hotspot on Road(s) Serving Bridge (Texas) v

Crash Hotspot on Road(s) Serving Bridge NANA YV
(Mexico)

Narrow Local Roads Serving Bridge N/A v N/A N/A
High Pedestrian Activity Near Bridge N/A v v
N/A Y N/A N/A
N/A Y N/A N/A

NA NA ¥V Y

Poor Pavement Condition
Bottlenecks on Major Road(s) Serving Bridge
Land Use Impacts (Commercial Activity)

Highway Capacity Issues (e.g., high traffic
volumes, high truck traffic volumes)
Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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I Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan

¢

2. First and Last Mile
Connectivity



Figure 2-21 shows the stop-and-go traffic speeds on the road segments Figure 2-22 shows insights obtained during the stakeholder interviews,

serving the bridges in the Del Rio and Eagle Pass border crossing areas workshops, and the post workshop interviews. Needs and challenges were
during the peak period. It should be noted that the stop-and-go traffic on categorized as connectivity, capacity/congestion, safety, operational,
the Texas side may be attributed to the limited number of lanes open at the maintenance, and pedestrian/bicycles.
international crossings and the associated wait times for vehicles — both Figure 2-22: Stakeholder Input Received: Needs and Challenges in the
POVs and CMVs — queuing on the first and last transportation miles to cross Del Rio and Eagle Pass Border Crossing Areas
the international bridges. It also shows that MEX-2 and MEX-29 experience ¥ \ \
stop-and-go and slow traffic speeds along long segments of the corridors ! G
connecting to the international bridges. Piecras Bagleifisg)
Negras @
Figure 2-21: Traffic Speed on Roads Serving the Del Rio and Eagle Pass R g
International Bridges — Peak Traffic Conditions /./
V T /
T 5
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Zaragoza
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Zaragoza @@ safety Piedras (| Pass_y
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» Lake Amistad Dam Crossing: SH 349 that connects the Lake Amistad
Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025 Dam Crossing to US 90 experiences stop-and-go traffic in both
directions (i.e., northbound and southbound). Stakeholders also
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reported that limestone sinkholes have damaged the dam on the
Mexican side. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has therefore declared
the dam as potentially unsafe.

Del Rio International Bridge: Stakeholders stated that Del Rio is
geographically better situated to connect the interior of Mexico to
Canada and that it takes a shorter time for trucks to cross at Del Rio
compared to Laredo. A lack of infrastructure, however, results in
logistics companies preferring Laredo. In addition, State Spur (SS) 239
and US 377 cannot compete with IH-35 due to existing conditions. SS
239 is a narrow single-lane road in each direction with poor pavement
condition. Stop-and-go traffic is experienced, resulting in a bottleneck
at the Del Rio International Bridge. Stakeholders also mentioned that
an increase in commercial traffic between Eagle Pass and Del Rio is
making US 277 unsafe. The Del Rio International Bridge narrows to
two lanes, which results in traffic backing up in both Del Rio and
Ciudad Acuna. Delays of an hour or two can occur. In Mexico, the town
of Zaragoza lacks infrastructure and has become a bottleneck to traffic
flow. MEX-29 traverses through Zaragoza and connects to Ciudad
Acuna. There are no alternative routes to MEX-29 connecting to Ciudad
Acuna.

Eagle Pass International Bridge/ Camino Real International Bridge:
The Eagle Pass International Bridge is anticipated to be at 218%
capacity by 2050. The Camino Real International Bridge is expected to
be at 132% capacity by 2050. The capacity of these two bridges is
expected to be insufficient to meet demand in the next 10 to 29 years
even with the opening of the new Puerto Verde Trade Bridge. Even
now, stop-and-go traffic is experienced on the connectors to the
bridges because of high commercial activity, signalized intersections,
and high pedestrian activity. Crash hotspots have been observed on US
57 segments leading to the two downtown Eagle Pass bridges.

Between 2017 and 2022, eight crashes on US 57 involved a pedestrian
or bicyclist. Stakeholders expressed concern about the traffic on US 57
from Eagle Pass to San Antonio.

Funded Highway Improvements in the Del Rio and Eagle Pass Border
Crossing Areas

The study identified 28 fully funded planned improvements to enhance
connectivity on the first and last highway miles that serve the international
bridges in the Del Rio and Eagle Pass border crossing areas as shown in
Figure 2-23. Like needs and challenges, the fully funded improvements and
investments are categorized as connectivity, capacity/congestion, safety,
operational, maintenance, and pedestrian/bicycle improvements.

Planned Highway Improvements in the Del Rio and Eagle Pass Border
Crossing Areas

In addition to the planned fully funded investments, TxDOT is also working
on several initiatives that will alleviate connectivity challenges on the first
and last mile segments identified (Figure 2-24). New highways that will
improve connectivity to the international bridges are also being considered.

Appendix B and the Connectivity WebApp provides more detailed
information on these fully and partially funded/unfunded planned
investments that address needs and challenges in El Paso.
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Figure 2-23: Fully Funded Planned Improvements/Investments to
Address Needs and Challenges in Del Rio and Eagle Pass
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Figure 2-24: Partially Funded/Unfunded Planned
Improvements/Investments to Address Needs and Challenges in Del
Rio and Eagle Pass
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Additional Stakeholder Findings for the Del Rio and Eagle Pass Border
Crossing Areas
In addition to the planned highway improvements, stakeholders
recommended improvements to address identified highway/road
connectivity needs and challenges in the Del Rio and Eagle Pass border
crossing areas (Figure 2-25), including:
» The complete reconstruction of the Lake Amistad Dam.
» A new international bridge (Acuna II International Bridge).
» The six-lane expansion of the Camino Real International Bridge (i.e.,
two CMV lanes and four POV lanes).
» The implementation of the Paisano Program to allow 24-hour
operations at the Eagle Pass POEs.

» A potential industrial zone between US 90 and US 277 (by Gibbs St.) in
the vicinity of the proposed location for the second international bridge
in Del Rio.

» A proposed industrial Park at SH 480 and FM 1021 in Eagle Pass.

» Anindustrial park with 50,000 employees in Ciudad Acufa (Mexico)
and investment to create additional connections to Del Rio.

» Improvements to US 57 were a high priority where stakeholders
expressed particular concern about the lack of a median on US 57
when traffic travels at 80 mph. Stakeholders also mentioned an
ongoing study for a connection from Eagle Pass to I-35 via US 57.

» Widening of US 90 connecting Del Rio to San Antonio; specifically, the
segment from Del Rio to Uvalde. Stakeholders mentioned the need for
infrastructure investments to increase connectivity for manufacturers.

Figure 2-25: Categorized Stakeholder Input Received: Recommended
Improvements in the Del Rio and Eagle Pass Border Crossing Areas
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First and Last Mile Freight Rail Connectivity in the Del Rio and Eagle Pass Freight Rail Connectivity Challenges and Proposed Improvements in the
Border Crossing Areas Del Rio and Eagle Pass Border Crossing Areas

Figure 2-26 shows the freight rail network in the Del Rio and Eagle Pass »  Stakeholders mentioned congestion between the BNSF and UP sidings
border crossing areas. There are no rail spurs in Eagle Pass and no short line at Eagle Pass and a need for CBP border security staffing at Eagle Pass.

railroads operate in Eagle Pass.

Figure 2-26: Freight Rail Network in the Del Rio and Eagle Pass Border

Crossing Areas
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Stakeholders also stated the need for investments in the rail track
given slow train speeds and limited capacity due to a lack of
infrastructure. However, in a meeting with UP, the Class I railroad,
made it clear that there are no rail infrastructure capacity issues on the
Texas-Mexico border and that the Class I railroads are committed to
addressing any capacity issues as they arise.

Stakeholders mentioned that trains create bottlenecks at at-grade
crossings a few times per day in Eagle Pass. This was specifically raised
as a concern at night because of the high volumes of traffic and high
speeds. Similarly, crew changes required for northbound trains from
Mexico block the at-grade rail crossings in Piedras Negras.

Finally, stakeholders expressed concern about potential congestion
due to an increase in at-grade crossings that will result from the
second rail bridge being developed as part of the Puerto Verde Global
Trade Bridge project. FM 1589, providing connectivity to Puerto Verde,
was also not designed for truck traffic. The presidential permit for
Puerto Verde focuses initially on a rail bridge, but a commercial truck
bridge is planned. Puerto Verde representatives emphasized the
importance of SL 480 for connecting to US 57 and US 277, and for
avoiding urban areas. The expansion of US 57 to a four-lane divided
highway and the upgrade of US 277 to an interstate highway (as part of
the future I-27 commercial corridor) was regarded as important to
accommodate increasing cross-border traffic.

‘-
y 4

Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan

2. First and Last Mile
Connectivity



First and Last Mile Transit Connectivity in the Del Rio and Eagle Pass
Border Crossing Areas

Only one fixed bus route is available within the Del Rio city limit (Figure
2-27). In addition, the city provides curb-to-curb on-demand transportation
services in Val Verde County.

Figure 2-27: Transit Route in Del Rio
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In Eagle Pass, transit service is provided by Southwest Area Regional Transit
(SWART). SWART operates two fixed routes in Eagle Pass, implemented in
2021 (Figure 2-28 and Figure 2-29).

Figure 2-28: Transit Route in Eagle Pass (Blue Line)
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Source: Southwest Area Regional Transit District (SWART) route, https://paseoswart.org

Approximately 75 to 80% of the fixed-route service users in Eagle Pass are
cross-border travelers that use the bus to access the blood bank, Walmart,
H-E-B, and medical facilities. The border closure during the pandemic
reduced SWART daily ridership from 85% to about 50%. Ridership on the
fixed routes increased significantly since the border opened in late 2022 -
specifically during the holiday season.
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Figure 2-29: Transit Route in Eagle Pass (Red Line)
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Transit Connectivity Challenges

Table 2-7 summarizes the transit connectivity needs and challenges to the
international bridges identified in the Del Rio and Eagle Pass border crossing
areas. There is currently no scheduled transit service to the Lake Amistad
Crossing. Specific transit needs and challenges pertaining to the
international bridges are provided in the rest of this section. The insights
were obtained during the stakeholder interviews, workshops, and the post-
workshop interviews.

Table 2-7: Transit Needs and Challenge in the Del Rio and Eagle Pass
Border Crossing Areas

First and Last Mile

Highway Needs and Challenges

Suissou) pelsiwy ayeq
agpug jeuoneusd)ur o1y 13a
JeuoneUIBIUT |RaY OUlWE)

e agpug jeuonewsau] ssed a)5es

<O
()
(5]

No Scheduled Transit Service to Bridge N/A- N/A~ N/A
Inadequate Sidewalks (e.g., not continuous

sidewalks, poor condition, deteriorating, narrow4 v NA v ¢
feet wide sidewalks)

At-grade Rail Crossings Impacting Transit NA NA

Services

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025

Public transit service in Eagle Pass is challenged by the need for better
infrastructure, additional funding, additional support services, technology
improvements, and expertise to support public transportation. Despite
recent investments, the demand for transit exceeds the available resources.
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The Eagle Pass MPO came about in 2024 when the urban area’s population
exceeded 50,000 people. The Eagle Pass MPO is the 24th MPO in Texas and
will - in collaboration with TxDOT — seek federal funding for transportation
projects in the MPO region.

SWART highlighted the challenges in securing property for a multimodal
facility to accommodate various transportation services (e.g., Greyhound
buses, taxis, Mexican buses, Transportation Network Companies (TNCs),
such as Uber of Lyft, and non-emergency medical transportation) in Eagle
Pass. These range from delays due to soil contamination at the initial
proposed site, to conforming with new federal urbanized funding after
identifying a new site. SWART highlighted that Eagle Pass’s growth has also
resulted in accessibility issues, with inadequate sidewalks and no shelters
or benches at bus stops in downtown Eagle Pass. SWART’s request for
federal funding to address the inadequate sidewalks has been repeatedly
denied.

SWART also explained the funding challenges, particularly the lack of local
match funding, with minimal contributions from some of the counties. The
funding challenge is aggravated by the fact that it is not only residents who
use transit but also a significant number of cross-border travelers. The
current funding structure does not account for Mexican residents’ use of the
transit services, even though cross-border travelers comprise most of the
ridership.

SWART also raised the issue of trains impacting and causing significant
traffic delays in downtown Eagle Pass that also impact public transit
services. Trains stop downtown every day and during the holiday periods,
traffic gets back up beyond downtown. Buses often need to be re-routed
because of the trains, which are more costly in terms of fuel and time.

Finally, SWART also discussed the challenges associated with a lack of
internet infrastructure in the area. This causes delays in communication
with the drivers and dispatchers, but also affects the security systems on
the buses, fare and payment systems, and drivers’ tablets. SWART
highlighted the difficulty of offering virtual or digital payment options in
converting pesos for cross-border travelers (e.g., the mobile apps for
scheduling rides or refilling passes do not accommodate pesos or allow
SWART to draw down funds in cross-border travelers” accounts daily).

Planned Transit Improvements

SWART s transitioning the demand response transit system for students
from Mexico attending schools in Eagle Pass into a fixed route system to
streamline operations (i.e., reduce dispatchers” workload) and offer morning
and afternoon services.

SWART recommended better coordination between different state agencies
and local communities, such as Health and Human Services, TxDOT,
Veterans Affairs, and education-related agencies. These agencies often
operate in fragmented ways, and adhere to different regulations, some of
which are federal. This lack of coordination hinders the ability to implement
seamless public transit services that could benefit from shared resources
like joint insurance, fuel contracts, and compatible scheduling software. It
was recommended that this coordination be driven at the state level,
potentially through legislative action, to ensure that agencies can work
together more effectively; ultimately benefiting the communities they serve.
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First and Last Mile Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity in the Del Rio and
Eagle Pass Border Crossing Areas

Pedestrian and bicycle traffic is allowed to cross at all the border crossings
in the Del Rio and Eagle Pass border crossing areas except for the Lake
Amistad Dam Crossing. Neither pedestrians nor bicyclists are allowed to
cross Lake Amistad Dam Crossing. CBP does not capture the number of
bicycle crossings across the international bridges. Figure 2-30 shows the
routes with high bicycle activity in the vicinity of the Del Rio International
Bridge, the Eagle Pass International Bridge, and the Camino Real
International Bridge.

Figure 2-30: Strava Bicycle Trips at Del Rio International Bridge, Eagle
Pass International Bridge and Camino Real International Bridge
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SourceT Screenshot of Strava Metro Heatmap (2024). Accessed June 27, 2024
(metroview.strava.com)

Pedestrian Connectivity Challenges in the Del Rio and Eagle Pass Border
Crossing Areas

The viability of walking and bicycling as a cross-border travel mode is a
function of development patterns and available infrastructure once the
border is crossed. Tahle 2-8 summarizes pedestrian and bicycle conditions
at the international bridges in the Del Rio and Eagle Pass border crossing

areas, respectively, as well as the destinations in terms of land use and
amenities on the Texas and Mexico side.

Table 2-8: Pedestrian and Bicycle Infrastructure Conditions at Del
Rio/Eagle Pass International Bridges

Lake Amistad Dam Crossing

» Pedestrian and bike crossings are not allowed.

» No existing infrastructure to support pedestrian and bicycle
movement to and from the border crossing in Texas and Mexico.

» Very rural area and roadways do not have sidewalks

Del Rio International Bridge

» Small fee to walk or bike across bridge on sidewalk.

» Limited infrastructure to accommodate walking on the Texas-side.
No space for bicycles or scooters, and that is greatly needed. There
is a sidewalk on SS 239 from the overpass to the Del Rio
International Bridge, but there is no sidewalk after the overpass.

» On the Mexico-side, Ciudad Acuna’s Zona Centro, is very urban with
narrow streets and no bike lanes.

Eagle Pass International Bridge

» Pedestrians can walk and bicyclists can cross on shaded sidewalks.
» Small fee to walk or bike across bridge on sidewalk

Camino Real International Bridge

» Sidewalk on bridge for pedestrians and cyclists to walk.
Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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Stakeholders also mentioned that the Eagle Pass International Bridge and
the Camino Real International Bridge are becoming popular for pedestrians,
and cross-border travelers using E-scooters, but that the four-foot sidewalk
is inadequate to accommodate the mix of pedestrians, bicyclists, and E-
scooters. Finally, SWART mentioned that all the fixed-route buses serving
Maverick County are equipped with bike racks, but most people walk. Eagle
Pass, in general, lacks bicycle infrastructure.

Planned Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements at the Del Rio/Eagle Pass
International Bridges

Stakeholders did not identify any additional planned improvements to
accommodate pedestrians and cyclists on the corridors serving the
international bridges in Del Rio and Eagle Pass.

7 Bureau of Transportation Statistics (BTS) TransBorder Freight program

Laredo Border Crossings

As shown in Figure 2-31 Laredo has five border crossings, of which one is a
rail crossing. In addition, a presidential permit was approved in 2024 for the
construction of the future Laredo 4/5 International Bridge. In 2024, Port
Laredo was the busiest port in the U.S., processing more than $331.2 billion
in trade.”

Figure 2-31: Laredo Border Crossings
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The World Trade Bridge (Laredo Bridge 1V) in Laredo exclusively processes
CMVs and is the largest border crossing (in terms of the value of U.S.,
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Mexico, and Canada trade processed) in North America. The POEs in Laredo
account for 54.7% of all northbound truck traffic and 42.2% of all
northbound rail containers crossing from Mexico into Texas in 2024.2 Table
2-9 summarizes the crossings and the modes they process.

Table 2-9: Laredo Border Crossings and Modes Processed

International Crossing Modes Processed

@ Colombia Solidarity Bridge N ﬁ“ M N/A

World Trade Bridge (Laredo
Bridge IV)

il
»

N/A- N/A  N/A N/

Canadian Pacific Kansas City
@ Limited Railway LaredoRaiload ~ N/A NA NA NA
Bridge
Gateway to the Americas Bridge :
N/A &= N/A  N/A

@ (Laredo Bridge 1) / ) / /
Juarez-Lincoln Bridge (Laredo
2 T ) N/A N/A N/A
@ Laredo IV/V International Bridge NA ONA NA NA  NA

(future)

Source: Texas-Mexico International Border Crossings Guide 2024

First and Last Mile Highway Connectivity in the Laredo Border Crossings
Area

The study identified the key corridors that connect the international border
crossing to major industrial areas, intermodal facilities, or other major
corridors that provide region-to-region connectivity. In some cases, there
were only two corridors (e.g., Mines Road and SH 255 that link the Colombia

8 BTS Border Crossing/Entry Data

Solidarity Bridge to the major industrial areas in Laredo and I-35), but in
other instances, several key corridors provide connectivity between the
border crossings and industrial, intermodal facilities, and other major
corridors. These corridors tend to be in the higher functional classification
groups (e.g., interstates and U.S. highways) and are intuitively strategic links
or connections. Figure 2-32 shows the first and last mile highway corridors
analyzed in the Laredo Border Crossing Area.

Figure 2-32: First and Last Mile Highway Corridors Analyzed the Laredo
Border Crossings Area
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Table 2-10 summarizes the highway needs and challenges pertaining to the
first and last highway miles serving each of the international bridges in the
Laredo border crossings area. All the international bridges experience
highway capacity issues and stop and go traffic on the first and last miles to
the international bridge. Additional information for each bridge is provided
in the section, Laredo Border Crossings Profiles - First and Last Mile
Needs and Challenges.

Figure 2-33 shows the stop-and-go traffic speeds on the road segments
serving the bridges in the Laredo border crossings area during the peak
period. All the bridges in the Laredo border crossings area experience stop-
and-go traffic speeds during the peak period. It should be noted that the
stop-and-go traffic on the Texas side may be attributable to the number of
lanes open at the international crossings and the associated wait times for
vehicles — both POVs and CMVs — queuing on the first and last highway/road
miles to cross the international bridges. Stakeholders recommended that
augmenting POE staffing will prevent POE bottlenecks and traffic queuing
on roads providing access to the international bridges.

Figure 2-33 also shows that MEX-2 and MEX-85 experience moderate to
slow traffic speeds in the vicinity of the international bridges. Stop-and-go
traffic is experienced on MEX-1 during the peak period in Nuevo Ledn where
the corridor splits to serve the Colombia Solidarity Bridge. Stakeholders also
mentioned that at the Gateway to the Americas Bridge (Laredo Bridge 1),
there are four lanes on the Texas side, but only two lanes on the Mexican
side. This leads to bottlenecks.

An analysis of crash hot spots on the road segments serving the
international crossings in the Laredo border crossings area found a high
density of crash hot spots evident on Mines Road, I-35 and US 59/SL 20, US
359, and US 83. Crash data was not available for Nuevo Leon.

Table 2-10: First and Last Mile Highway Needs and Challenges in the

Laredo Border Crossings Area

First and Last Mile

Highway Needs and Challenges

Stop and Go Traffic (North/South)

Crash Hotspot on Road(s) Serving Bridge
(Texas)

Crash Hotspot on Road(s) Serving Bridge
(Mexico)

High Pedestrian Activity Near Bridge
Bottlenecks on Major Road(s) Serving
Bridge

Land Use Impacts (Commercial Activity,

Historic Downtown, Residential
Neighborhoods)

Highway Capacity Issues (e.g., high traffic
volumes, high truck traffic volumes)

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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Figure 2-33: Traffic Speed on Roads Serving Laredo Border Crossings - Figure 2-34 shows insights obtained during the stakeholder interviews,
Peak Traffic Conditions i) workshops, and the post workshop interviews. The needs/challenges were
/// / @ Lo categorized as connectivity, capacity/congestion, safety, operational,
00,0 maintenance, and pedestrian/bicycles. Specific needs and challenges

i pertaining to each international bridge are discussed next.

CoahuilaDe 2 ]
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Figure 2-34: Stakeholder Identified Highway Connectivity Needs and
Lareed Challenges in the Laredo Border Crossings Area
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Bridge and Gateway to the Americas in the Laredo border crossings area.

Additional information regarding pedestrian and bicycle crossing challenges
and needs for these bridges is provided in the section, Laredo Border Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
Crossings Profiles - First and Last Mile Needs and Challenges.

Additional information on the characteristics and performance indicators for
each of the first and last mile connections in Laredo and Nuevo Laredo can
be found in Appendix B.
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First and Last Mile Rail Connectivity in the Laredo Border Crossings Area
Figure shows the freight rail network in the Laredo border crossings area.
The CPKC Laredo Railroad Bridge is owned by CPKC but is being used by
both CPKC and UP.

Figure 2-35: Freight Rail Connectivity Needs and Challenges in Laredo

|

— Laredo
[ o \®

Nuevo
Laredo

Coahuila De t?j
Zaragoza

/vmbia

Nuevo Ledn

Nuevo_ - S
Laredo Texas A
. Border Crossing
. Railroad Crossing
. Future Border Crossing
e Union Pacific Railroad f
Company Tamaulipas
Kansas City Southern
Railway
Kansas City Southern
— : (a5
Railway of Mexico :\375/‘
I
@ Colombia Solidarity Bridge @ Gateway to the Americas Bridge (Laredo Bridge I)
@ World Trade Bridge (Laredo Bridge 1V) @ Juérez-Lincoln Bridge (Laredo Bridge II)
@ Canadian Pacific Kansas City Railroad Laredo Bridge @ Laredo IV/V International Bridge
0o 5 10 20 30 A
| . E— :
Miles N

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025

Northbound rail container crossings at Laredo increased by 62.3% between
2010 and 2023.

» Stakeholders mentioned the negative impacts of the 14 at-grade
crossings in downtown Laredo on mobility and safety.

» Concerns included the impediments imposed by the at-grade
crossings to access the Gateway to the Americas Bridge (Laredo Bridge
I) and the Juarez-Lincoln Bridge (Laredo Bridge II). Specifically, trains
block the city streets thereby preventing traffic from crossing the rail
track.

» Additionally, due to the requirement of trains needing to sound their
horns at every intersection, there is a severe noise issue. Stakeholders
were concerned that the new CPKC rail bridge —a $100 million
investment in a second main track within the existing right-of-way of
the Laredo rail bridge - will increase the number of train crossings at
Laredo and make the current issues worse.

» One stakeholder also mentioned that low-income communities live
between the UP railyard and the Rio Grande River in Laredo. Trains
blocking the city streets have a higher impact in this part of downtown
Laredo.

First and Last Mile Transit Connectivity in the Laredo Border Crossings
Area

El Metro is the transit provider in Laredo and Webb County Community
Action Agency provides fixed routes and on-demand services in the rural
areas of Webb County. They do not provide service to the Colombia
Solidarity Bridge. The transit provider operates 47 buses, 15 demand-
response/paratransit vehicles, and one trolley. An employee mentioned that
El Metro has found it challenging to bring transit ridership back to pre-
pandemic levels. The employee also mentioned that Nuevo Laredo wants to
duplicate the El Metro transit service in Mexico. There is a desire to connect
the two systems in the future.

¢
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Figure 2-36: Transit Routes in the Laredo Border Crossings Area
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Funding challenges and budget constraints will be a major impediment to
implementing and connecting the two transit systems. Finally, stakeholders
recommended investing in transit to alleviate traffic congestion, lack of
parking, and safety concerns in downtown Laredo. Figure shows the current
transit routes operated by El Metro in Laredo.

Table 2-11 summarizes the transit connectivity needs and challenges to the
international bridges identified in the Laredo border crossings area. There is
currently no scheduled transit service to the Colombia Solidarity Bridge in
Texas. Specific transit needs and challenges pertaining to the international
bridges in the Laredo border crossings area are provided in the rest of this

section. These insights were obtained during the stakeholder interviews,

workshops, and the post workshop interviews.

First and Last Mile

Highway Needs and Challenges

aSpug Aueprios eiquiojo)

No Scheduled Transit Service to Bridge

Inadequate Service

Land Use Impacts (e.g., Bridge in Historic N/A
Downtown)

Congestion on Road Serving Bridge N/A
Impacts Bus Service Reliability

Trains Blocking At-Grade Crossings Delay N/A
Buses and/ Results in Costly Re-Routes

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025

Table 2-11: Transit Needs and Challenges in Laredo
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First and Last Mile Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity in the Laredo
Border Crossings Area

Pedestrian and bicycle traffic are allowed to cross at the Colombia Solidarity
Bridge and Gateway to the Americas in the Laredo border crossings area.
CBP does not capture the bicycle crossings at the international bridges.
However, using Strava, routes with high bicycle activity serving Gateway to
the Americas can be identified as shown in Figure 2-37.

Figure 2-37: Strava Bicycle Trips at Gateway to the Americas
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Source: Screenshot of Strava Metro Heatmap (2024). Accessed June 27, 2024
(metroview.strava.com)

First and Last Mile Airport Connectivity in the Laredo Border Crossings
Area

The Laredo International Airport and Quetzalcdatl International Airport are
the airports in Laredo and Nuevo Laredo, respectively. Stakeholders
mentioned safety concerns at the intersection of Bustamente Street (that
provides freight access to the Laredo International Airport) and Airport
Drive, as well as safety concerns on SL 20 that provides passenger access to
the airport. A planned overpass has been identified in the MPO’s
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to address the safety concerns
on SL 20. Additional information for each bridge is provided in the section,
Laredo Border Crossings Profiles - First and Last Mile Needs and
Challenges.
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Laredo Border Crossings Profiles — First and Last Mile Needs

and Challenges
Colombia Solidarity Bridge

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges =f=h
» The Colombia Solidarity Bridge processes hazardous materials and due to a high volume of CMVs, needs a separate lane for POV traffic.
» Stop-and-go traffic on SH 255 occurs during the peak period in the vicinity of the bridge.

» Stakeholders mentioned that it is difficult to access I-35 after 5pm due to severe congestion. Major congestion issues are observed at Mile Marker 8
on I-35.

» Congestion is also observed at an abandoned checkpoint in Salinas, Nuevo Laredo, on the toll road to the Colombia Solidarity Bridge. At this
checkpoint, all traffic, including CMVs, are funneled into a single lane through the abandoned checkpoint, causing a bottleneck.

» Atthe time of writing this report, ongoing construction on MEX-1 was mentioned to be causing congestion because of detours. Stakeholders
mentioned that the toll road that is currently under construction and will link to the Colombia Solidarity Bridge and SH 255, will result in 30% more
traffic.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Needs and Challenges A%
» The rural location of the Colombia Solidarity Bridge limits the number of pedestrian and bicycle crossings at the Bridge.
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World Trade Bridge (Laredo Bridge IV)

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges &="=r
» The World Trade Bridge (Laredo Bridge 1V) is connected to I-35 via I-69 (West) and to multiple distribution centers located in the vicinity of the
bridge via Mines Road and along I-35 via I-69 (West).

» Stop and go traffic is experienced on the connectors to the Bridge due to high truck traffic volumes in the area.

» Residential developments along Mines Road result in conflicts with truck traffic that use the bridge. This has resulted in mobility and safety issues
on the highways and roads leading to the Bridge.

» Several highways serving the Bridge have high crash segments.

» Given the expansion planned for the World Trade Bridge (Laredo Bridge 1V), stakeholders expressed concern that Mines Road will not be able to
handle the increased truck traffic. Additionally, due to the residential and industrial development west of the bridge, it cannot expand there. The
World Trade Bridge expansion includes two northbound Free and Secure Trade for CMVs (FAST) lanes and six southbound CMV lanes.

Transit Connectivity Needs and Challenges &

» ElMetro Route 17 which operates along Mines Road is the most direct bus route to the World Trade Bridge (Laredo Bridge 1V). There are several El
Metro bus stops near the bridge.

» Congestion on Mines Road, however, impacts bus service reliability.
» Stakeholders also mentioned that current land use development in Laredo is not conducive to transit service, which limits transit service.

X
Sanrakd

Texas, __Anto n/lcf
Gy
ol g 2

e

Coefmila De
Zaragoza

&)

S 2. First and Last Mile

I Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan Connectivity




Gateway to the Americas and Juarez-Lincoln Bridge (Laredo Bridge II)

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges &="=n

» Stop-and-go traffic on the connectors leading to the two downtown bridges results from high traffic volumes, signalized intersections, and a high-
level of pedestrian activity around Gateway to the Americas Bridge (Laredo Bridge I).

» 1-35 (one of the most congested highways in Texas) serves both downtown bridges. Bottlenecks are experienced on I-35 linking to the Juarez-
Lincoln Bridge (Laredo Bridge II) and at the exits from I-35 to the roads leading to Gateway to the Americas.

» Similarly, crash hot spots are observed along all the connectors to the downtown Laredo bridges, including along I-35, US 83, US 59/SL 20, and
SH 359.

» The Juarez Lincoln Bridge is forecasted to have more than three million POV crossings per year by 2050.

Rail Connectivity Needs and Challenges =)
» Stakeholders mentioned the negative impacts of the 14 at-grade crossings in downtown Laredo on mobility and safety. Concerns included the
impediments imposed by the at-grade crossings to access the Gateway to the Americas Bridge (Laredo Bridge I) and the Juarez-Lincoln Bridge
(Laredo Bridge 1I). Specifically, trains block the city streets thereby preventing traffic from crossing the rail track.

Transit Connectivity Needs and Challenges &
» Stakeholders mentioned that there is a general concern for the safety of Mexican bus riders. Trains blocking at-grade rail crossings in downtown
Laredo delay buses and result in costly re-routes.
» ElMetro is also facing funding challenges to perform studies, maintenance, and operations.
» Cross-border pedestrians prefer to walk the six blocks to the Transit Center in downtown Laredo as opposed to using the bus that serves Gateways
to the Americas.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Needs and Challenges A%

» Stakeholders mentioned that the route from Gateway to the Americas to the Transit Center in downtown Laredo is steep and the Texas

Pass @ //
vl g

» Infrastructure is not Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant.

» Pedestrians crossing Convent Avenue (signalized intersection) result in traffic being backed up. Convent Avenue — providing access
to Gateway to the Americas — has a dedicated bike lane.

» Bicyclists from Nuevo Laredo cross into Laredo, board an El Metro bus and go to the warehouses on Mines Road, which lacks
bicycle infrastructure.
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First and Last Mile Connectivity Improvements in the Laredo
Border Crossings Area

Funded Highway Improvements in the Laredo Border Crossings Area
The study identified 86 fully funded planned improvements to enhance
connectivity on the first and last highway miles that serve the international
bridges in the Laredo border crossings area. Figure 2-38 shows the fully
funded improvements/investments that TxDOT is implementing to address
the identified needs and challenges pertaining to the first and last miles
analyzed.

Figure 2-38: Fully Funded Planned Improvements/Investments to
Address Needs and Challenges
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The figure shows that many of these planned improvements aim to address
safety — TxDOT’s number one priority — by reducing accidents and improving
the flow of traffic.

Planned Highway Improvements in the Laredo Border Crossings Area
As shown in Figure 2-39, TxDOT is also working on several initiatives that
will alleviate connectivity challenges on the first and last mile segments
identified, and or new highways that will improve connectivity to the
international bridges.

Figure 2-39: Partially Funded/Unfunded Planned Improvements and
Investments to Address Needs and Challenges

@ Colombia Solidarity Bridge @ Canadian Pacific Kansas City Railroad Laredo Bridge @ Juarez-Lincoln Bridge (Laredo Bridge II)

@ World Trade Bridge (Laredo Bridge IV) @ Gateway to the Americas Bridge (Laredo Bridge I) @ Laredo IV/V International Bridge

Source: TxC. Data accurate as of 18 November 2024
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Stakeholders also recommended improvements to address identified the toll road. Stakeholders also called for additional access roads
highway/road connectivity needs and challenges in the Laredo border linking the Colombia Solidarity Bridge to I-35.
crossings area. Figure 2-40 summarizes the insights obtained during the

» The expansion of Mines Road is regarded as a priority in Laredo. The
stakeholder interviews, workshops, and the post workshop interviews.

City of Laredo received a $2 million grant to upgrade traffic signals
Figure 2-40: Categorized Stakeholder Input Received: Recommended along Mines Road. The city, however, needs to upgrade and
Improvements in the Laredo Border Crossings Area standardize signals and upgrade the Traffic Management Center.
Stakeholders recommended the implementation of smart technology.
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» Stakeholders also stated the need for the Laredo Outer Loop given that
the presidential permit for the future Laredo 4/5 International Bridge
has been issued. Stakeholders stated the need for the Laredo Outer
Loop to accommodate the projected number of crossings at the Laredo
4/5 International Bridge upon opening.
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Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025

» Stakeholders recommended that TxDOT expand the two-lane SH 255
that connects to the Colombia Solidarity Bridge to accommodate the
projected future demand because of the opening of the toll road in
Mexico that link to the Colombia Solidarity Bridge. As mentioned
earlier, a 30% increase in traffic is expected because of the opening of
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Planned Freight Rail Improvements in the Laredo Border Crossings Area
The operational and policy findings listed by the Class I Railroads that were
included earlier in the report are relevant to address connectivity challenges
and increase the capacity of cross-border rail in Laredo.

» Specific to the Laredo border crossing area and to prevent trains from
blocking city streets, UP emphasized the benefits of having
international crews cross trains at the border. Currently, every train that
crosses into Mexico or comes from Mexico must stop in the middle of

Planned Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements in the Laredo Border
Crossings Area

A planned trail, the Rio Vega Bike Trail, will connect River Bend to Zacate
Creek and provide an alternative to Mines Road for bicyclists. This planned
trail will be built in the next ten years. Stakeholders also mentioned a
planned improvement to expand sidewalks on roads in the vicinity of
Gateway of the Americas.

Planned Airport Improvements in the Laredo Border Crossings Area

the bridge and change crews, reducing efficiency. International crews
would add capacity and increase the speed of cross-border rail
movements. The process of implementing international crews is long
since it requires coordination and approval from two countries and two
labor unions. However, CPCK has been making progress in
implementing international crews in Laredo.

A planned overpass has been identified in the MPQ'’s Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) to address the safety concerns on SL 20
leading to the Laredo International Airport.

» The City of Laredo has received a Consolidated Rail Infrastructure and
Safety Improvements (CRISI) program grant to study at-grade crossing
upgrades in Laredo. Stakeholders mentioned the need for a plan to
relieve congestion in downtown Laredo by investing in grade
separations (e.g., overpasses, and underpasses).

Planned Transit Improvements in the Laredo Border Crossings Area
Stakeholders identified only one transit-related improvement in Laredo: a
micro-transit study to assess the feasibility of providing micro-transit
services. The Shared-Use Mobility Center (SUMC) defines micro-transit as
“services with flexible routes and schedules and on-demand availability that
use vehicles larger than personal autos but smaller than transit buses —
generally vans or cutaways carrying up to 20 passengers.”®

9 Texas Rural Microtransit Guidebook
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https://www.ridecarts.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/texas-rural-microtransit-guidebook-1.pdf

South Region First and Last Mile Table 2-12: Rio Grande Valley Crossings and Modes Available

The South Region (also referred to as the Rio Grande Valley) encompasses International Crossing Modes Analyzed

14 existing bord located at the R Rio Grande City, Hidal
existing border crossings located at the Roma, Rio Grande City, Hidalgo, Lake Falcon Dam International

Pharr, Progreso, and Brownsville ports of entry. As shown in Figure 2-41 @ Crossin N/A &= N/A N/A N/A
and summarized in Table 2-12, of the 14 border crossings, one is a rail 053 g . /
crossing, and one is a ferry crossing used by pedestrians and POVs. The (2 Roma-Ciudad Miguel Aleman o A ER NA
Anzalduas International Bridge processes southbound empty CMVs International Bridge
currently. The POEs in this border crossings area account for 21.1% of all e Starr-Camargo Bridge —n @ A N/A N/A
northbound truck traffic and 9.2% of all northbound rail containers crossing @ Los Ebanos Ferry N/A G %' NA  N/A
from Mexico into Texas in 2024.1°
Figure 2-41: Rio Grande Valley Border Crossings @ Anzalduas International Bridge N/A N{A N/A
: @ VcAllen-Hidalgo International Bridge  N/A & A S ONA
Yo = @ Pharr International Bridge =R = N/A R N/A
@ @ Donna-Rio Bravo International Bridge N/A & ﬁ. N/A N/A
= S .Tamarulmas st (33 ] Progreso International Bridge =R ﬁ. M N/A
j34 Aleméan . :
a o Freg Trade International Bridge (Los = ﬁ. B NA
= Indios)
/7 meeeten _ © west Rail Bridge NA NA NA NA
& D ;l AR © Flor de Mayo Bridge (future) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
@ Future Border Crossing Tamaulipas E 7
@ Decep Dra Texas Seaport (o) Valle Fermoso ' Brownsville & Matamoros Express s
o , N/A G N/A N/A
€D Lake Fatcon Dam Interma sing €D Healien Hidalgo Internatianal Bridge @ west nailrivge @ Brldge / k / /
€D roma-Giudad Migue Alemdn Tnternational 8iidge @) Phars International Bridge D rlorde vaya aridge °
g Starr-Camargo Bridge & Dcrma'RiaEllavoImerna\rionalEridgu g F\rtwtll\'»w\le&Maiamomwll':vplpﬂaaudgp @ Gateway Internaﬂonal Bndge N/A a\ k m N/A
€D anzsiduas ttemational oridge 54 rreaTredeZneel'namnaturi;ige\‘msInﬂim,] 20} Veleran:I:::::::Jl::ﬁi:alLnsTamales H H °
- - @ Veterans International Bridge at Los = A R NA
Tomates
Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025 Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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https://data.bts.gov/stories/s/jswi-2e7b

First and Last Mile Highway Connectivity in the
Rio Grande Valley

The study identified key corridors that connect the
international border crossings to major industrial areas,
intermodal facilities, or other major corridors that provide
region-to-region connectivity. In some cases, there was
only one such corridor (e.g., FM 2098 that links the Lake
Falcon Dam International Crossing to US 83), but in other
instances several key corridors provide connectivity
between the border crossing and industrial areas,
intermodal facilities, and other major corridors.

These corridors tend to be in the higher functional
classification groups (e.g., interstates and U.S. highways)
and are intuitively strategic links or connections. Figure
2-42 shows the first and last mile highway corridors
analyzed in the Rio Grande Valley.

Appendix B provides the key highway corridors and
performance indicators serving each international border
crossing in the Rio Grande Valley.

Table 2-13 summarizes the highway needs and challenges
pertaining to the first and last highway/road miles serving
each of the international bridges in the Rio Grande Valley.
Of note is the number of bridges in the Rio Grande Valley
that experience bottlenecks on major roads/corridors
serving the bridges and highway capacity issues.

Figure 2-42: First and Last Mile Highway Corridors Analyzed in the Rio Grande Valley
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Stop-and-go traffic on the first and last highway/road miles is also observed at 10 of the international bridges in the Rio Grande Valley. No immediate
highway-related issues were identified at the Lake Falcon Dam International Crossing, which only processes POVs. Additionally, the Los Ebanos Ferry, the
only ferry crossing on the Texas-Mexico border, only crosses a modest number of pedestrians and POVs.

Table 2-13 First and Last Mile Highway Needs and Challenges in the Rio

Grande Valley
=g 2 Ea 5 I gD 5D RS D3 20 DO OEs
=% 3 FiEZ gE 5% 28 g% FE EE g%
2 % ; ® 5 S o, 3 o o= 335 O oD
=] % s 8 5 S 2 1 @ —~3 8 2 E o 3
5 3 & o=z ® o5 = 9@ 8 = - = e
, , 5 B o 3EF 2 3w 32 4% 28 I g3
First and Last Mile S o @ S =2 B =3 2 532 Do 2 28
. 5= © 3 Dd S w2 S 28 3 5 g3
Highway Needs and Challenges S@ 9 3 z° s 3 °© 2 235 3 2 38
S5 = = 0 2 oo g -2 4 S %o
2= % 3 5 3 5 88
D B
Narrow Local Roads Serving Bridge v NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Stop and Go Traffic (North/South) v v v v v v v v v
Crash Hotspot on Road(s) Serving Bridge (Texas) v v v v v v v v v v v
Crash Hotspot on Road(s) Serving Bridge (Mexico) N/A~ NA NA v v v v v v v
Poor Pavement Condition v NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Bottlenecks on Major Road(s) Serving Bridge v v NA NA v NA v NA NA NA NA
Land Use Impacts (e.g., Commercial/ Business Activity) v NA NA v NA NA NA NA NA v NA
High Need Segment (Freight Connectivity) NA v NA NA v NA v  NA NA NA NA
Geometric Challenggs (e.g., Complex Interchange, STOP Sign N/A v NA - NJA v NA ONA ONA L NA NA NA
Controlled Intersections)
Highway Capacity Issues (e.g., High Traffic Volumes, High Truck Traffic v v NA - NJA v N/A v NA  N/A v v
Volumes)
O.perationelll I.ssues (e.g., Longer Processing Times, Staffing Shortages, NA  NA v v NA L NA L NA NA NA - NA
Time restrictions)

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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Figure 2-43 visualizes the stop-and-go traffic
speeds on the road segments serving the bridges in

the Rio Grande Valley region during the peak period.

All the connectors to the bridges in the Rio Grande
region experience stop and go traffic speeds during
the peak period. This may be attributable to the
number of lanes open at the international crossings
and the associated wait times for vehicles - both
POVs and CMVs — queuing on the first and last
transportation legs to cross the international
bridges. Stakeholders recommended that
augmenting POE staffing will prevent bottlenecks
and queuing of traffic on roads providing access to
the international bridges.

On the Mexican side, it shows that MEX-2 (for
example between Reynosa and around Ciudad
Mier), MEX-97, MEX-40, and MEX-101 experience
stop and go to slow traffic speed on corridor
segments leading to the international bridges.
Appendix B provides the key highway corridors and
performance indicators serving each international
border crossing in the Rio Grande Valley including
crash hot spots on the road segments serving the
international crossings in the Rio Grande Valley, in
Matamoros and on MEX-4D and MEX-2 in Reynosa.

Figure 2-43: Traffic Speed on Roads Serving Rio Grande Valley Crossings- Peak Trafflc Conditions
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First and Last Mile Transit Connectivity in  Figure 2-44: Valley Metro and City of Brownsville Transit Routes

the Rio Grande Valley \‘ (a7
Valley Metro and the City of Brownsville are the Browns\:le W@

transit providers in the Rio Grande Valley region,
providing fixed route and on-demand services.

755
Students present the largest share of transit users in ’\@j

the Rio Grande Valley. Figure 2-44 shows the
current transit routes operated by Valley Metro and
the City of Brownsville in the Rio Grande Valley
region. Currently, there are no scheduled U.S. cross-
border transit services in the Rio Grande Valley. The
cross-border transit service, called Circulo Rojo that ,
operated in Matamoros/Brownsville, was /" Nuevo Le6n
abandoned in the 1970s. According to
stakeholders, U.S. transit bus drivers do not want to
work in Mexico. Long-distance coaches are the only
passenger services provided across the border.
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Additional information on transit connectivity Bus Stop
challenges and needs for each crossing are Bus Line Valle-Hermoss

provided in the section Rio Grande Valley Border

. . . . @ Lake Falcon Dam International Crossing @ McAllen-Hidalgo International Bridge @ West Rail Bridge
CrOSSIngS PrOflleS B FIrSt and LaSt Mlle Needs @ Roma-Ciudad Miguel Aleman International Bridge @ Pharr International Bridge @ Flor de Mayo Bridge
and Chauenges' @ Starr-Camargo Bridge @ Donna-Rio Bravo International Bridge @ Brownsville & Matamoros Express Bridge
@ Los Ebanos Ferry @ Progreso International Bridge @ Gateway International Bridge
@ Anzalduas International Bridge @ Free Trade International Bridge (Los Indios) @ Veterans International Bridge at Los Tomates

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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Table 2-14 summarizes the transit connectivity needs and challenges to the international bridges identified in the Rio Grande Valley region. There is currently no
scheduled transit service to many of the international bridges in the region. A representative of Valley Metro said that there is a need to improve Valley Metra’s
transit service frequency, but funding constraints currently prevent the agency from increasing the frequency of transit services. Finally, stakeholders mentioned
that the lack of cross-border passenger rail between Monterrey (Mexico) and San Antonio (Texas) presents a connectivity gap. Specific transit needs and
challenges pertaining to the international bridges in the Lower Rio Grande Valley region are provided in the rest of this section. These insights were obtained
during the stakeholder interviews, workshops, and the post workshop interviews.

Table 2-14: First and Last Mile Highway Needs and Challenges in the Rio Grande Valley
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No Scheduled Transit Service to Bridge (within 0.5 miles of
bridge)
Inadequate Transit Access (e.g., > 30-minute walk to bus stop)

N/A NA v v v NA v N/A - NA

NA NA NA v v NA N/A N/A NA

Inadequate Service Frequency V4 V4 NJ/A  N/A  NA  NA  N/A v N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A
Land Use Impacts (e.g., bridge in Historic Downtown,
congestion due to bridge location) N/A  N/A  N/A N/A v N/A N/A  N/A N/A v v N/A

Transit Inaccessible Location (e.g., bridge too far for

pedestrians to walk to from nearest transit stop, bridge too far N/A  N/A V4 v v v N/A J v N/A - N/A  NJA
from denser areas to support service)

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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Rio Grande Valley Border Crossings Profiles — First and Last
Mile Needs and Challenges

The following insights were noted during the stakeholder interviews, workshops, and the post workshop interviews. Specific needs and challenges pertaining to
each international bridge are discussed subsequently. Pedestrian and bicycle traffic cross at nine international bridges in the Rio Grande Valley Region.

» There is an overall lack of truck parking between Brownsville/Pharr and Laredo, which contributes to congestion and impacts emergency services.
Stakeholders mentioned that there are opportunities to conduct parking master plan studies in Mexico.

» There are concerns in Brownsville over hazmat cargo being transported across the border. Stakeholders were concerned about the safety of the community,
as drivers must park and wait for papers to be processed. Stakeholders also mentioned that trucks and OS vehicles often face longer delays since there are
no alternative routes, or they cannot deviate from assigned routes/crossings.

» Thereis a need for improved communication between U.S. and Mexico authorities to improve safety, efficiency, and coordination of active projects. This
includes improving staffing of the international bridges.

Lake Falcon Dam International Crossing

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges &="=r

»  The Lake Falcon Dam International Crossing is the only international crossing in Zapata County. The crossing serves a modest number of northbound
POV crossings daily (e.g., only 327 daily northbound POV crossings in 2022).

»  Stakeholders mentioned that Zapata County suffers from a lack of connectivity. No Mexican trucks with Mexican plates can cross Zapata County to go
to, for example, Hidalgo because Zapata County has not been included in the commercial zone. House Resolution (HR) 6240 has been introduced to

expand the commercial zone to include Zapata County.

Los Ebanos Ferry

Transit Connectivity Needs and Challenges /&

»  Currently, there is no scheduled transit service to the ferry. Transit service to the ferry was suspended during the COVID-19 pandemic.
On-demand service is available but needs to be scheduled 24 hours in advance.

Lake Falcon Dam
International

nos Ferry
) McAller
- 3 Y, —
Tamaullp/a}/,s/ D)
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Roma-Ciudad Miguel Aleman International Bridge

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges &=%=r
» Two bottlenecks are observed on US 83 leading to the Roma-Ciudad Miguel Aleman International Bridge.
» Stop-and-go traffic on SH 200, which directly connects to the international bridge, can be attributed to high traffic volumes (including truck traffic) or
because CBP staffing creates a bottleneck.
» Crash hotspots are also observed on US 83 near the bridge which may be attributed to high traffic volumes turning from US 83 onto local streets.

» Stakeholders also shared that road surface conditions are poor in the area, several local, narrow roads lead to the international bridge, and there is a
general lack of truck parking in Roma.

Transit Connectivity Needs and Challenges &
» Valley Metro’s Greenline Roma route provides transit service to a terminal near the Roma-Ciudad Miguel Aleman International Bridge. The service is
mainly used by pedestrians, mostly students, who cross the bridge.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Needs and Challenges Ao
» Stakeholders emphasized that the narrow local roads with no continuous sidewalks are a mobility barrier for pedestrians crossing this bridge.

Starr-Camargo Bridge

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges &="=r

» Southbound traffic on US 83 is stop and go. A bottleneck is observed at the intersection of US 83 and FM 755 in the vicinity of the bridge. US 83 and
FM 755 is considered “high needs” segments for freight connectivity.22Crash hotspots are also observed on US 83 near the bridge.

Transit Connectivity Needs and Challenges &

» No transit service is available to the bridge. Valley Metro’s Rio Grande City East route provides bus service near the bridge (e.g., bus stop is
approximately 0.5 miles away from the bridge). There is a need for additional funding to increase the service frequency.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Needs and Challenges 486

Roma-Ciudad Miguel
» Pedestrian access to the Starr-Camargo Bridge is considered good but the sidewalks on the bridge are narrow.

7 . Aleman International
/ N
’ {54)
Starr}Camargo Bridge ™
4 Tamaulipas)
,{/ S|
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Anzalduas International Bridge

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges =f=h
»  Stop-and-go traffic is experienced southbound on Anzalduas highway.

~

~

»  Crash hotspots are also identified on Anzalduas Highway leading to the bridge.

» 1-69C via a controlled access facility presents a gap in the International Bridge Trade Corridor (IBTC) System.

»  Stakeholders mentioned that significant investments have been made in Mexico to improve the highways between Monterrey and Anzalduas.

Transit Connectivity Needs and Challenges &

»  There is no transit service to this bridge. The nearest access to a transit stop is more than 7 miles away on the Valley Metro Mission-McAllen bus route.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Needs and Challenges A%
» Anzalduas Highway (SH 396) provides access to the Anzalduas International Bridge. The highway is a four-lane divided highway and not considered
pedestrian or bicycle friendly.

Pharr International Bridge

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges &="=r
»  This bridge serves the highest volume of truck traffic in the region.

»  Many bottlenecks are observed on roads leading to the bridge (e.g., the intersection of US 281 and South Cage Boulevard).

»  Furthermore, US 281 has high crash segments on the eastern side of the intersection.

»  Several roadway segments leading to the bridge, specifically US 281, have been designated as ‘High Need” and ‘Medium Need’ for mobility and
reliability improvements and freight connectivity opportunities.2

. . Texas
Transit Connectivity Needs and Challenges i e
» No transit service is available to the Pharr International Bridge. Valley Metro operates a bus route along Military Highway (2.7 miles memaﬁm Brilge
from the bridge). There is a need for additional funding to increase transit service frequency. Anzalduzs QR Sy Biovnsile
In'&ggngtioﬁ‘él eyo_c,‘ar:,;

—=nr ——
= Bridge \\ Matamoros

12 Rio Grande Valley Freight and Trade Transportation Plan
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McAllen-Hidalgo International Bridge

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges «"=a

»  Congestion and stop-and-go traffic are experienced on South International Boulevard connecting to the McAllen-Hidalgo International Bridge.
Stakeholders raised the concern that a lack of CBP staff is creating traffic operational issues on highways connecting to the bridge.

»  High crash segments are also observed on roads serving the bridge in Reynosa, Mexico.

»  No commercial traffic crosses at the McAllen-Hidalgo International Bridge because the current infrastructure cannot support truck traffic.

»  Stakeholders also expressed a need for infrastructure investment in MEX-40 (Reynosa).

Transit Connectivity Needs and Challenges

»  The nearest Valley Metro bus stop is Central Station, which is approximately nine miles from the McAllen-Hidalgo International Bridge.
» A private company provides transit services using 17-seater buses from Mexico across the McAllen Hidalgo Bridge to the McAllen transit terminal (a
30-minute ride). From the McAllen transit terminal, passengers can access Valley Metro.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Needs and Challenges A%
Stakeholders pointed to a lack of sidewalk infrastructure and mentioned that existing bicycle facilities leading to the McAllen-Hidalgo International Bridge
were inadequate in meeting current active transportation demand.

Donna-Rio Bravo International Bridge

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges &=%=r

»  Stop-and-go traffic is observed on International Boulevard (FM 493) connecting to the bridge and slow traffic is experienced at the intersection of
International Boulevard (FM 493) and US 281.

Texas

»  Crashes are also observed at this location.
) L. I
Transit Connectivity Needs and Challenges & Dorha- i Bravo
Inte_ﬁﬁ_atiq_né]\Bridge
oW ‘Bmy_vnsville

»  Valley Metro (Route 32) provides bus service to the Donna-Rio Bravo International Bridge. In addition, Rio Bravo operates a shuttle

McAllen-Hidalgo Re

D Reynosazy
_International ||

service for medical patients between Harlingen/McAllen and Reynosa (in Tamaulipas).

Matamoros

Bridge m“* .@
l Tamaulipas

|
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Donna-Rio Bravo International Bridge

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Needs and Challenges A%
No pedestrian traffic crosses at the Donna-Rio Bravo International Bridge, potentially due to a lack of pedestrian facilities on the bridge and the
bridge’s relatively rural location.

Progresso International Bridge

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges "=a

»  Southbound stop-and-go traffic to the Progreso International Bridge and slow northbound traffic from the bridge to Progreso on South International
Boulevard (FM 1015) are observed. High crash segments along South International Boulevard (FM 1015) are also observed. The segment of US 281
intersecting with South International Boulevard (FM 1015) has been identified as a ‘High Need” segment for freight connectivity.*?

Transit Connectivity Needs and Challenges

»  Thereis a need for transit service to the Progreso International Bridge so pedestrians can access medical services, fill prescriptions, and buy
groceries. Valley Metro operates two bus routes approximately 1.7 miles from the Bridge: Route 31 (Business 83) and Route 12 (La
Villa/Edcouch/Elsa/Edinburg/ Weslaco). There is a need for additional funding to increase transit service frequency.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Needs and Challenges 48

»  The Progreso International Bridge has more pedestrian crossings than POV crossings. Cross-border travelers park their vehicles in designated parking
spaces at the bridge and cross into Mexico as pedestrians to access medical services (i.e., medical tourism). Most of these trips are day trips with
fewer trips during the evening hours. There is a general notion that the bridge — which is privately owned - is safe. However, there are safety
concerns for pedestrians that prevent them from walking on South International Boulevard (a high-speed facility). Specifically, sidewalks
to the bridge are not well developed or maintained.

Texas
Progreso
Ir]ternatignal

V4
e

-
Tarﬁpas |
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Free Trade International Bridge (Los Indios)

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges &=%=r
»  Stop-and-go traffic is observed on FM 509 to and from the Free Trade International Bridge (Los Indios).
»  Crashes are also observed at the intersection of US 281 and FM 5009.

»  There are relatively fewer truck crossings at the Free Trade International Bridge. Stakeholders attributed the comparatively fewer truck crossings to a
lack of investment in industrial parks in Mexico, fewer industrial parks in Texas, and better access to commercial activity and infrastructure near the
Pharr International Bridge.

»  Stakeholders also deemed the default routes for permitted truck traffic unsafe for OS trucks.

Transit Connectivity Needs and Challenges

»  There has been no transit service to the Free Trade International Bridge (Los Indios) since 2011 when the service was discontinued.
Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Needs and Challenges A%

»  Comparatively fewer pedestrians cross at the Free Trade International Bridge, because of its rural location and the long length of the bridge.
Additionally, sidewalks are not continuous.

Brownsville Matamoros Express Bridge

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges &-"=n

»  Northbound and southbound stop-and-go traffic is experienced on Mexico Boulevard connecting to the Brownsville Matamoros Express Bridge.

Texas

»  Anincrease in southbound inspections has caused delays and a reduction in traffic crossing from Brownsville to Matamoros.

»  Stakeholders also expressed a need for infrastructure investment in MEX-101 (Matamoros). {

Transit Connectivity Needs and Challenges /&

Free Trade International
\ —/

-Bridge (Los Indios)
— /I///
Brownsville & e

Brownsville
Matamﬁros Express Bridge

Zan
m Tamaulipas

»  Route 14 provides a direct service to the Brownsville Matamoros Express Bridge and has a bus stop at the Bridge. The
Brownsville Transit terminal is a 12-minute bus ride away from the Bridge.
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Brownsville Matamoros Express Bridge

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Needs and Challenges A8

»  Stakeholders mentioned a lack of wayfinding signage and service infrastructure (e.g., loading and unloading areas) for pedestrians crossing at the
Brownsville Matamoros Express Bridge. Furthermore, sidewalk conditions on Sam Perl Boulevard leading to the bridge are deteriorating.

Gateway International Bridge

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges &=%=r

»  Stop-and-go traffic is observed on International Boulevard (SH 4) to and from Gateway International Bridge. Construction on SH 4 has resulted in long
lines for southbound vehicles crossing at the bridge since there is not enough space to accommodate queues.

»  Crashes on the corridor segments connecting to the bridge in Mexico can be attributed to the proximity of the bridge to downtown and the high density
of activity centers in Mexico.

Transit Connectivity Needs and Challenges /&

»  The Brownsville Transit terminal is three blocks away from the Gateway International Bridge.

»  Several bus routes have transit stops at the terminal and inter-city bus services, such as Greyhound and Omnibus, can also be accessed here.
Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Needs and Challenges A%

»  The Gateway International Bridge serves a high volume of pedestrian crossings, because of the bridge’s location near downtown Brownsville (which
has good access to retail and commercial activity). Demand currently exceeds the capacity designed for the bridge. Stakeholders mentioned
severe limitations concerning sidewalk construction, a lack of wayfinding signage and service infrastructure, as well as the need for a regional
pedestrian/bicycle trail network.

Texas
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McAllen || Gateway
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Veterans International Bridge at Los Tomates

Highway Connectivity Needs and Challenges &=%=r
»  High traffic volumes and stop-and-go traffic are observed on IH-69E to and from Veterans International Bridge at Los Tomates.
»  Stakeholders mentioned that delays can be attributed to only one lane often being open to process both POVs and CMVs.

»  Several roadway segments leading to the bridge, specifically I-69E and SH 4, have been designated as ‘High Need” and ‘Medium Need’ for mobility
and reliability improvements.*

Transit Connectivity Needs and Challenges &

» B-Metro’s nearest bus stop on Route 14 (Scorpion Connector) is approximately 30 minutes’ walking distance from the Veterans International Bridge
(Los Tomates).

Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity Needs and Challenges Ao

»  Most cross-border travelers cross the Veterans International Bridge by POV. Other travel modes include walking, bicycling or electric scooters to cross
the bridge, but the number of cross-border travelers that use these modes is relatively modest.

»  Electric scooters weave among the POV traffic. Stakeholders mentioned a lack of sidewalks and pedestrian/bicycle routes/trails that provide access to
the bridge.

»  Stakeholders also mentioned that congestion needs to be reduced to facilitate pedestrians walking from the bridge to the University of Texas Rio
Grande Valley.

Texas

14 Rio Grande Valley Freight and Trade Transportation Plan
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Funded Highway Improvements in the Rio Grande Figure 2-45: Fully Funded Planned Improvements/Investments to Address Needs and Challenges in

Valley the Rio Grande Valley

The study identified 79 fully funded planned

improvements on the first and last highway miles that 755 281 \\,
serve the international bridges in the Rio Grande —

Valley region. Figure 2-45 visualizes the fully funded
improvements/investments that TxDOT is
implementing to address the identified needs and (2)
challenges pertaining to the first and last miles
analyzed. Like the needs/challenges, the fully funded
improvements/investments are categorized as » 4 Aleman
connectivity, capacity/congestion, safety, operational, / Niiavo Lebii
maintenance, and pedestrian/bicycle improvements. ’
Figure 2-45 shows that many of these planned
improvements aim to address safety — TxDOT'’s
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Planned Highway Improvements in the Rio Grande Valley

In addition to the planned fully funded investments highlighted in
the previous section, TxDOT is also working on several initiatives
that will alleviate connectivity challenges on the first and last mile
segments identified, and or new highways that will improve
connectivity to the international bridges. Figure 2-46 shows the
planned investments that are currently partially funded or
unfunded.

Appendix B and the Connectivity WebApp provides more
detailed information on these fully planned investments.

Figure 2-46: Partially Funded/Unfunded Planned Improvements/Investments

to Address Needs and Challenges in the Rio Grande Valley
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Stakeholder Proposed Highway Improvements in the Rio
Grande Valley

Stakeholders also recommended several improvements to address
identified highway/road connectivity needs and challenges in the Rio
Grande Valley region. Figure 2-47 and Connectivity WebApp provide a
visual of the insights obtained during the stakeholder interviews,
workshops, and post-workshop interviews.

In general, stakeholders recommended:

» Adding more CMV only lanes to increase the capacity of existing
border crossings to process CMVs.

»  Prioritizing the IBTC project to provide east-west connectivity
between the McAllen-Hidalgo International Bridge, Pharr
International Bridge, and Anzalduas International Bridge.

»  Prioritizing the planned East Loop International Trade Corridor
that will serve as an OW corridor for trucks traveling to and from
Mexico, crossing at the Veterans International Bridge at Los
Tomates, and either originating from or destined for the Port of
Brownsville. The planned East Loop International Trade Corridor
will reduce congestion on I-69E and SH 48.

Figure 2-47: Categorized Stakeholder Input Received: Recommended Improvements

to Address Needs and Challenges in the Rio Grande Valley
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Specific findings from stakeholders pertaining to each international bridge
are in the following list.

Roma-Ciudad Miguel Aleman International Bridge:

» Collaboration between Roma and Rio Grande City to improve the
efficiency of bridge operations. According to stakeholders, the Texas
Transportation Commission approved nearly $1.7 million in a low-
interest loan to Starr County for the restoration of the Roma-Ciudad
Miguel Aleman International Suspension Bridge.

Starr-Camargo Bridge:

» The U.S. Senate passed a bill in mid-2023 to expand the Starr-
Camargo Bridge and improve the efficiency of commercial traffic.
Stakeholders stated that the bridge is in a strategic location (i.e., the
shortest route from Monterrey to the U.S. is through the Starr-Camargo
Bridge) and fully utilizing its capacity and improving its connectivity
would be beneficial to the U.S.

Anzalduas International Bridge:

» Construction of commercial facilities to expand and modernize the
Anzalduas International Bridge began in 2023. The construction of
commercial facilities will aid truck inspections and improve efficiency
while easing truck traffic at the nearby Pharr International Bridge.

» Stakeholders recommended improving access roads to the Anzalduas
International Bridge to facilitate the Bridge’s commercial processing
capacity (cargo).

» Stakeholders mentioned that minor upgrades/investments (e.g., $100
to $115 million) are needed to enhance connectivity to the Anzalduas
bridge. The Bridge Board has submitted a proposal for consideration to
TxDOQT to provide the Anzalduas bridge with connectivity to a
controlled access facility three miles north of the bridge to I-2, to close
the gap between the bridge and the interstate system.

McAllen-Hidalgo International Bridge:
» This McAllen-Hidalgo International Bridge is in downtown Hidalgo.
Stakeholders stated that the Bridge would greatly benefit from
improved connectivity to I-2.

» Improved communication between the U.S. and Mexican authorities
would also improve the traffic flow at this bridge and reduce delays.

Pharr International Bridge:

» The Pharr International Bridge expansion project will build a new
three-mile span with four lanes (twin bridge) next to the existing bridge
to add capacity for trucks.

» Stakeholders recommended adding truck parking due to the high truck
crossing volume at the bridge.

Donna-Rio Bravo International Bridge:

» Partial funding has been secured for two northbound commercial lanes
at this bridge. The total amount needed is $100 million.

Progreso International Bridge:

» Stakeholders recommended improving and expanding the Progreso
POE for processing greater cargo traffic.

Free Trade International Bridge (Los Indios):

» Stakeholders recommended improving and expanding the Los Indios
POE for processing greater cargo traffic.

» Cameron County is currently seeking funding to build industrial parks
closer to the bridge to improve commercial activity. Infrastructure
improvements to enhance efficiency and binational collaboration in
2023 included: new workspaces on the U.S. side, a new motorized
gate, automated controls, and a perimeter security fence on the Mexico
side. CBP’s Donation Acceptance Program provided funding for the
infrastructure improvements.
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Brownsville Matamoros Express Bridge:

» A Multimodal Corridor Project at an estimated cost of $8.9 million is
planned for Sam Perl Boulevard - a major access street for the bridge.
The project includes improving transit amenities, safety improvements,
crosswalks, landscaping, bioswales, and a raised center median.

Gateway International Bridge:

» Stakeholders mentioned a planned $130 million replacement of the
entire Gateway International Bridge structure to increase capacity for
vehicle and pedestrian traffic. The funding is expected to come from
the 2021 Bipartisan Infrastructure Law. Additionally, there is a
multimodal corridor proposed for International Boulevard.

Veterans International Bridge at Los Tomates:

» Thereis a proposal to add four POV primary lanes, eight additional
inspection bays, and a new head house at the POE.

First and Last Mile Airport Connectivity in the Rio Grande
Valley

There are four airports in the Rio Grande Valley region in Texas: McAllen
International Airport, South Texas International Airport, Harlingen Airport,
and Brownsville South Padre Island International Airport. The Brownsville
South Padre Island International Airport expansion project will allow the
airport to accommodate cargo planes to serve SpaceX. The McAllen airport
is not served by rail, but has good roadway connectivity to the international
bridges, especially the McAllen-Hidalgo International Bridge due to its
central location. Metro McAllen provides transit services to McAllen
International Airport from its Central terminal. The McAllen International
Airport is not a major freight airport but does handle specialty cargo that is
delivered to Mexico by truck.

Airport Connectivity Challenges in the Rio Grande Valley

Stakeholders mentioned that there are long delays for trucks, as well as for
POVs traveling from Mexico to the airports in the Rio Grande Valley Region,
due to ongoing infrastructure projects in Mexico. For example, for people
living in Reynosa, the hour-long drive to the Anzalduas International Bridge,
plus the waiting time to cross the bridge, and the need to arrive early at the
U.S. airport results in very long journeys. Furthermore, the City of McAllen
mentioned that the Reynosa International Airport in Mexico is a competitor
to the McAllen International Airport. Several Texas residents travel to
Reynosa rather than McAllen to reach Mexican destinations to save on
international taxes on their air tickets.

First and Last Mile Rail Connectivity in the Rio Grande Valley
Figure 2-48 shows the freight rail network in the Rio Grande Valley region.
Three Short Line Railroads operate in the region: the Border Pacific Railroad,
the Brownsville and Rio Grande International Railroad, and the Rio Valley
Switching Company.

Freight Rail Connectivity Challenges

The West Rail Relocation project resulted in the building of the first
international rail bridge in a hundred years. The Brownsville West Railroad
Bridge opened in August 2015. Stakeholders only reported two needs to
improve connectivity regarding the West Rail: the need to improve
connectivity from the new rail yard north of US 83 to the Port of Brownsville,
and investment to alleviate at-grade rail crossings. The connectivity
challenge between the new rail yard and the Port of Brownsville could not
be verified.
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Planned Rail Improvements in the Rio Grande Valley

The operational and policy considerations listed by the
Class I Railroads that were included earlier in the
report are relevant to address connectivity challenges
and increase the capacity of cross-border rail in the Rio
Grande Valley region. One stakeholder mentioned a
need for multimodal connectivity and rail infrastructure
that can accommodate new traffic and connections
with UP and BNSF. The stakeholder did not elaborate.

The Rio Valley Switching Company (RVSC) received a
CRISI grant to help fund the completion of track-related
improvements and upgrades to bridges along RVSC’s
rail network.

Figure 2-48: Freight Rail Network in the Rio Grande Valley
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Introduction

Border crossings may be shut down due to infrastructure or technological
failures, inclement weather, natural disasters, staffing shortages, political
situations, or security concerns. Ensuring robust connectivity between
border crossings is vital for maintaining continuous, resilient movement of
people and goods.

The 2021 Texas-Mexico Border Transportation Master Plan (BTMP)
recommended conducting regional connectivity studies to “assess
connectivity issues and challenges between existing border crossings” and
“from border crossings to Texas and Mexico seaports.” In response, TxDOT
initiated this study to:

»  Evaluate redundancy in cross-border networks (i.e., how traffic can
be diverted during a closure to minimize disruptions).

»  Identify potential infrastructure needs on corridors linking border
crossings and seaports.

This chapter examines the scale and suitability of the infrastructure
connecting border crossings, as well as linkages to maritime ports in Texas
and Mexico, ultimately providing insights into how these connections can
better support local and regional movement of people and goods.

Crossing-to-Crossing Connectivity Analysis

With the implementation of the NAFTA, the relationship between the
U.S./Texas’s and Mexico’s industries evolved from buyers and sellers of raw
materials to sophisticated and integrated binational supply chain partners.
Industries started capitalizing on their competitive advantage so that
intermediate products cross the border several times to add value while
lowering overall production costs. With these new opportunities, U.S.
merchandise trade with Mexico increased 699% and Texas merchandise
trade with Mexico increased 738% between 1994 and 2023.

Trade with Mexico is anticipated to grow given more stringent rules of origin
for goods (such as automotive parts) prescribed by the USMCA, several
major shifts in the U.S. and Mexico’s domestic policy, and the post-COVID
regionalization of supply chains that have accelerated nearshoring trends. It
is therefore important to understand the impact of any natural or human-
made disruptions to the border crossing process. In particular, the ability to
maintain efficient connectivity between border crossings is essential. When
one crossing is disrupted, whether by natural disasters, infrastructure
failures or geopolitical issues, neighboring crossings must be able to absorb
the redirected traffic.

Strong crossing-to-crossing connectivity enhances resilience, minimizes
delays, and ensures that cross-border supply chains remain uninterrupted
and globally competitive.

Bridge Closures and Alternative Crossings

According to CBP Laredo, bridge closures are infrequent occurrences and
may be attributed to decisions by the Texas Governor/TxDPS or in some
cases for unspecified reasons at the Mexican side of the border. In the event
the Automated Commercial Environment Secure Data Portal (ACE Portal)
going offline, CBP will continue operations using physical documentation,
allowing a “conditional release” with a bond, and the broker paying the
duties within 30 days. Shipments may, however, need to be held nearby
(within city limits) for inspection by other agencies (e.g., such as the Federal
Drug Administration). CBP expects a basic manifest cover page (e-
manifest), otherwise the carrier is moved to the back of the line.

In the event of a bridge closure, a carrier can divert and enter at any port by
getting their broker to complete a “Report of Diversion” (CBP Form 26).
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Furthermore, a recent update to ACE allows for CBP “flex-users”. This Figure 3-1: Commercial Zones Along Texas-Mexico Border*
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event of a bridge closure complicates logistics. Drayage companies are L NAFTA Permits

typically contracted independently from the long-haul company. If a

shipment is diverted to an alternative crossing, it may require the

negotiation of a different contract with the transportation companies. The

designation of commercial zones in the border region (Figure 3-1) also

prevents Mexican domiciled trucks from operating beyond these zones. For

example, the commercial zone in Del Rio extends six miles beyond the city

limit boundaries and the commercial zone in Eagle Pass extends four miles

beyond the city limit boundaries. As a result, Mexican-domiciled trucks are

unable to use US 277 to operate between Del Rio and Eagle Pass in the

event of a Del Rio or Eagle Pass bridge closure.
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Figure 3-2: Population Density Within 30 Minute Drive from
Alternative Crossing Analysis International Crossings
The study conducted two analyses in relation to potential alternative T
crossings in the event of a closure:

I
I
[| .
| New Mexico
I

»  Anestimate of the local population served by one or more adjacent
crossings that can be reached from either side of the border within
a 30-minute drive time, and

» Identification of existing infrastructure and travel times to
alternative crossings which process the same modes of transport.

Additional information on methodology used for each of the analyses is b A ‘
provided in Appendix C.
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» Urban connections which serve most of the population: Paso del Norte,
Good Neighbor, Bridge of the Americas, and Ysleta. The Paso del Norte
and Good Neighbor bridges could largely be considered a single
crossing due to their proximity and downtown to downtown
functionality.

» Minor local crossings such as Marcelino Serna and Fort Hancock El
Porvenir.

» The crossing at Santa Teresa (New Mexico).

Figure 3-2 shows the population density map within a 30-minute drive of
the international crossings.
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Table 3-1 summarizes simulation results of disrupted POVs crossings, their
alternative crossings, and the connecting roads to those crossings. Figure
3-3 shows that the urban connections between Paso del Norte and Good
Neighbor (Stanton) Bridge are a network of small urban roads, which are
subject to local traffic management during a closure event on one of the two
bridges.

Table 3-1: Privately Owned Vehicle (POV) Alternative Crossing Analysis:
Connecting Roads

Connecting

Roads (Mexico)

Carr. Anapra-San
Jerénimo, Blvrd Ing
Bernardo Norzagaray

Av. de Las Americas, C.

Paso del
Santa Teresa Norte Bridge NM 136

Paso del Norte  Bridge of the Delta Dr

Porvenir Bridge Serna Bridge

o

Bridge Americas Ing. David Herrera Jordan
. Local
4 ) Gqu Neighbor - Paso del_ Downtown  Local Downtown Roads
Bridge Norte Bridge
Roads
IG B”dg? ofthe Ysleta Bridge SL 375 Blvd. Cuatro Siglos
Americas
. Marcelino
€ VsletaBridge Serna Bridge |20 MEX-2
Fort
0 Mgrcehno Serna Hanco;k-El 110 MEX.2
Bridge Porvenir
Bridge
Fort Hancock-El Marcelino 110 MEX-2

In comparison, Bridge of the Americas, Ysleta Bridge, and Santa Teresa are
connected to a more strategic road network with clearer diversion options.

Figure 3-3: Alternative Crossing Analysis for POVs at the Santa Teresa
and El Paso Border Crossings
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Northbound traffic on MEX-2 or MEX-45D was found to have several high-
capacity orbital options at both sides of the border depending on the
specific closure. MEX-45D and MEX-2 create a reliable outer ring between
Santa Teresa and the Marcelino Serna Bridge.
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Similarly, for commercial vehicles, the Bridge of the Americas was found to
be the closest alternative to Santa Teresa (Table 3-2 and Figure 3-4).
Congestion, however, is observed on multiple sections of I-10. Alternative
roadways include the high-capacity SL 375 (six-lane) and Blvd. Cuatro
Siglos (four-lane) at both sides of the border between Ysleta Bridge and
Bridge of the Americas which are the main regional CMV crossings.

Table 3-2: Commercial Motor Vehicle (CMV) Alternative Crossing
Analysis: Connecting Roads

Connecting Roads

(Mexico)

Figure 3-4: Alternative Crossing Analysis for CMVs at the Santa Teresa
and El Paso Border Crossings
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Local Population Catchment

The local population is well served by the four urban international crossings,
which is reflected in the high 30-minute population catchment scores
across the region. The population catchment score measures how well the
alternative crossing serves the population that is served by the closed
crossing. The lowest population catchment score of 89% is at Fort Hancock-
El Porvenir Bridge, which means that 89% of the demand could be served
by the adjacent crossing. Also, this closure only impacts on about 10,000
people.
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Table 3-3: El Paso Population Catchment Scores (High is better)

Population of crossing Paso del Norte Good Neighbor  Bridge of the . MarcelinaSerna  Fort Hancock-El
Santa Teresa . : . Ysleta Bridge : o

captured by an Bridge Bridge Americas Bridge Porvenir Bridge

alternative crossing-

Millions of people (% ° 9 ° ° 0 ° 0

covered by alternative)

Santa Teresa Q 0.88 0.87 (99%) 0.86 (97%) 0.85 (96%) 0.81 (91%) N/A N/A

E‘;Z;Sel Note @ g7(39%) 223 - 19 (98%) 016(97%)  [HREES 0(0%)
gggge'\'e'ghbor O 0sc6% s 1.85 (99%) 8 (97%) 0.06 3%) N/A

Bridge of the

° 0, 0, o) 0, 0,
Americas 0.85 (38%) 2.19 (98%) - 2.19 (98%) 0.09 (4%) 0 (0%)

Ysleta Bridge o 0.81 (35%) 2.16 (95%) 2.19 (96%) 0.13 (5%) 0 (0%)

Fort Hancock-El

o) 0, 0, 0,
Porvenir Bridge N/A 0 (0%) N/A 0(0%) 0(31%) 0.01 (89%) 0.01

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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Diversion Routes, Wait Times, and Volumes

For each of the international crossings, a qualitative assessment was made
regarding the most viable potential alternative international crossing in the
event of closure. The process involved:

» Identifying the nearest alternative that can process either POVs/buses

»

»

or CMVs.

Identifying the potential routes and the current characteristics of key
stretches of the route (in terms of number of lanes and whether a
divided or undivided highway).

Identifying the total number of processing lanes for POVs/buses and
CMVs and the typical average wait times throughout the day.

For the Santa Teresa and El Paso border crossings, the following
observations were made should a closure occur, and a diversion be
warranted:

»

»

»

Ysleta Bridge carries more than triple the truck volume of Santa
Teresa or Bridge of the Americas and has delays of up to 45 minutes
despite typically opening all eight of its standard/FAST commercial
processing lanes. In the event of closure at Ysleta Bridge, the border
processing delays at the nine alternative processing lanes (six at
Bridge of the Americas and three at Santa Teresa) pose a greater risk
to CMV crossing times than the delays on the interconnecting
infrastructure.

Investments in border processing facilities would provide greater
value towards travel time resiliency than highway improvements.

Additional land is being purchased around the Santa Teresa Crossing
for expansion of the processing facilities, and the New Mexico
Department of Transportation (NMDOT) is undertaking a feasibility
study of overpasses over two junctions on NM 136, and a potential

»

»

»

connection from NM 136 to I-10. The planned expansion would also
increase Bridge of the Americas processing lanes to up to 34 (POV).

The introduction of CMV processing at the Marcelino Serna Bridge,
combined with the El Paso Outer Loop would help increase
resiliency for commercial traffic, though carriers have expressed
security concerns in the region to the south-east of Ciudad Juarez.
There are also no warehouses, yards or truck maintenance facilities
in the Tornillo area, which reduces the attractiveness of the crossing.

[-10 to the south-east of El Paso is planned to be widened in Spring
of 2025. SH 20 parallel to that stretch of I-10 is a two-lane
configuration and is insufficient to handle demand when I-10 is
impacted. A feasibility study is underway for the corridor west of SH
20 between the Ysleta and Marcelino Serna Bridges.

MEX-2 between Marcelino Serna and Fort Hancock-El Porvenir is
only a two-lane connection, though daily border volumes are less
than 1,000/day, which can easily be accommodated on this road
during a closure event. There is a view that much of MEX-2 would
benefit from improved maintenance and the addition of a shoulder.

¢

y 4

Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan

3. Port-to-Port
Connectivity



Case Study: Traffic Diversion during Bridge of the Americas Closure (September 9, 2023, to October 10, 2023)

The Bridge of the Americas is open 24 hours every day for POV traffic, and from Monday to Friday for cargo. The major roadways to the bridge are I-10
North, US 54, US 62, and I-10 East. An origin-destination analysis of the bridge found that on a typical day, most origins for truck traffic going southbound
are from industrial areas along I-10 East, between El Paso and Ysleta. These areas have several large manufacturing, warehousing, and logistics
companies, surrounded by retail stores. For northbound truck traffic form Mexico, most destinations are along I-10 East, with some destinations along I-
10 West in New Mexico. StreetLight Data showed that a significant share of the truck traffic has a destination near the Bridge.

The bridge was closed for cargo processing from September 9, 2023, to October 10, 2023, due to an increase in migrant crossings. Traffic was diverted to
the Ysleta Bridge, Marcelino Serna Bridge, and the Santa Teresa Crossing in New Mexico. StreetLight Data analysis did not show many trucks diverting to

the Marcelino Serna Bridge. Instead, most trucks diverted to the Ysleta Bridge and Santa Teresa Crossing. However, differences in the preference of routes
for southbound and northbound traffic during the Bridge closure were observed (Figure 3-5 to Figure 3-6).

Figure 3-5: Southbound Truck Traffic — 2023 Typical Truck Flows

Figure 3-6: Southbound Truck Traffic — During Closure
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Case Study: Traffic Diversion during Bridge of the Americas Closure (September 9, 2023, to October 10, 2023)

For southbound traffic, a comparison with a typical traffic day shows that during the closure period, truck traffic to the Ysleta Bridge was significantly
higher than to the Santa Teresa Crossing, pointing towards the preference for using the Ysleta Bridge for southbound trips. Since a higher percentage of
the trips originated along I-10 East, it may mean that it was closer to drive to the Ysleta Bridge to enter Mexico during the closure.

However, for northbound truck traffic, the pattern was the opposite during the closure. Figure 3-7 and Figure 3-8 show the northbound truck traffic
during a typical day in 2023 and during the closure, respectively. Northbound trips crossing at the Santa Teresa Crossing were higher than at the Ysleta

Bridge prior to the closure, but the share of northbound trips crossing at the Santa Teresa Crossing increased further during the closure, though overall
traffic reduced during that period.

Figure 3-7: Northbound Truck Traffic — 2023 Typical Truck Flows Figure 3-8: Northbound Truck Traffic — During Closure
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Case Study: Traffic Diversion during Bridge of the Americas Closure (September 9, 2023, to October 10, 2023)

In summary, the following patterns were observed during the 2023 Bridge of the Americas closure:

»  Southbound truck traffic largely used the Ysleta Bridge to cross into Mexico, possibly due to the proximity of the truck trips’ origins along I-10 East.

»  Northbound truck traffic largely used Santa Teresa to cross. This could be due to the higher traffic volume and longer wait times at the Ysleta Bridge
or due to safer/less congested northbound routes to Santa Teresa, and subsequently to I-10 from NM 178.

Presidio Alternative Crossing Analysis Figure 3-9: Population Density Within 30 Minute Drive from Presidio-
Figure provides the population density within a 30-minute drive of the Ojinaga International Bridge
Presidio-Ojinaga International Bridge crossing. The nearest alternative ('/

crossing to Presidio is the Ysleta Bridge, which requires an approximately
360-mile detour on the Mexican side and around 260-mile detour on the
U.S. side. US 67/SH 17 and MEX-16 in/out of Presidio/Ojinaga are high-
quality, winding, two-lane roads which feed into I-10 and the MEX-45D toll
road which are both four-lane, higher speed, and limited access facilities.
Table 3-4 and Figure 3-9 show the alternative(s) analyzed, and the
connecting roads in Texas and Chihuahua that were analyzed for POVs and ~ R
CMVs in the event of a Presidio-Ojinaga International Bridge closure. ’

Table 3-4: POV and CMV Alternative Crossings and Connecting Roads
from Presidio

Chihuahua

@ Border Crossing

POV and Connecting |Connecting & o ticssing
Crossing CMV Roads Roads (0 30minTravelTime ‘
Alternative |[(Texas) (Mexico) - . //
@ PreSidiO'Ojinaga US 67.US 90 I- MEX-45, MEX- @ Presidio-Ojinaga International Bridge
International Ysleta Bridge 10 ’ ’ 45D, MEX-16, @ South Orient Railroad Bridge
Bridge MEX-80D 035 10 15Miles

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025 .
Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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Figure 3-10: Presidio Alternative Crossing Analysis for POVs and CMVs
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Local Population Catchment in Presidio

The single crossing between Presidio and Ojinaga returns the lowest
population catchment score as the next nearest crossing requires a several
hundred-mile detour. In other words, none of the demand can be served
within a 30-minute drive of the Presidio-Ojinaga International Bridge by an
adjacent crossing. A second border crossing in Presidio would increase local
resiliency (particularly if flood-proof), but local demand is limited to less

than 2,000 northbound vehicles/day so a second crossing in the region
might be a lower priority.

Diversion Routes, Wait Times, and Volumes in Presidio

»

»

»

»

The attractiveness of US 67 to longer distance CMVs and
nearshoring activities would increase with additional service
stations/garages, improved cell coverage, and charging facilities for
electric vehicles.

Improvements are also needed on US 90 as some stretches are
considered narrow and unsafe. Furthermore, there are two railroad
crossings with low bridge clearance: one at Alpine (13’7”) and one
just south of Van Horn (14°3”) which force trucks to use SH 17 north
of Marfa to access I-10.

On the Mexican side, the MEX-67 beyond Qjinaga would benefit from
enhanced road safety, and increased connectivity between Ojinaga
towards Monclova was also identified.

The Texas Pacifico Transportation Limited (TXPF) rail crossing will
soon be reinstated as construction on the CBP facility broke ground
in September 2024. There is a need for warehousing to support
commercial trucks once operations commence.
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Central Region Alternative Crossing Analysis
The Central Region of the Border Region Connectivity Plan includes the

ports of entry at Del Rio, Eagle Pass and Laredo.

Del Rio/Eagle Pass Alternative Crossing Analysis

There are four crossings in the Del Rio/Eagle Pass region. Figure 3-11
provides the population density within a 30-minute drive of the international

Crossings.

Figure 3-11: Population Density Within 30-Minute Drive from

International Crossings
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Figure 3-12 provides a visual analysis of the POV and CMV alternatives
analysis that was conducted given a crossing closure in the Del Rio/Eagle

Pass area.

Figure 3-12: Del Rio/Eagle Pass Alternative Crossing Analysis for POVs

and CMVs in Del Rio and Eagle Pass
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Table 3-5 and Table 3-6 provide the crossing that was disrupted, the
alternative(s) analyzed, and the connecting roads in Texas and Coahuila that
were analyzed for POVs and CMVs, respectively.

Table 3-5: POV Alternative Crossing Analysis: Connecting Roads

Crossin POV ;zzzzcmg Connecting
g Alternative Roads (Mexico)
(Texas)
Lake Amistad Del Rio . Us 277 MEX-2, le..EmIlIO
Dam Crossin International US 290 Mendoza Cisheros
& Bridge Ave Sur Pte
Del Rio MEX-2, Lib. Emilio

Lake Amistad US 277

International . Mendoza Ci
n.erna onal ) Crossing  US 290 endoza Cisneros
Bridge Ave Sur Pte

Eagle Pass Camino Real

International  International S Monroe St Downtown roads
Bridge Bridge

Camino Real  Eagle Pass

International  International S Monroe St Downtown roads
Bridge Bridge

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025

@ 0 o0 0

The urban crossings within Eagle Pass are only around 32 mile apart and are
connected by a grid network of urban roads on the Mexican side of the
border, and by the four-lane undivided S Monroe St on the U.S. side.
Diverted traffic could also use MEX-2 and US 277/US 83 - both undivided
two-lane roads which provide connectivity between alternative crossings in
Del Rio, Eagle Pass, and Laredo.

Table 3-6: CMV Alternative Crossing Analysis: Connecting Roads

. CMV Connecting Connecting
Crossing . Roads
Alternative |Roads (Texas) .
(Mexico)
Del Rio Camino Real
@ International International  US 277 MEX-2
Bridge Bridge
@ Camino Real Colgmbla US 832 or Old
International  Solidarity . MEX-2
Mines Rd

Bridge Bridge
Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025

Appendix C provides more detailed information on the alternative
crossing analysis performed for Del Rio and Eagle Pass border
Crossings.

Local Population Catchment in Del Rio and Eagle Pass

The local population is well served by the four international crossings, which
is reflected in the high 30-minute population catchment scores across the
region (Table 3-7). The lowest population catchment score of 96% is at the
Del Rio International Bridge, which means that 96% of the demand could be
served by the Lake Amistad Dam Crossing. This closure would impact about
180,000 people.
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Table 3-7: Del Rio/Eagle Pass Population Catchment Scores
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Diversion Routes, Wait Times, and Volumes in Del Rio and Eagle Pass
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» US 277 between Del Rio and Eagle Pass offers the most direct option

for POV and truck movements should there be a disruption on either

border crossing location (Figure 3-13).

» US 277/US 83 between Eagle Pass and Laredo is 125 miles long and is
approximately 11 miles longer than the more direct and unpaved Eagle
Pass Road/Old Mines Road. The existing route also handles slow turning
oil and gas vehicles, which impacts the reliability of travel times

between the border regions. The more direct route along Eagle Pass

Road/Old Mines Road could potentially be upgraded to increase
connectivity and improve reliability between cities.

»  Many stretches of MEX-2 are considered narrow, poorly
maintained/illuminated, and lacking adequate security — truck drivers
typically avoid this route as a result.

Figure 3-13: Southbound Top Truck Routes to Del Rio International

Bridge — 2021
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Case Study: Traffic Diversion during Del Rio International Bridge Closure (September 17, 2021, to September 25, 2021)

The Del Rio International Bridge processes traffic 24 hours every day for POVs and from Monday to Saturday for cargo. The major roadways leading to the
Bridge are US 90 East, US 90 North, and US 277 South. An origin/destination analysis of the bridge identified US 277 as the most used route by vehicles
from industrial/commercial areas in Eagle Pass where several truck rental, service and logistics companies are located.

Significant southbound traffic to Mexico via the Del Rio Figure 3-14: Top Origins (Census Blocks) for Southbound Trips through Del Rio

International Bridge was found to originate from within five Interngtlonal BridgeiAllvehiclesi(2021)

miles of the bridge. These trips come from Frontera Road west Veteans Bouart: Linod
of the Bridge, where several manufacturing, logistics, and 7 ) i =t
import-export companies, trucking companies and parking ! -

()

areas are located. Del Rio’s main street, Veterans Boulevard
(dotted with grocery and furniture stores, along with repair
shops and restaurants), generates significant southbound traffic TR

as well. The Val Verde Regional Medical Center is a major node |I}
Residential Community

for trips to and from Del Rio and stands out as a zone generating i \
. . . . Warehousing, manufacturinj
southbound trips. Downtown Del Rio, due to its trucking and and atbon centors,

o trudungoompames
service shops along US 57, and areas along Frontera Road west utities companies
of the Bridge, are also major sources for trucks. Industrial areas

in Eagle Pass, which have truck parking, manufacturing, and

Rt N, Del|Riop %
R Texas

logistics companies, also generate a small number of truck trips | @ Border Crossing B N
using the Del Rio International Bridge. Northbound trips depicta | MereTries bl S
similar pattern. Most POV trip destinations in Del Rio are near Trips are calculated toffrom L
the Bridge, in residential areas, and along Veterans Boulevard. 115 onsus Block Groups (2020) @
Several northbound trips are also made to the Val Verde @® Lake Amistad Dam Crossing

Regional Medical Center. @  Del Rio International Bridge

The bridge was closed for around nine days from September 17,
2021, to September 25, 2021, after thousands of migrants set  Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
up camps under the bridge. Traffic was re-routed to Eagle Pass,

which is nearly 60 miles south of Del Rio.
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Case Study: Traffic Diversion during Del Rio International Bridge Closure (September 17, 2021, to September 25, 2021)

During the closure period, Southbound POV traffic was diverted to Eagle Pass International Bridge using US 277. Southbound truck traffic was also diverted to
Eagle Pass (Camino Real International Bridge) using US 277. An increase in volume on US 277 is observed during this period, as shown in the comparison

between Figure 3-15 and Figure 3-16.

Figure 3-15: Southbound Top Routes To Eagle Pass — 2021 Typical Truck Figure 3-16: Southbound Top Routes To Eagle Pass — During Closure at

Flows
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Case Study: Traffic Diversion during Del Rio International Bridge Closure (September 17, 2021, to September 25, 2021)

Figure 3-17 and Figure 3-18 show the comparison between typical 2021 northbound truck traffic and closure period truck traffic. During the closure
period, trucks used US 277 to go to destinations Del Rio, with West Gibbs Street and North Bedell Avenue standing out as major routes. Northbound POV

traffic was also found to cross into the U.S. using the Eagle Pass International Bridge. Not many trips were made to Del Rio, with amenities in Eagle Pass
likely being utilized instead (retail and commercial).

Figure 3-17: Northbound Top Routes To Eagle Pass —

2021 Typical Truck Flows
1

Figure 3-18: Northbound Top Routes To Eagle Pass — During Closure at
Del Rio International Bridge — Truck Flows
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Laredo Alternative Crossing Analysis

There are four crossings in the Laredo region. Figure 3-19 provides the
population density within a 30-minute drive of the international crossings.
Figure 3-20 also shows the POV and CMV alternatives that were identified
should there be a closure at one of the crossings in Laredo.

Figure 3-19: Population Density Within 30-Minute Drive from

International Crossings
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Figure 3-20: Alternative Crossing Analysis
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Table 3-8 and Table 3-9 provide the crossing that was disrupted, the
alternative(s) analyzed, and the connecting roads in Texas and Nuevo
Ledn/Tamaulipas that were analyzed for CMVs and POVs, respectively.

The POV downtown crossings of Gateway to the Americas Bridge (Laredo
Bridge I) and the Juarez-Lincoln International Bridge are 1/3 mile apart and
are connected by a grid of narrow east-west one-way streets, with high
frontage activity in both Laredo and Nuevo Laredo.

The commercial crossings to the north-west of Laredo are connected via the
four-lane MEX-2 in Mexico and the four/six-lane FM 1472 (Mines Rd) in the
U.S. Travel times along MEX-2 are reliable, however, Mines Rd consistently
suffers from congestion as it handles trade and local light-industrial traffic,
as well as residential traffic.

Many stretches of MEX-2 are considered narrow, poorly
maintained/illuminated, and lacking adequate security — truck drivers
typically avoid this route as a result.

Table 3-8: CMV Alternative Crossing Analysis: Connecting Roads

Crossing CMV :gzzzdmg Connecting
Alternative Roads (Mexico)
(Texas)
Colombia Wgrld Trade
® coidarity 09 MinesRd  MEX-2
Bridge (L‘?‘rEdO
Bridge IV)
World Trade ~ Colombia
@ Bridge (Laredo Solidarity Mines Rd MEX-2
Bridge IV) Bridge

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025

Crossing

Colombia
@ soiidarity

Bridge

@ Gateway to
the Americas

Juérez-Lincoln
@ International
Bridge

Table 3-9: POV Alternative Crossing Analysis: Connecting Roads

ok Roads

Alternative
(Texas)

Gateway to

the Americas M255
Juarez-

Lincoln Lincoln St,

International Hidalgo St
Bridge

Gatewayto  Lincoln St,
the Americas Hidalgo St

Connecting

Connecting
Roads (Mexico)

MEX-2, Blvr. Luis
Donaldo Colosio
Norponiente,
Downtown Laredo
roads

C Nicholas Bravo, C
Hidalgo

C Nicholas Bravo, C
Hidalgo

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025

Local Population Catchment
The local population in Laredo is well served with the two downtown
international crossings which is reflected in the high 30-minute population
catchment scores at 98% and 100% (Figure 3-19). The lowest population
catchment score of 40% is at the Juarez-Lincoln International Bridge, which
means that only 40% of the demand could be served by the Colombia
Solidarity Bridge. This closure would impact about 290,000 people.
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Table 3-10 Del Rio/Eagle Pass Population Catchment Scores payments on the Mexican side are made to two different Mexican
States which inhibits diversion.

» Mines Road (FM 1472) suffers the most serious congestion between

Population of crossing captured truck crossings. It is currently under improvement review by TxDOT.

by alternative

Millions (% alternative coverage)

Del Rio International

Bridge
International Bridge
International Bridge

Lake Amistad Dam

Crossing
Camino Real

Eagle Pass

-
Q
Q
3]

Lake Amistad Dam Crossing @) 0.18 (1%3;) NA  N/A
: : : 0.18
Del Rio International Bridge @ (96%) 0.19 N/A N/A
Eagle Pass International 0.22
N/A N/A 22
Bridge @ f f 0 (99%)
Camino Real International 0.22
N/A N/A 22
Bridge O v N (100%) I

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025

Diversion Routes, Wait Times, and Volumes in Del Rio and Eagle Pass
» Delays are typically higher at the larger Juarez-Lincoln International
Bridge than at the four SENTRI lanes at Gateway to the Americas.

» The closure of Gateway to the Americas could likely be accommodated
by the Juarez-Lincoln Bridge as they typically only open around half of
the 15 Ready lanes available. Conversely, the closure of the Juarez-
Lincoln International Bridge would create significant border delays that
could not be mitigated — these pose a greater risk to POV crossing
times than the delays on the interconnecting infrastructure.

» Commercial traffic can be reassigned between the two crossings within
the U.S. as they are both part of the same CBP region. However,
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South Region Alternative Crossing Analysis Figure 3-22: Alternative Crossing Analysis for CMVs and POVs in Rio
The South Regjon (also referred to as the Rio Grande Valley) includes the Grande Valley Region
ports of entry at Roma, Rio Grande City, Hidalgo, Pharr, Progreso, and 2 i)

Brownsville, and a total of 13 vehicle crossings. AL E;Tyarande Tekas <

Rio Grande Valley Alternative Crossing Analysis - ::E%gn TSN i

Figure 3-21 shows the population density within a 30-minute drive of the X <

international crossings. Figure 3-22 also shows the CMV and POV N
Brownsville

alternatives for crossing closures in the Rio Grande Valley region. i b
Figure 3-21: Population Density Within 30-Minute Drive from )
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Table 3-11 and Table 3-12 how the CMV and POV simulation results should
a crossing be disrupted, the alternative(s) available, and the connecting
roads in Texas and Tamaulipas, respectively. The Mexican side of the Rio
Grande Valley is connected via MEX-2, which is mostly an undivided two-
lane road, with long stretches of “half-lanes” to assist passing. Many
segments of MEX-2 have been identified as a security risk. Between Rio
Bravo and Free Trade International Bridge, MEX-2D is a high-quality, tolled,
four-lane configuration. On the U.S. side of the border, the Rio Grande Valley
is connected from east to west via:

» US 83 —a high quality undivided two-lane highway.

» [-2 —interstate quality starting to the west of Havana near the Los
Ebanos Ferry crossing and ending at I-69E/US 77/US 83 in
Harlingen.

»  The I-69E which runs almost to the easternmost crossing Veterans
International Bridge at Los Tomates.

Local Population Catchment

Overall, most crossings in the Rio Grande Valley have a high local population
catchment score, meaning they are well served in the event of a closure.
The lowest regional local population catchment score is at the Free Trade
International Bridge, where at most only 56% of the local population within
a 30-minute drive can be diverted to another crossing. Most of the
population in this area is in the Harlingen and San Benito areas on the U.S.
side, which are more likely to interact with Matamoros than areas
immediately south of the crossing which is predominantly agricultural land.

Table 3-11: CMV Alternative Crossing Analysis: Connecting Roads in the
Rio Grande Valley

Connecting | Connecting
CMV Alternative |Roads Roads
(Texas) (Mexico)

Crossing

Roma-Ciudad Miguel
, Starr-Camargo
Aleman , us 83 MEX-2
) _ Bridge
International Bridge

Roma-Ciudad Miguel
Starr-Camargo

@ ) Aleman International US 83 MEX-2
Bridge .
Bridge
@ Pharr International ~ Progreso MEX-2, MEX-
. . . us 281
Bridge International Bridge 20
@ Progreso Free Trade US 281, FM
. . . _ MEX-20
International Bridge International Bridge 2556, I-2
@ Free Trade Progreso US 281, FM
. . . _ MEX-20
International Bridge International Bridge 1015, 1-2
Veterans
@ . . Free Trade
International Bridge US 281 MEX-2

International Bridge
at Los Tomates

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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Table 3-12: POV Alternative Crossing Analysis: Connecting Roads in the

Rio Grande Valley

Q

@ 0 o0 o0 9

Crossing

Lake Falcon Dam
International
Crossing

Roma-Ciudad
Miguel Aleman
International Bridge

Starr-Camargo
Bridge

Los Ebanos Ferry

Anzalduas
International Bridge

McAllen-Hidalgo
International Bridge

Pharr International
Bridge

POV
Alternative

Roma-Ciudad
Miguel Aleman
International
Bridge

Starr-Camargo
Bridge

Roma-Ciudad
Miguel Aleman
International
Bridge

Starr-Camargo
Bridge

McAllen-Hidalgo

International
Bridge

Pharr
International
Bridge

McAllen-Hidalgo

International
Bridge

Connecting |Connecting

Roads
(Texas)

us 83

us 83

us 83

us 83

SH115,1-2

US 281, 1-2

US 281, 1-2

Roads
(Mexico)

MEX-2

MEX-2

MEX-2

MEX-2

MEX-40

MEX-2

MEX-2

O 0 o0 o0 o 9

Crossing

Donna-Rio Bravo
International Bridge

Progreso
International Bridge

Free Trade
International Bridge

Brownsville &
Matamoros Express
Bridge

Gateway
International Bridge

Veterans
International Bridge
at Los Tomates

POV
Alternative

Pharr
International
Bridge

Free Trade
International
Bridge

Progreso
International
Bridge

Gateway
International
Bridge

Brownsville &
Matamoros
Express Bridge

Gateway
International
Bridge

Connecting
Roads
(Texas)

us 281,1-2

US 281, FM
2556, 1-2

US 281, FM
1015,1-2

Sam Perl Blvd

Sam Perl Blvd

us 83

Connecting
Roads
(Mexico)

MEX-2, MEX-20

MEX-20

MEX-20

Av. Alvaro
Obregdn

Av. Alvaro
Obregén

Blvd. Manuel
Cavazos Lerma

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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Table 3-13: Population Catchment Scores in Laredo Region

2
an

International

Population of crossing
captured by alternative-

Millions (% alternative
coverage)

Dam Crossing
Roma-Ciudad
McAllen-Hidalgo
International
Donna-Rio Bravo
Brownsville &
Matamoros
Express Bridge

Bridge
Bridge at Los

Anzalduas
International
Tomates

Los Ebanos
Bridge

Lake Falcon
Miguel Alem:
Ferry
Bridge
Bridge
Progreso
Bridge

Free Trade
Bridge
Gateway
Bridge
Veterans

Pharr

@

Lake Falcon Dam
Crossing
Roma-Ciudad
Miguel Aleman
International
Bridge
Starr-Camargo
Bridge

-9
9
o
9
o
o
o
9
o
o

0.04(89%) | 0.04(82%)

OEICLY M 0.02 (27%) - - - - - - - R R

08 (77%) 011 - 00111%)  0(1%) ’ ; - - - - )

0.02 (8%) 0.05 (15%) 0.30 0.25 (83%) 0(0%) 0(0%)

0.01 (1%) 0.25 (16%) 1.35 (88%)

R . - - .
i i 0.12 (8%) 1.28 (93%) - 0.02 (1%)

0(0%) b 0.8 (79%) 0.88 (87%) 1.02
- 0.61 (87%) . 0.11 (15%) 0(1%) 0.01 (1%) 0.01(2%)

031

Los Ebanos Ferry

Anzalduas
International
Bridge
McAllen-Hidalgo
International
Bridge

Pharr International
Bridge
Donna-Rio Bravo
International
Bridge

Progreso
International
Bridge

Free Trade
International
Bridge
Brownsville &
Matamoros Express
Bridge

Gateway
International
Bridge

0.37 (25%) 0(0%)

0.05 (5%) 0(0%)

.
.
o
2
S

0(0%) 0(1%) 0.02 (6%) 0.05 (16%)

0.75
(100%)

0(0%) 0(1%) 0.15 (20%)

0.77

0.01 (1%) 0.17 (22%) [ONAICHED) (100%)

o
. ' ' . . . . . . . o
G

Veterans
International
Bridge at Los
Tomates

0.01 (1%) (WEVAVPIM 0.75 (96%) | 0.77 (99%)

O 0900000000000

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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Diversion Routes, Wait Times, and Volumes in the Rio Grande Valley

» Should CMV processing lanes be introduced at the Donna-Rio Bravo
International Bridge over the next 4-5 years, connectivity along the S
FM 493 (D Salinas International Boulevard) would need improvements
along with connectivity into the planned projects at SH 495 /SH 68
and/or the IBTC.

» A bypass to the north of Rio Grande City and Roma (to/from the US 83)
would alleviate heavy truck traffic in the town centers and increase
border-to-border connectivity with the Laredo region.

» Thereis a need for additional overweight corridors connecting Port of
Brownsville and Port of Harlingen. Similarly, there is an ongoing
request for legislation to connect the heavy weight corridors in
Cameron County with those in Hidalgo County.

» Finally, connectivity for Mexican CMVs to/from the crossings in the Rio
Grande Valley region are restricted on the U.S. side by gaps in the
commercial zones. Continuity of the zones would increase resiliency
between the Laredo crossings and the Rio Grande Valley crossings.

15 Pharr District Profile, Texas Freight Plan 2018

Case Study: Traffic Diversion during the Pharr International

Bridge Closure (April 11, 2022, to April 12, 2022)

The Pharr International Bridge processes POVs and CMVs, with CMVs
amounting to 63% of the total traffic in the Rio Grande Valley. The bridge
is open seven days a week, with some timing restrictions on POV
crossings. A significant portion of the trade linked to this Bridge is
produce/perishable. The major roadways used by trucks are I-69C, I-2
East and West, and US 281.

Trade crossing at the Pharr International Bridge is mainly linked to the
following industries: non-metallic minerals, petroleum or coal products,
farm and food products, and waste/scrap materials. Most of the traffic
that crosses at this Bridge is commercial traffic. The top origins for
southbound truck trips start from several commercial/industrial zones
near the Pharr International Bridge, where import-export facilities and
cold storage facilities are located (e.g., fruits and fresh produce). The
Valley International Airport in Harlingen processes air cargo. The
McAllen-Miller International Airport is along I-2 West in McAllen. A small
number of trips originate from the airport facilities. Major highways that
serve the Pharr International Bridge are I-69C, I-2 East and West, and
US 281. Several freight generators are located along I-2 East (between I-
69C and I-69E) and in Edinburgh, McAllen, and Pharr.1s

84% of northbound trips’ first destination is within three miles of the
Bridge. These trips are destined for the logistics, manufacturing, import-
export, and cold storage facilities along South Cage Boulevard (US 281
North) and Military Highway (US 281 East and West). This overlaps with
the clusters of freight generators located in this area.
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Case Study: Traffic Diversion during the Pharr International Bridge Closure (April 11, 2022, to April 12, 2022)

Due to increased inspections which led to miles-long queues in Reynosa (Mexico), truck drivers organized a blockade at the Pharr International Bridge,
resulting in the closure of the Bridge for three days (i.e., from April 11 to April 13, 2022). During this blockade, the overall cross-border truck traffic in this
region seemed to have reduced. The comparison between southbound traffic patterns during a typical day in 2022 versus during the closure period, for the
nearby bridges processing cargo, can be seen in Figure 3-23 and Figure 3-24, respectively. Normal traffic patterns in 2022 show that Anzalduas International
Bridge processed most of the southbound empty truck traffic to Mexico. I-2 and US 281 were the major highways that carried the traffic to Anzalduas. Most of
this traffic likely came from the areas within McAllen/Pharr that are major freight generators. There were fewer crossings at the Progreso and Free Trade
International Bridges, in comparison to the truck volume at Anzalduas, which is why the top routes to those bridges are not apparent in the StreetlLight Data
analysis. However, during the closure period, the Progreso International Bridge saw a significant share of southbound crossings, even though the Anzalduas
International Bridge still had a higher share. The Free Trade International Bridge had the smallest share of southbound crossings, only critical cargo from the
Valley International Airport may have used it to cross.

Figure 3-23: Southbound Top Truck Routes to Anzalduas, Progreso, and Free Figure 3-24: Southbound Top Truck Routes to Anzalduas, Progreso,
Trade International Bridges — 2022 and Free Trade International Bridges — Closure Period
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Case Study: Traffic Diversion during the Pharr International Bridge Closure (April 11, 2022, to April 12, 2022)

Figure 3-25 and Figure 3-26 show the northbound truck traffic patterns during a typical day in 2022 and the closure period, respectively. The Anzalduas
International Bridge does not process northbound trucks. The Free Trade International Bridge processed more northbound trucks compared to the Progreso
International Bridge. During the typical period, northbound truck traffic from the Progreso and Free Trade International Bridges goes onto US 281 towards I-
2/Pharr/McAllen destinations, and onto Spur 509 to I-69 East and West. During the closure period, nearly all the traffic that crossed northbound in this region
crossed at the Free Trade International Bridge (Figure 3-26).

Figure 3-25: Northbound Top Truck Routes to Anzalduas, Progreso, and Figure 3-26: Northbound Top Truck Routes to Anzalduas, Progreso, and

Free Trade International Bridges — 2022

Free Trade International Bridges — Closure Period
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Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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Crossing-to-Maritime Port Analysis

The 2021 Texas-Mexico Border Transportation Master Plan (BTMP)
recommended that regional connectivity studies be conducted to “assess
connectivity issues and challenges between existing border crossings” and
“from border crossings to Texas and Mexico seaports.”

To facilitate the advancement of the BTMP, the TxDOT initiated a study to
identify:

» potential needs (e.g., bottlenecks, network gaps, safety, congestion,
land use incompatibility, etc.) on the corridors from the border
crossings to Texas and Mexico seaports, and

»  potential/proposed improvements or mitigation measures to
address the identified connectivity challenges.

The first step in the analysis was to identify the major corridors that connect
the border crossings to Texas’s and Mexico’s major seaport. The next step
was to identify the commodities and volumes that move between Texas and
Mexico’s seaports on these corridors and the international border crossings.
The analysis revealed a lack of data. Information and insight were thus
gained through a review of the literature, stakeholder interviews, and the
insight obtained during stakeholder workshops. A tool was developed to
allow stakeholders to identify the needs and proposed improvements by
clicking and adding information on a GIS map. This chapter of the report
summarizes the findings of the analysis.

16 Economic Impacts of the Texas Ports on the State of Texas (2023)

Maritime Ports in Texas

Texas maritime ports are critical in contributing to the facilitation of trade and
consequently to Texas and U.S. economies. In 2023, Texas ports and marine
terminals handled 746.4 million tons of cargo. The total economic value of
public port and maritime cargo activity was $713.9 billion, representing 28%
of the state’s $2.6 trillion Gross Domestic Product. Of this, $611.7 billion was
attributed to cargo moving through Texas, including the value added during
export manufacturing and from enterprises using imported raw materials and
intermediate goods within the state. From 2018 to 2023, combined tonnage
at public and private terminals grew by 130.3 million tons, driven mainly by a
115.0-million-ton increase in petroleum and petroleum products. Other
liquid bulk cargo — mostly chemical products — rose by nearly 15 million
tons, while containerized cargo and miscellaneous break bulk grew by 5.6
million and 1.2 million tons, respectively. This growth supported an additional
728,741 jobs related to marine cargo activity since 2018.16

In 2024, Texas waterborne trade totaled $413.3 billion, comprising $144.1
billion in imports and $269.2 hillion in exports. Mexico tanked as Texas’s
second-largest waterborne trading partner after China at $36.2 billion
(Figure 3-27).

Figure 3-28 shows the major waterborne commodities traded between
Texas and Mexico in 2024. It is evident that the top three commodities are
mineral fuel and oil at $26.7 billion, organic chemicals at $4.5 hillion, and
vehicles and parts (except railway) at $3.6 billion.

I Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan

¢

3. Port-to-Port
Connectivity


https://portofbrownsville.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/Texas-Ports-Association-Economic-Impact-Study.pdf

Figure 3-27: Texas Waterborne Trade (2024)

Total Imports:
$144.1B

Netherlands

Total Exports:
$269.2B

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (USA Trade Online)

Figure 3-28: Texas Waterborne Trade with Mexico: Major Commaodities
(2024)
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‘ Y . j H M)
6 = X |l
0 zd% NI(Z
Mineral Fuels, Qils Organic Iron Beverages, Spirits Oil Seeds and
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$17.3B $4.58B $231.6M $120.1M $67.9M

Source: Bureau of Transportation Statistics (BTS)

The Texas maritime system includes 11 deep draft ports, nine shallow draft
ports, and the 379-mile-long Texas segment of the Gulf Intracoastal
Waterway (GIWW). Ports are a vital part of the national freight network,
helping farmers move their products to markets overseas and bringing raw
materials to Texas manufacturers and clothes, electronics, and other
consumer goods to Texans.

All the Texas ports are interconnected by the GIWW, a shallow draft channel
that links intrastate barge traffic with ocean-going vessels and handles both
domestic and foreign trade. Table 3-14 shows the 11 deep draft and nine
shallow draft Texas ports, shows the major commaodities handled by each of
Texas’s major deep draft ports.
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Figure 3-29: Maritime Ports in Texas
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Table 3-14: Major Commodities Handled by Major Deep Draft Ports in

Texas
£
(%]
=3
=]
e
o
= £ -
o = S
> ° o
2 £ 3
o o o
Houston v v v
Corpus Christi v v v
Beaumont v v v
Port Arthur v v v
Texas City v v v
Freeport N/A v v
Galveston N/A v N/A
Brownsville N/A v N/A

LNG

N/A

N

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Agricultural Products

SN

N/A
N/A

«

< Containerized Cargo

£ =
> >

N/A
N/A

&

Military Cargo

<< %%

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Steel

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Vehicles

= =
> >

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

Forest Product

<55

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025
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Maritime Ports in Mexico

Maritime ports in Mexico serve as more Figure 3-30 Maritime Ports in Mexico

than mere gateways for goods; they are
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Table 3-15: Major Commodities Handled by Major Ports in Mexico
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Port of Manzanillo N/A
Port of Lazaro
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Cardenas /
Port of Mazatlan N/A
Port of Veracruz N/A
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Port of Tampico v
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< Petroleum Products

=
>

N/A
N/A

Chemical

= <=
> >

=
=

N/A

N/A
N/A

LNG

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

Agricultural
Products

&

N/A

&

AN Y

< Containerized Cargo

«

RN

N/A
N/A
N/A

< X General Cargo

N/A

N/A
N/A

N/A

N SN X KX L Steel

N/A
N/A
N/A

i)

<

o

£ g
= ?
3 [
=] k7]
= o
2 =
v v
v v
v v
Vv Vv
v v
N/A N/A
N/A N/A
N/A v

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025

¢

I Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan

3. Port-to-Port
Connectivity




Port-to-Maritime Port Challenges and

Considerations

This section provides the challenges and considerations gathered during the
stakeholder interviews, workshops, and the post-workshop interviews
regarding port-to-maritime port connectivity.

The Connectivity WebApp provides a visual of the stakeholder
identified challenges and the TxDOT projects currently being
implemented by region to address the categorized challenges.

West Region Port-to-Maritime Port Challenges and
Considerations

The West Region of the Border Region Connectivity Plan encompasses two
border crossing areas: El Paso and Presidio.

El Paso Border Crossings

Texas

Workshop participants shared that Asian cargo processed at West Coast
ports (specifically Los Angeles and Long Beach in California) crosses
through El Paso’s international bridges into Mexico. Similarly, goods and
materials destined for Asia are transported from Mexico through El Paso to
West Coast ports. I-10 is the major corridor used for this trade. The
following commodities cross at El Paso: automotive parts, agriculture
products, household goods, groceries and food, electronics, and meat.
Stakeholders emphasized the importance of I-10 as a trade corridor linking
El Paso to Port Houston but mentioned that very few products from Texas
seaports cross at El Paso into Mexico (Figure 3-31). However, El Paso does
see a lot of cross-dock operations. Maritime containers are also often cross-
docked in port hinterlands before being distributed to the rest of the state.
Arguably, some of these cross-docked cargo may cross in El Paso into

Mexico, but no data are available to track these movements. Similarly,
stakeholders mentioned that in-bond shipments are transported to bonded
warehouses or Foreign Trade Zones (FTZs). FTZs allow manufacturers to
add components/value to products, after which the finished products can
cross the border. This allows manufacturers to save on duties, but these
movements are similarly untracked.

Figure 3-31: Major Texas Corridors Linking El Paso Border Crossings to
Maritime Ports in Texas and Proposed Investments
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https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/5e8d7ac50fd7460c95704982727e95cd/page/Stakeholder-Inputs/

Another consideration from the stakeholders is to invest in alternatives to I-
10 since snowstorms/sandstorms have occurred (from Van Horn to Pecos)
that required trucking companies to seek alternatives. An alternative to I-10
linking to Port Houston is US 90. The stakeholders recommended
investments in US 90 as an alternative to I-10.

Cross-docking is a strategy to reduce inventory costs by transferring freight
from one mode (e.g., truck/rail) to another mode (e.g., truck/rail) at a docking
facility as soon as possible.

Mexico

Figure 3-32 shows the major trade corridors that link Juarez to Mexico’s
Pacific Coast ports. Juarez is linked to the Port of Manzanillo via MEX-45,
MEX-49, and MEX-54D. Juarez is linked to the Port of Lazaro Cardenas vis
MEX-45, MEX-45D, MEX-43D, and MEX-37D.

Stakeholders noted that Mexico's Pacific Coast ports, including Manzanillo
and Lazaro Cardenas, offer viable alternatives to California's ports (i.e., Los
Angeles and Long Beach) for processing cargo from Asia bound for El Paso.
These ports are being considered as potential future links for Texas to
efficiently connect with the Pacific Coast. Currently, while Mazatlan's port
primarily serves tourism, its proximity to automotive manufacturing regions
presents opportunities for growth.

However, several stakeholders raised concerns about Mexican carriers
facing extortion from cartels while navigating southern Mexico. Although
Manzanillo remains a crucial port option, highway security issues loom
large. Often compared to Silicon Valley, Manzanillo has attracted interest
from Asian companies wanting to establish operations there, and yet,
security concerns hinder their progress.

In contrast, Guadalajara has implemented aggressive anti-cartel measures,
making it an attractive place for foreign investment, particularly from
Chinese companies looking to set up operations in Guadalajara and Juarez.
Nonetheless, Juarez's lack of direct flights to Los Angeles hampers its
connectivity and coupled with Guadalajara's proximity to the U.S., is viewed
as a constraint on export capabilities.

Figure 3-32: Major Mexico Corridors Linking Pacific Coast Ports in
Mexico to the Juarez Border Crossings and Proposed Investments
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Regarding rail connectivity, the Chihuahua-Pacific rail route, known as "The
Chepe," connects Chihuahua with Mazatlan/Topolobampo. Unfortunately,
double-stacking rail containers on this route presents challenges due to

vertical height restrictions imposed by approximately 80 rail bridges and 75
to 80 tunnels. The costly and lengthy timelines necessary to address these
constraints discourage potential investors. Stakeholders also see tourism as
potential within the rail sector, sparking discussions about opening certain
routes, like the Chihuahua-Pacific, to tourism; however, financial feasibility
remains a significant hurdle.

Additionally, stakeholders emphasized the necessity for a more direct
connector from Topolobampo to Guadalupe y Calvo (MEX-24 near Paral)
and advocated for a bypass around Flores Magon to link MEX-10 with MEX-
7. These improvements could enhance logistics and efficiency throughout
the region.

Presidio Border Crossings

Texas

Stakeholders were not aware of products from Texas seaports crossing at
Presidio into Mexico. Figure 3-33 shows that US 67 and I-10 are the major
trade corridors that link Presidio to Texas’s maritime ports.

Figure 3-33: Major Texas Corridors Linking the Presidio International
Bridge to Texas’s Maritime Ports
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Mexico

In Mexico, Figure 3-34 shows the major trade corridors that link Ojinaga
to Mexico’s Pacific Coast ports and the recommended investments to
improve connectivity between Mexico’s Pacific Coast ports and Ojinaga.

Figure 3-34: Major Corridors Linking Pacific Coast Ports in Mexico to
Ojinaga and Proposed Investments
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Workshop participants mentioned that Ojinaga is connected to the Port of
Mazatlan via MEX-40 to MEX-49 to MEX-67. This corridor is seen as secure
with no recent security issues being reported. Workshop participants also
confirmed the completion of MEX-30 connecting to MEX-16. Stakeholders
mentioned that the investments in MEX-40 between Mazatlan and Durango
have significantly improved travel times (from six hours to 2.5 hours).
Stakeholders mentioned that MEX-24 provides a potential route option to
link Ojinaga to the Pacific Coast, but security concerns need to be
addressed.

Workshop participants reiterated their interest in connecting Topolobampo
to Ojinaga by rail but acknowledge the challenges due to bridge and tunnel
restrictions that prevent double-stacked rail containers.

Stakeholders recommended the expansion and improvement of the
junction (point known as El Huérfano) to Aldamas on MEX-16 (from Ojinaga
to Chihuahua). Stakeholders also mentioned that MEX-67 from La Mula to
Camargo is in very poor condition. Improved maintenance and widening of
MEX-67 to Ojinaga was recommended. Similarly, investment in MEX-16 and
re-classification of MEX-16 from Qjinaga to Chihuahua was proposed.

¢
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Central Region Port-to-Maritime Port Challenges and
Considerations

The Central Region of the Border Region Connectivity Plan includes the
crossings at Del Rio, Eagle Pass, and Laredo.

Del Rio/Eagle Pass Border Crossings

Texas

Figure 3-35 shows that US 90 and I-10 are the major trade corridors that
link Del Rio to Port of Houston and US 57 and I-10 are the major trade
corridors that link Eagle Pass to Port of Houston. Similarly, US 90 and I-37
and US 57 and I-37 are the major trade corridors linking Del Rio and Eagle
Pass to the Port of Corpus Christi, respectively. According to stakeholders,
the major commodities crossing at Camino Real International Bridge are
automotive parts and beer (e.g., Modelo). The Port of Corpus Christi is,
however, considered important to Eagle Pass, because the port provides an
alternative to Port of Houston and Port of Galveston for automotive
products. The land Port of Eagle Pass wants to enter a partnership with the
Port of Corpus Christi to transport automotive parts.

Stakeholders recommended the expansion of SH 44 to connect the Port of
Corpus to the future I-27 (via US 83 and US 277), 1-35, I-69W, 1-69C, and I-
64 E. One east-west road that connects five interstates. Stakeholders
recommended that I-27 be extended to Del Rio. Stakeholders also noted
that the stop and go traffic on US 277 poses a truck safety concern for oil
and gas carriers.

Stakeholders were concerned that US 90 was dangerous because it is a
narrow, undivided road that has seen increased truck traffic. Stakeholders
recommended that US 90 be upgraded to four lanes. Two towns also
presented concerns along US 90:

» US 90 traverses Castroville. Stakeholders recommended a relief
route for Castroville, because the downtown represents a

bottleneck, but historic bridges (Texas Historic Commission issue)
in the town prevent widening the road through Castroville.

»  Rivers on each side of Uvalde blocks traffic when flooded. A relief
route is needed around downtown Uvalde. Uvalde is also growing
(e.g., because of the airport and junior college) and presents a
bottleneck for commercial traffic.

Finally, US 57 links Eagle Pass to I-10 to Port Houston. Stakeholders
recommended overpasses on US 57 from Eagle Pass to San Antonio to
remove traffic conflicts.

Figure 3-35: Major Texas Corridors Linking Del Rio/Eagle Pass to
Maritime Ports in Texas and Proposed Investments
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Mexico

Figure 3-36 the major trade corridors that link Del Rio and Piedras Negras
to Pacific Coast ports in Mexico and the recommended investments to
improve connectivity between Mexico’s Pacific Coast ports and Del Rio and
Eagle Pass. Del Rio is connected to Port Mazatlan via MEX-29, MEX-57,
MEX-30, and MEX-40. Eagle Pass is connected to Port Mazatlan via MEX-57,
MEX-30, and MEX-40.

Figure 3-36: Major Corridors Linking Pacific Coast Ports in Mexico to the
Del Rio/Eagle Pass Border Crossings and Proposed Inve
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Cargo processed at the Port of Mazatlan and transported by rail must move
south towards Guadalajara and then reroute north towards Monterrey and

the Texas-Mexico border, because there is no east-west rail connection
between Mazatlan and Durango. The terrain in this area is mountainous
which makes the development of a future rail line connection challenging.
Since importers rent ocean containers from shipping companies that need
to be returned empty, a shorter rail route would allow for containers to be
returned sooner, which would save on costs to importers. Stakeholders
mentioned that this lack of rail connection favors the port of Manzanillo
because the port already has direct access to rail lines.

Workshop participants mentioned that five companies in Eagle Pass move
commodities by rail - up to 100 rail crossings/day. The proposed Puerto
Verde Trade Corridor will reroute commercial vehicles and rail around the
urban center of Eagle Pass and be served by the Puerto Verde’s Green Eagle
Railroad. The rail line will be 20 miles long (i.e., one mile on the U.S. side
and 19 miles in Mexico). The U.S. side is all farmland so it is expected that it
will be quick to build the rail line. The Mexican side is an existing coal mining
site, and the rail line will follow the existing ROW owned by the Mexican
government. In the future it is anticipated that Puerto Verde will connect to
a planned port in Sinaloa (approximately 25 miles north of the Port of
Mazatlan).

Laredo Border Crossings

Figure 3-37 shows that I-35 and I-10 are the major trade corridors that link
Laredo to Port Houston. US 59 is an alternative route linking Laredo to Port
Houston via I-10 and to the Port of Corpus Christi via I-37. A meeting with
Port Houston revealed that some automotive parts are moved by truck from
Port Houston and cross at Laredo and El Paso into Mexico. Furthermore, a
workshop participants mentioned that refined sugar shipments were
diverted from April to October from Veracruz to Port Houston.

¢

I Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan

3. Port-to-Port
Connectivity



These sugar shipments previously crossed at the Colombia Solidarity Bridge
and World Trade Bridge (Laredo Bridge 1V) by truck, as well as Eagle Pass by
rail. Consequently, Laredo lost the business to the seaports. This case
arguably demonstrates that the land border to maritime port corridors can
compete with the waterborne corridors.

Figure 3-37: Major Texas Corridors Linking Laredo Border Crossings to
Maritime Ports in Texas and Proposed Investments
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According to stakeholders who attended the October workshop, US 59 is an
important connector between Laredo and Port Houston. All OS/OW loads
from Laredo to Houston use US 59 as the road has OS/OW clearance. US 59
has therefore seen an increase in traffic. US 59, however, traverses a lot of

small towns with many traffic stops along the route. Stakeholders
recommended that US 59 be expanded and upgraded to interstate
standards (future I-69) to connect Laredo to Texas's seaports. Stakeholders
stated that TxDOT has funding for the first 20 miles, but urged TxDOT to
acquire ROW and begin environmental studies now to ensure projects are
shovel-ready when funding becomes available. Specifically, one stakeholder
pointed out that US 59 from Laredo to Port of Houston is not a 4-lane
divided road from Laredo to Goliath. This segment of US 59 needs to be
prioritized for expansion to a 4-lane divided road to relieve pressure on I-35
and I-10 to Houston. Another stakeholder pointed to the need to have
another connector between US 59 and SH 359 to improve
connectivity/safety between Houston and Laredo.

US 59 also connects Laredo to the Port of Corpus Christi (an alternative to
Port Houston) via I-37. Stakeholders participating in the October workshop
emphasized the need for a 4-lane divided US 59 to link Laredo to the Port of
Corpus Christi. Stakeholders also recommend the expansion of SH 44 to
connect the Port of Corpus to the I-69W, I-64C, US 59, and I-35. One east-
west road that connects three interstates. Finally, stakeholders
recommended that ocean-going containers (53 feet) handled at Texas ports
are allowed to be transported by truck into Mexico.

Mexico

Figure 3-38 shows that Nuevo Laredo is well connected by rail to the ports
of Manzanillo and Lazaro Cardenas. When COVID prevented ships from
docking at Los Angeles/Long Beach shipments from Asia were routed
through Lazaro Cardenas to Laredo by train. It is anticipated that future
strikes at California ports could cause similar delays diverted traffic to
Lazaro Cardenas. Laredo and Colombia are also well connected to Mexico’s
Pacific Coast Ports via Mexico’s federal highway system.
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Specifically, MEX-85 (NL-1 in the case of Colombia) and MEX-40/MEX-40D
connect Laredo to the Port of Mazatlan; MEX-85 (NL-1 in the case of
Colombia) and MEX-54 and MEX-54D provide connectivity to the Port of
Manzanillo, and finally MEX-37D, MEX-43D, MEX-57, and MEX-85 (NL-1 in
the case of Colombia) connects to the Port of Lazaro Cardenas.

Figure 3-38: Major Corridors Linking Pacific Coast Ports in Mexico and

Gulf Coast Ports to the Nuevo Laredo/Colombia Border Crossings and
Proposed Investments
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Stakeholders mentioned that both the Ports of Mazatlan and Manzanillo are
receiving increasing volumes of electronics and auto parts from Asia. It was,
however, unclear whether these shipments are transported through the
Texas-Mexico border. Finally, Laredo and Colombia are well connected to
Mexico’s major Gulf Coast Ports (i.e., Veracruz, Tuxpan, Tampico, and
Altamira) via MEX-180D, MEX-80, MEX-83, MEX-85 (NL-1 in the case of
Colombia). Workshop participants mentioned plans to start processing 53-
foot rail containers through Veracruz to eliminate the need for transloading.

Like the workshop participants in Eagle Pass, stakeholders mentioned a
need for an east-west rail connection between Mazatlan and Durango. This
lack of rail connection favors the Ports of Manzanillo and Lazaro Cardenas
because these ports already have direct access to rail lines.
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South Region Port-to-Maritime Port Challenges and Figure 3-39: Major Texas Corridors Linking Rio Grande Valley Border
Considerations Crossings to Maritime Ports in Texas

The South Region of the Border Region Connectivity Plan includes the ports
of entry at Roma, Rio Grande City, Hidalgo, Pharr, Progreso, and Brownsuville.

SRy

Louisiana

Rio Grande Valley Border Crossings

Texas

Figure 3-39 that I-2, I-69C/US 281, I-69E/US 77 and US 59 are the major
trade corridors that link the Rio Grande Valley border crossings to maritime
ports in Texas.

The Port of Brownsville and the Port of Harlingen handle a significant
amount of trade that originates or is destined for Mexico. Both port
authorities can issue permits for the movement of 0S/OW vehicles on
designated state highways.
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» SH 48/SH 4 between the Gateway International Bridge and the
entrance to the Port of Brownsville.

» US 77/US 83 and SH 48/SH 4 between the Veterans International
Bridge at Los Tomates and the entrance to the Port of Brownsville.

Source: Jacobs Analysis, 2025

Permits issued by the Port of Harlingen allow vehicles to travel OS/OW
between the Free Trade International Bridge and the Port of Harlingen.
Specifically, the Port of Harlingen issues permits to cover travel from:

TTI reported the southbound transport of diesel, gasoline, and fuel, mineral
products, and metals from the Port of Brownsville via the Veterans

International Bridge into Mexico in 2023. TTI also reported the northbound » Port of Harlingen east entrance using FM 509, US 77 Business, and FM
movement of plastics and rubbers, food, diesel, gasoline, and fuel from 1846.

Mexico via the Veterans International Bridge to the Port of Brownsville in » Port of Harlingen west entrance using FM 509 and FM 106.

2023. » Harlingen Industrial Park south entrance using FM 509.

» Harlingen Aerotropolis south entrance at Valley International Airport
using FM 509.

S b 3. Port-to-Port
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According to the Port of Harlingen, 90% of Port Harlingen’s cargo is destined
for Mexico

TTI reported the northbound and southbound transport of diesel and
gasoline to and from the Port of Harlingen via the Free Trade International
Bridge from and to Mexico in 2023.

Finally, the Hidalgo County Regional Mobility Authority (HCRMA) has been
issuing permits and administering the OS/OW corridors in Hidalgo County
since 2014. HCRMA-issued permits cover travel on the following roads
(highlighted routes in Figure 3-40):

»

»

»

»

»

Doffin Canal Road between the intersection of Doffin Canal Road and
the Pharr International Bridge and the intersection of Doffin Canal
Road and Spur 29.

FM 2557 (Stewart Road) from US 281/Military Highway to I-2 (US 83)
and FM 3072 (Dicker Road) from Veterans Boulevard to Cesar Chavez
Road.

US 281 (Cage Boulevard) from US 281/Military Highway to Anaya
Road.

US 281/Military Highway from Spur 29 to FM 1015

FM 1015 from US 281/Military Highway to Progresso International
Bridge.

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

»

US 281 between the intersection of US 281 and the Pharr International
Bridge and the intersection of US 281 with SH 336.

SH-336 between the intersection of SH 336 and US 281 and the
intersection of SH 336 and FM 1016.

FM 1016 between the intersection of FM 1016 and SH 336 and the
intersection of FM 1016 and Trinity Road.

Trinity Road between the intersection of Trinity Road and FM 1016 and
the intersection of Trinity Road and FM 396.

FM 396 between the intersection of FM 396 and Trinity Road and the
intersection of FM 396 and the Anzalduas International Bridge.

FM 2061 between the intersection of FM 2061 and FM 3072 and the
intersection of FM 2061 and US 281.

US 281 between the intersection of US 281 and the Pharr International
Bridge and the intersection of US 281 and Spur 29.

Spur 29 between the intersection of Spur 29 and US 281 and the
intersection of Spur 29 and Doffin Canal Road.

There are 47 miles of OS/OW corridors (which includes 12 bridges) in
Hidalgo County.
Figure 3-40: 0S/OW Corridors in Hidalgo County
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Workshop participants stated that project cargo moves at times from Port
Houston to Altamira using US 77. Trucking companies have also used US 77
to move OW loads for Caterpillar and to move wind turbines. Specifically,
wind towers from Matamoros were reported to cross daily at the Free Trade
International Bridge and use US 77 to Port of Galveston and Texas City. It
was estimated that 20% to 25% of the traffic on US 77 is truck traffic.

Stakeholders also stated that some truck traffic uses US 281 and US 59 to
move loads from the Valley to Houston. Truck traffic on US 281 and US 59
linking the Valley to Houston is increasing every quarter. US 281/1-69C, for
example, moves a lot of seasonal fruit and vegetables in November. It is,
however, unclear whether these shipments are destined for a Texas
maritime port. It was estimated that 30% to 35% of the traffic on US 281 is
truck traffic. Stakeholders recommended that US 77 (future I-69E) be built
out to interstate standards between Corpus Christi and Brownsville.
Similarly, stakeholders recommended that capacity (i.e., lanes) on US 281
(future I-69C) be increased to accommodate increased port traffic. Both
these considerations will enhance connectivity between I-2 and the Port of
Corpus Christi, which will open opportunities for cargo to move through
Corpus Christi.

US 281/Military Highway is a heavy-weight corridor in Hidalgo County
(Figure 3-40). Stakeholders recommended that an OW Network be
established, and that legislation is needed to connect the heavy-weight
corridors in Cameron County (i.e., Port of Brownsville and Port of Harlingen
OW corridors) with the heavy-weight corridors in Hidalgo County (TxDOT is
currently conducting a study in collaboration with the Texas A&M
Transportation Institute). Stakeholders also recommended that the permits
issued by the two port authorities and HCRMA be interchangeable among
these networks. Stakeholders mentioned that when SH 4 (a segment of the
Port of Brownsville heavy-weight corridor) was under construction, capacity
was limited to one lane for two years. OW carriers had no other options.

Traffic issues are also experienced at Veterans International Bridge.
Stakeholders stated that Veterans International Bridge has only one lane for
southbound trucks and cars.

Mexico

Figure 3-41 shows that the Rio Grande Valley is well connected by highway
and rail to Mexico’s Pacific Coast ports of Mazatlan, Manzanillo, and Lazaro
Cardenas.

Figure 3-41: Major Corridors Linking Pacific Coast Ports in Mexico and

Gulf Coast Ports to the Rio Grande Valley Border Crossings and
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Reynosa is connected to:

» The Port of Mazatlan via MEX-40D and MEX-40;

» The Port of Manzanillo via MEX-40D, MEX-54, MEX-80, and MEX-54D;
and

» Port of LAzaro Cardenas via MEX-40D, MEX-35, MEX-57, MEX-43D, and
MEX-37D.

Finally, Brownsville is well connected to Mexico’s major Gulf Coast Ports (i.e.,
Veracruz, Tuxpan, Tampico, and Altamira) via MEX-180D, MEX-180, and
MEX-101.

Workshop participants stated that steel shipments from the Port of
Brownsville destined for Monterrey use MEX-2D and MEX-40. Oil tankers
use MEX-101. Northbound automotive coils from Tampico cross at Veterans
International Bridge. Stakeholders mentioned security problems for trucks
traffic traveling southbound on MEX-101. Northbound truck traffic is not
experiencing issues because of CBP. Finally, stakeholders stated that US
281, crossing at the Pharr International Bridge, and MEX-40 is the shortest
route between the Port of Corpus Christi and Torreon, Mexico. Stakeholders
advocated for infrastructure investments in MEX-40 (linking to Reynosa) and
MEX-101 (linking to Matamoros).

Truck drivers leave Matamoros during the day because of San Fernando
cartels.

most maps, but it is a critical route. Stakeholders highlighted that MEX-54
reaches the border as an "alternative route" that is toll-free. Approximately
60% of the commadities transported on MEX-54 consist of produce. The
remaining 40% is miscellaneous goods. Stakeholders recommended that
the mayors of Ciudad Apodaca and Miguel Aleman be included in
connectivity conversations.

A representative from the Port of Matamoros stated that the Port of
Brownsville is currently more efficient for certain exports than the Port of
Matamoros. For example, 1,200 trailers of rock only require one payment
when routed through the Port of Brownsville, instead of multiple filings (e.g.,
1,000 individual files) as in the case of Port Matamoros. Brownsville is
therefore a better short-term option until Port Matamoros is fully
operational. The Port of Matamoros representative advocated for the
expansion of TAM-5 from two lanes to four lanes to connect Port Matamoros
to Matamoros and Reynosa (via MEX-2/2D). TAM-5 is the only route in this
area as it is a peninsula with no southbound roads, leading to a 100km
stretch to the water. A bypass is needed to divert some traffic. The distance
from Port Matamoros to the junction is 62 km, with an additional 20 km to
reach the API. The proposed road from the junction to La Rosita is
approximately 48 km. The proposed project is still in the conceptual phase,
with challenges related to water and road curves that need to be addressed
during planning.

Workshop participants stated that MEX-54 is an important connector for the
Rio Grande Valley. It connects Monterrey to Mier (and MEX-2) and from
Monterrey the Federal Highway system provides connectivity to Mexico’s
Pacific Coast Ports. Stakeholders mentioned that MEX-54 is not shown on

According to the Port of Matamoros, 7,000 to 9,000 petrochemical trailers
already use the Port Matamoros.
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Route T-MEC is a proposed rail corridor from the Port of Mazatlan through
Torreon to Monterrey along MEX-40. From Monterrey the route traverses
Laredo (along NL-1), Tulsa, Chicago before finally connecting to Winnipeg
(Canada). Stakeholders stated that there is a proposal to expand the T-MEC
(“Tratado entre México, Estados Unidos y Canada” known in English as the
USMCA) to include Port Matamoros in the T-Mec corridor. Connecting Port
Matamoros to the T-MEC route will facilitate the movement of goods into
San Antonio via La Rosita, Matamoros. This connection would involve adding
160 km of rail line to connect with the existing infrastructure. Stakeholders
mentioned that Texas would need to realign with the T-Mec route for this to
be feasible, but that the proposed connector would not be ready for full
operation for a few years. Linking the Port of Matamoros to Monterrey via rail
will also enhance the logistics efficiency of moving steel and other imports.
It was stated that the 300 km area around the Port of Matamoros shows the
most potential for enhancing transportation efficiency.

Finally, workshop participants advocated for infrastructure improvements in
MEX-180 and MEX-101, as well as enhanced security to connect the Port of
Altamira with Matamoros.

Future Trends

Several trends seem to suggest that the corridors linking Texas’s and
Mexico’s maritime ports, and the border crossings will become increasingly
important in the future. Some of the arguments include:

»  Alack of investments to address congestion at Mexico's maritime
ports could divert traffic to Texas’s maritime ports that will
subsequently be trucked or railed into Mexico.

» Increased congestion at California’s maritime ports might divert
cargo from Asia destined to the U.S. to Mexico’s Pacific Ports that
will ultimately be trucked or railed into Texas.

» Mexico’s Pacific ports are an alternative to the Panama Canal that
has been experiencing increasing delays due to traffic and water
issues.

»  Nearshoring is also expected to increase maritime shipments that
will cross the Texas-Mexico border.

Figure 3-42 Route T-MEC Rail Corridor
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Region-to-Region Connectivity

This section examines the connectivity challenges between Texas's three
border regions (i.e., West, Central, and South displayed in Figure 4-1 to
identify opportunities for improvement. The West, Central, and South border
regions each encompass portions of multiple TxDOT districts. These regions
were not defined based on district boundaries, but rather on the functional
relationships among key origins and destinations within approximately 100
miles of the Texas-Mexico border. Each region reflects a cluster of border-
crossing activity hubs that are connected by shared supply chains and
primary freight corridors.

Figure 4-1: Study Regions and Adjacent Areas within RBCN
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Source: Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan Study Area, 2025

Identification of the Regional Border Connectivity
Network (RBCN)

As part of the Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan, the RBCN was
designated as the geographic area for transportation performance
measurement and needs assessment in the Texas Border Region. The
RBCN, a subset of the multimodal transportation system in the Texas Border
Region, is crucial for the movements of goods and people within, to, and
through the border region. For details on the network designation process,
reference Appendix D.

The RBCN was developed using a two-phase process: a data-driven analysis
followed by stakeholder input. This approach ensured the network’s
accuracy and relevance. The network focused on two primary themes: the
movement of people and goods and market access and connectivity. Metrics
for these themes are detailed in Appendix D.

In the second phase, TxDOT El Paso, Laredo, and Pharr Districts provided
critical feedback that was used to refine the network. Discussions included
plans, studies, and funded projects, such as US 67, Port-to-Plains Segment
3, and the I-10 Corridor Studies, aligning the RBCN with regional
development priorities and infrastructure goals.

The final RBCN (Figure 4-2) spans 4,958 miles, connecting all 43 counties
within the Texas Border Region. The network includes 1,639 miles of the
network are in the West Region, 1,232 miles in the Central Region, and
2,088 miles in the South Region.
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Figure 4-2: Regional Border Connectivity Network (RBCN)
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Existing Conditions

The study leveraged state border corridor studies and approved local
studies to assess inter-regional travel within Texas’s three border regions. A
baseline conditions assessment, detailed in Appendix D, was enhanced
using updated INRIX, Streetlight, IMPLAN, TREDIS, and telematics data.
This data-driven analysis identified critical POE connectors and border
thoroughfare challenges, focusing on first and last mile facilities. The RBCN
corridor analysis also assessed arterial conditions using local travel demand
models. Findings were reviewed by TxDOT districts and MPOs, with key
performance metrics illustrated in the next figures.

There are currently 3 million people living within the Texas Border Region
with another 10.5 million living within the Mexico Border Region. The Texas-
Mexico Border Region employs approximately 6.6 million individuals, with
approximately 1.5 million of them within the Texas Border Region,
comprising 8% of Texas’ overall employment. Employment growth has
remained positive, putting more pressure on an already strained highway
infrastructure. Figure 4-3 displays a summary of RBCN population and
employment indicators.

Figure 4-3: RBCN Population and Employment Indicators
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The Texas Border Region contributes $125 billion annually to Texas’s
economy, or 7% of the total state GDP. Economic growth is unprecedented,
with a 57.7% increase in the state’s GDP between 2017 and 2022.
Annually, 113.5 million tons of freight, valued at $158.5 billion, pass
through the Texas border. This translates to over 70% of the commodities
between Texas and Mexico passing through the Texas border. Based on
these figures, coupled with year-over-year growth, the current
transportation network cannot adequately support the transport of goods
between the ports at interstate speeds. Figure 4-4 displays a summary of
RBCN economic and freight indicators.
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Figure 4-4: RBCN Economic and Freight Indicators
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The RBCN sees 66 million miles in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) each day, of
which 13.6 million miles (20.5%) is from commercial vehicles. Further,
there were over 78,000 truck trips between each of the three regions over a
six-month period between 2023 and 2024. Border crossings have also seen
an uptick with 32 million passenger vehicle transfers between Texas and
Mexico. There have also been 5.2 million truck transfers between the
borders over a four-year period, showing a 15.5% year-over-year increase.

Figure 4-5: RBCN Traffic Indicators
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The RBCN is primarily a rural network, with 84% of the total lane miles
designated as rural facilities, meaning it provides connectivity to important
facilities like farms, ranches, or other essential infrastructure in sparsely
populated areas of the Texas Border Region. Further, 81% of the RBCN is
classified below interstate design standards, including principal and minor
arterials or collectors, indicating an inability to support higher speeds and
throughput compared to interstate highways. Most roads in the RBCN have
two travel lanes, encompassing 63% of all roads in the West Region, 69% in
the Central Region, and 57% in the South Region.

Of the 1,898 total bridges in the RBCN, 130 (6.8%) are functionally
obsolete, meaning bridges that were built to standards that are no longer
current and are incapable of meeting current traffic demands, with two
bridges (1.54%) considered structurally deficient.

Over a five-year period (2019-2023), there were a total of 194,661 crashes
on the RBCN, of which 15,906 (8%) involved a commercial vehicle. Without
considerable improvements, as designated in this report, the exponential
growth throughout the RBCN, coupled with the network’s current
limitations, may contribute to an increase in the number and severity of
traffic safety incidents.
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Figure 4-6: RBCN Infrastructure Indicators
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Major Routes

Major routes within the Texas Border Region were categorized using TxDOT
Functional Classifications and are displayed in Figure 4-7. Additional details
are provided in Appendix D.

Figure 4-7: Functional Classification, Texas Study Area
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Table 4-1, TxDOT classifies major roadways into six functional » Major Collectors: Roads that funnel traffic from local streets to arterials,
classifications. using signals and speed controls to manage higher volumes. In the
Table 4-1: Roadway Classifications within Study Area Texas Border Region, they cover 2,372 lane miles.

Length (lane » Minor Collectors: Low-capacity roads that balance mobility and land
miles) access, connecting local roads to major routes. They span 2,129 lane
miles and are typically two to four lanes.

Traffic Analysis and Congestion Impacts

This analysis highlights the major routes and their congestion impacts,
Principal Arterial - Other 4,057 providing a comprehensive overview of the current traffic conditions for the
RBCN. According to TxDOT’s Statewide Analysis Model (SAM), Annual

Functional Classification

Interstate 2,794

Principal Arterial - Other Freeways and Expressways 239

Minor Arterial 2,129 . . . . L
Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes are projected to increase significantly
Major Collector 19,073 from 2022 (Figure 4-8) to 2050 (Figure 4-9), particularly along key corridors
Minor Collector 2372 near Presidio, Alpine, Del Rio, Eagle Pass, and Uvalde. This growth reflects
Source: HNTB Analysis, 2025 expanding economic activity, contributing to heightened congestion in these

» Interstates: High-capacity highways that connect multiple states as areas.

part of the national Interstate Highway System. In the Texas Border
Region, I-10, I-20, I-35, and I-37 span 2,794 lane miles, providing
essential freight and passenger routes from POEs to other states.

»  Principal Arterials (Other freeways and Expressways): Major highways
with controlled access, designed for high-speed, long-distance travel.
These roads cover 239 lane miles and connect major cities within the
region.

» Principal Arterials — Other (OPAs): Arterials that link urban centers and
rural hubs, prioritizing mobility for both intra-urban and through traffic.
OPAs account for 4,057 lane miles of connectivity across the region.

» Minor Arterials: Moderate-capacity roads that connect smaller towns
and neighborhoods to major arterials, typically consisting of two to four
lanes. These routes span 2,129 lane miles.
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Figure 4-8: Texas Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) Vo
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Source: TxDOT, Statewide Analysis Model (SAM), 2024.

Key findings from the SAM data analysis reflect growth patterns in traffic,
including impacts on congestion, truck activity, and crash data within the
study area. Significant congestion is observed on key routes, particularly in
urban areas. Truck traffic accounts for 20.5% of the total VMT, with the West
Region having the largest share. Additionally, high crash densities are noted
on major routes, with common causes including failure to control speed,
driver inattention, and unsafe lane changes. Key findings include:

Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

» Major routes like I-10, I-35, I-37, I-69C/US 281, and I-69E/US 77 have
high traffic volumes, exceeding 10,000 vehicles per day.

» The total VMT in the study area is estimated at 66 million miles, with
the South Region accounting for the largest share.

Congestion Impacts
» [-10: Significant congestion between El Paso and San Antonio.
» [-35: High congestion from Laredo to San Antonio.
» [-37: Congestion south of San Antonio.

» US 281 and US 77: High congestion north of the McAllen/Brownsville
metro area.

» Urban Areas: Higher congestion levels within urban areas compared to
rural corridors.
Truck Traffic

» Commercial VMT: Estimated at 13.6 million miles, representing 20.5%
of the total VMT in the study area.

» West Region: Largest share of commercial VMT at 5.3 million miles.
» Central Region: Least amount of commercial VMT at 3.7 million miles.
»  South Region: Significant commercial VMT at 4.6 million miles, with
high demand in the Rio Grande Valley.
Crash Data
» High crash densities on I-10, I-35, I-37, and US 281/US 77.

» Common causes include failure to control speed, driver inattention,
and unsafe lane changes.

» Crashes involving commercial vehicles are more severe and impact
travel time reliability.
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Figure 4-9: Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) Volume, Study Area
2050
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Freight and Goods Movement Bilateral trade, encompassing both
northbound and southbound movements, encompasses a diverse range of
sectors including high-tech, machinery, chemical products, and motor
vehicles. In 2023, the aggregate value of all goods exceeded $450 hillion.
An in-depth visual analysis StoryMap was developed to understand the
intricacies of trade flows between the two nations.

Trade in the Texas-Mexico Border Region is increasingly dominated by
trucks, which accounted for approximately 75% of the region’s total trade

value in 2023 — the highest ratio recorded between 2006 and 2023 (Figure

4-10).

Figure 4-10: Percent of Texas-Mexico Freight Value Transported via
Truck

Source: The Bureau of Transportation Statistics (BTS) TransBorder Freight program, 2024
Over the past two decades, the value of freight movement across the border
region has grown significantly. From 2006 to 2023, Texas-Mexico trade
increased by 147.6%, with 75% of the total trade value carried by trucks in
2023.

As the following figures show, in 2023, 58% of the value of goods crossing
the border were imports into the U.S., while 42% were exports to Mexico
(Figure 4-11). Trade growth has been positive for all but five years between
2006 and 2023, with notable declines only in 2009 (Great Recession) and
2020 (COVID-19 Pandemic). Since 2019, Texas-Mexico trade value has
surged by 33.5%.
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https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/ac9bf9b365f842e29d7316dbbf282b2b

Figure 4-11: Texas-Mexico Truck Freight Flows by Export & Import
Values (in Millions)
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Figure 4-12: Total Texas-Mexico Freight Flows by Value (in Millions) &
Yearly Percent Change
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The top commodities by value crossing the Texas-Mexico border include
electrical machinery, equipment, and parts, along with vehicles other than
railway.1” In 2023, vehicles other than railway emerged as the largest

17 Vehicles other than railway includes a wide range of vehicles and their parts and
accessories. These vehicles are designed for various purposes other than operating on
railway or tramway tracks. Subcategories within this group include tractors, buses, trucks and

commodity group by trade value. The study area also experienced the
highest growth among the top ten commodity groups, with its trade value
increasing by 17.1% from 2022 to 2023.

Figure 4-13: Top Commaodities (by Values in Millions) Crossing Texas-
Mexico border, 2023
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chassis, cranes, vehicle body parts and accessories such as brakes, gearboxes, and axles,
military vehicles, motorcycles and non-motorized cycles, etc.

I Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan

¢

4. Region-to-Region
Connectivity



In 2022, 113.5 million tons of freight traveled by truck on roads within the
Texas-Mexico Border Region. While this represents a slight decline in
tonnage (-4.5%) compared to 2019 (Figure 4-12 and Figure 4-14), the
value of freight increased during the same period.

Table 4-2: Tons of Commodities via Freight Truck, Texas Study Area
2019-2022 (in millions)

Tons of Tons of
Commodities | Commodities | Absolute [Percent
via Freight |via Freight Change
Truck 2019 |Truck 2022
South 70.9 70.4 -0.5 -0.70%
Central 20.0 16.2 -3.8 -19.10%
West 28.0 26.9 -11 -3.00%
Study Area 118.9 113.5 -5.4 -4.50%

Source: Analysis of Transearch Commodity Flow data, 2024

In Texas, the counties handling the highest tonnage of commaodities include
Hidalgo, Webb, El Paso, Cameron, and Atascosa (Table 4-2). Meanwhile, La
Salle, Crane, Upton, Reeves, and Duval counties saw the greatest
percentage increases in tonnage between 2019 and 2022 (Figure 4-14).
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Figure 4-15: Texas Percent Change in Truck Freight Tonnage, 2019- » On the Mexican side of the border, the states of Chihuahua, Coahuila
2022 de Zaragoza, Nuevo Ledn, and Tamaulipas serve as critical corridors for
the movement of people and goods to and from Texas’s southern
border.

» Significant ADT flows in these regions occur along key routes, including
MEX-45: From Judrez to MEX-10 in Chihuahua; MEX-57: From Piedras
Negras to Monclova in Coahuila de Zaragoza; MEX-85: From Nuevo
Laredo to Monterrey in Nuevo Ledn; and MEX-40: From Reynosa to
Monterrey in Nuevo Leon.
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In 2022, the AADT in the study area exceeded 10,000 vehicles per day on
key corridors such as I-10, I-35, I-37, I-69C/US 281, and I-69E/US 77. The
total VMT across these three regions was estimated at 66 million miles,
accounting for 9.3% of Texas's total statewide VMT. VMT reflects the total
miles traveled in a geographic area over a specific period:

» The West Region contributed 23.2 million VMT (35.2%)).

» The Central Region recorded the smallest share with 11 million VMT
(16.6%).

» The South Region accounted for the largest portion, totaling 31.8
million VMT (48.2%).
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Figure 4-16: Texas Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Volume, 2022
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For truck movements, much of the ADT within Texas's border region is
concentrated along major north-south corridors such as I-10, I-35, US 377,
US 90, US 281, US 77, and SH 16, which connect major Texas cities to the
border regions (Figure 4-16).

In 2022, an estimated 13.6 million truck VMT occurred along these routes,
accounting for 20.5% of the total 66 million VMT in the study area.
Regionally, commercial VMT was distributed almost uniformly across the
border region, with 39% in the West Region, 27% in the Central Region, and
34% in the South Region. Figure 4-17 highlights the locations of these
critical infrastructure assets, which play a key role in supporting regional
trade and mobility.

Figure 4-17: Texas-Mexico Border Region Major Crossings
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Roadway Design Impacts on Freight Movements

The design of roadways in the Texas-Mexico Border Region significantly
influences the movement of goods, impacting safety, traffic flow, and the
overall condition of the transportation network.

» Rural Roadways: The South Region has the highest proportion of rural
networks with no access control, a factor that has been demonstrated
to reduce traffic flow and increase the incidents of crashes.

» Urban Roadways: In urban areas, the Central region leads in the

proportion of roadways without access control, which can adversely
affect traffic flow and safety.
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» Medians: Across the Central, South, and West Regions, most roadways
lack medians, which could enhance traffic management and safety.

Freight movement is further challenged by vertical clearance limitations.
Routes with low clearances force commercial vehicles, including oversized
and overweight loads, to divert to alternative roads that may not be
designed to handle larger, heavier vehicles, leading to network damage. In
the study area, 324 bridges have vertical clearances between 14 and 16
feet, while 22 bridges, primarily located in the West Region, have clearances
under 14 feet (Figure 4-18).

Addressing these design limitations is critical for improving the efficiency,
safety, and longevity of the border region’s transportation infrastructure.
Figure 4-18: Critical Vertical Clearance of Study Area Bridges, 2024
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Community and Stakeholder Engagement

Initial core stakeholder engagement began with each of the TxDOT District
offices along the border region District Engineers and staff provided area
technical expertise, knowledge of area funding sources and resources, and
historical knowledge of the development and implementation of past
transportation projects, and future transportation projects.

Stakeholder Engagement Methodology

Stakeholder identification and mapping was compiled using a
comprehensive listing from meetings held between 2019 and 2020. More
than 500 individuals and agencies provided the starting point in each target
city to identify key stakeholders based upon their power, knowledge, and
interest in the planning studies for invitations to approximately 100
individuals in each area for this effort.

Workshops included stakeholders from a range of public and private
entities, such as TxDOT District Offices, municipal governments and
agencies, utilities, international bridges, MPOs, chambers of commerce,
economic development corporations, U.S. federal agencies, railway
companies, border alliances, educational institutions, consul generals,
private industry, and POEs.

Summary of Feedback Results

Atotal of 231 people attended the first round of feedback from cities
including El Paso, Presidio, Del Rio, Laredo, and McAllen, while 208 people
participated in the second round from El Paso, Presidio, Eagle Pass, Laredo,
and McAllen. Figure 4-19 and Figure 4-20 show the locations of the
feedback or considerations for additional roads or areas of interest. A list of
attendees by city for both rounds of stakeholder engagement is available in
Appendix A. The feedback in the second round primarily focused on
providing considerations for addressing unmet needs within the border
region network.
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Figure 4-19: Round One Stakeholder Comments
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For the first round of stakeholder involvement, the South Region provided
more feedback than the West Region, with a higher number of attendees in
the South, ensuring more consistent input. Comments recorded within the
South Region were predominantly placed around the City of Laredo and
corridors abutting the southern border (e.g., US 83).

Figure 4-20: Round Two Stakeholder Comments
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A total of 138 comments were collected in the second round of stakeholder
engagement, with 62 related to Mexico and 79 pertaining to Texas. As
shown in Figure 4-21 participant comments in the second round for Texas
and Mexico combined suggested that connectivity was the primary concern,
with other major concerns including safety/security, capacity, and
operational/technology.
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Figure 4-21: Border Region Stakeholder Input by Category for Texas
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As shown in Figure 4-22, participant comments in the second round for
Texas suggested that connectivity was the primary concern followed by
capacity, technology/operational, and safety/security. The main themes
from each of the workshop locations include the following:

» The El Paso participants perceived the network as reliable, but there
were opportunities to enhance connectivity and amenities.

» Presidio identified operational and infrastructural improvements that
can enhance the regional economy.

» Laredo and Eagle Pass showed new interest in underutilized routes to
increase capacity and connectivity, aiming to redistribute border flows.

» McAllen highlighted policy opportunities for commercial zones and the
influence of new developments on future demand.

Figure 4-22: Texas Stakeholder Input by Category
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As shown in Figure 4-23, The most mentioned roadways on the Texas side
were I-35, US 57, SH 85 and FM 1021.

Figure 4-23: Most Mentioned Texas Roadways by Percentage
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As shown in Figure 4-24 in the second round of workshops, Mexican
participants highlighted safety and security as top concerns, followed by
connectivity, capacity, and operational/technology issues. Key insights
included a lack of connectivity between Mexican states and POEs, the need
for new bypasses and implementation of considerations from the Economic
Corridor or Northern Mexico Plan, calls for enhanced security along key POE
routes, and inconsistencies in highway maintenance between state and
federal roads.

Figure 4-24: Mexico Stakeholder Input by Category
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As shown in Figure 4-25, the most mentioned roadways on the Mexican
side were MEX-85, MEX-2, MEX-57, and MEX-54.

Figure 4-25: Most Mentioned Mexico Roadways by Percentage
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Future Conditions and Trends

Population and Employment Growth Projections

The Texas Border Region is estimated to undergo population and
employment growth with varying speed in different regions. These shifts
present both challenges and opportunities that will require targeted and
strategic investment in transportation infrastructure. This section provides
an overview of the population and employment growth forecasts and their
implications for the region-to-region freight movements.

Figure 4-26: Demographic Shifts and Urbanization in The Texas Border
Region
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Source: Texas Demographic Center, Texas Population Projections 2020 to 2050, 1.0 Migration
Scenario

Regional population growth patterns through 2050 show a clear trend of
urbanization across the Texas Border Region. This demographic shift is
particularly evident around urban centers like El Paso, McAllen-Brownsville,
and along the I-35 corridor between Laredo and San Antonio, as illustrated
in Figure 4-217.

Figure 4-27: Study Area Population in Millions, 2050
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Implications for Region-to-Region Freight Transportation Planning
Freight and passenger traffic generated by urban growth will add pressure
to transportation infrastructure in areas with population clusters such as
around major cities and trade routes. This has significant implications for
freight transportation planning. In the meantime, maintaining adequate
freight connectivity to rural areas remains critical for supporting agriculture,
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energy, and other key industries that form the economic backbone of these
regions. The projected growth patterns suggest a need for differentiated
infrastructure strategies - urban areas will require solutions focused on
congestion mitigation and improved intermodal connectivity, while rural
corridors need targeted improvements to maintain essential freight access
and support evolving industrial needs.Special consideration should be given
to border regions where international trade activities add another layer of
complexity to freight movement patterns.

Figure 4-28: Regional Employment Growth and Economic Drivers
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Employment projections through 2050 reveal robust job growth across the
Texas Border Region, with particularly strong increases in the South and West
Regions. As illustrated in Figure 4-29, the highest concentration of job creation
is expected in counties along major trade corridors and near international
border crossings, where employment in logistics, manufacturing, and
international trade continues to expand.

Figure 4-29: Employment Compound Annual Growth Rate in the Texas
Border Region, 2022-2050
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Implications for Region-to-Region Freight Transportation Planning
Employment growth in counties along the I-35 corridor and rural areas in
the Permian Basin is projected to outpace population growth, driven by
manufacturing, energy, and logistics sectors. This trend underscores the
need for enhanced freight infrastructure to accommodate increased cargo
volumes, particularly in areas where job growth is concentrated outside
major metropolitan centers.

The Border Region Activity and Profiles report further examines commaodity
flow, cross-border truck trips, and major origins and destinations across the
West, Central, and South regions. Appendix D details specific border
crossings and infrastructure assets, with traffic patterns analyzed by road
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functional class to identify capacity enhancement needs. The report also the potential for these technologies to improve freight mobility and safety
considers social and cultural factors, including GDP growth and along major corridors.

employment rates, to provide a comprehensive understanding of the
region’s evolving freight dynamics.

Technology Breakthroughs

The Texas-Mexico Border Region’s transportation landscape is being
transformed and is expected to continue to be heavily impacted by various
emerging technologies, such as connected and automated vehicles, electric
vehicles, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), etc. These technologies

CAV Initiatives in Texas

The Connected and Autonomous Vehicle Task Force was established on
January 22, 20109, to bring together public and private stakeholders to
advance the CAV technologies. The task force’s goal is to utilize this
emerging technology to enhance the efficiency and safety of people and
freight movements. Since then, the Task Force has published various

. . . . L annual | TxDOT Digital Map Database
are poised to reshape regional transportation networks, with implications Truck downloads N « Houses LIDAR survey o
. .. . . . reports and g:g\'a! map for use. o . mauv./\\/ruuf)mcd roads
for infrastructure, mobility patterns, environmental sustainability, and : Upoats s s S g B
white papers, e ciisanin s

economic integration across regions. This section discusses the ongoing

} o outlining and s
development and deployment of key transportation technologies in the identifying v s>
. . . y . . supplement its on-board =
region and how they could impact the region’s transportation planning. the state’s i
Figure 4-30: Connected and Automated Vehicles (CAVs) needs and ponpeng i
— the real world to better
30 Va 9 AV VanY 10 CAV opportunities o ( 3
Autgnomous o= lesting EEE testmg to develop \\ )
Veh!cle (AV) | and and pilots CAV. In S
testing or pilots are for short-  are for passenger or addition to WICD ardoer
pilots have been deployed  /long-haul freight ~ shuttle vehicles the formation o
in Texas vehicles of the Task Force, implementing AV infrastructure, such as deploying
Source: Connected and Autonomous Vehicle Task Force connected signs and establishing a repository of digitized infrastructure

data, is also one of the key strategies proposed in the Texas Freight
Network Technology and Operations Plan. The image on the left

illustrates the components of an AV infrastructure program.
Source: CAV task force meetings and materials, TxDOT

Connected and Automated Vehicles

Connected vehicle technologies are transforming freight operations through
vehicle-to-infrastructure (V2I) and vehicle-to-vehicle (V2V)
communications. These systems enable real-time information sharing
about traffic conditions, safety hazards, and optimal routing, while
supporting applications like freight signal priority and smart work zone
management. The Texas Connected Freight Corridors project demonstrates
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The advancement of autonomous vehicles, particularly in the trucking
sector, presents both opportunities and infrastructure and policy challenges
for Texas's border regions. Multiple AV truck companies are already
conducting testing in Texas, leveraging the state's supportive regulatory
environment and diverse operating conditions. To support this technology,
key freight corridors will require enhanced lane markings, standardized
signage, and strategic locations for autonomous truck terminals where
loads can transfer between autonomous and human-driven vehicles. While
CAV technology can potentially increase roadway safety by reducing the
potential human errors, the integration of CAVs with human-driven vehicles
may create challenges in managing traffic. AVs will need to navigate roads
alongside non-autonomous vehicles, cyclists, and pedestrians, which may
require new traffic rules, road designs, and law enforcement strategies.

Figure 4-31: Electric vehicles (EVs)
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Source: Texas EV Registration Tool, Microsoft Power BI, Accessed November 20, 2024;
Rider 28: Evaluation of Medium-Duty and Heavy-Duty Vehicle Charging Infrastructure and
Capacity, TxDOT, September 2024.; Rider 48

The growth in adoption of EVs in Texas, although mostly in urban/suburban
areas, will require the border regions to advance their electric charging
infrastructure to support the movements of EVs throughout the regions. The
Texas Statewide EV Registration Tool shows that there are currently close to
330 thousand EVs registered in the state, of which 92.9% concentrated in
urban areas including Dallas-Fort Worth, Houston, Austin, and San Antonio.
Even though most of the EVs are registered in the urban areas, it is still
crucial to guarantee the mobility of these vehicles coming to and from the
border, as well as between the border regions. Furthermore, Texas has
become one of the innovation hubs for electric freight traveling, from light-
duty to medium-/heavy-duty trucks. Transportation planning for the border
region should also account for the growing demand for electric trucks,
ensuring that these areas are prepared for future advancements in electric
freight travel.

EV charging infrastructure is unevenly distributed across the border regions,
with the El Paso, San Antonio, and Rio Grande Valley corridors scoring
highest for accessibility, while rural areas like Alpine, Marfa, and Pecos lag.
This gap poses challenges for long-distance EV travel and freight
electrification in the West Region, where limited charging options could
hinder mobility and sustainability goals. Addressing these gaps along key
freight corridors is essential, alongside workforce training to support the
maintenance and operation of electric trucks, creating economic
development opportunities.
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https://www.txdot.gov/content/dam/docs/government/rider-48-report.pdf

Figure 4-32: Accessibility of Public EV Charging Stations Performance
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Future-Proofing the Texas-Mexico Border Region

The management of transportation systems and operations is critical to
ensuring the continued movement of goods and people in the face of
extreme weather events and their impacts on infrastructure. The Texas-
Mexico border, spanning a vast and diverse region, is particularly vulnerable
to a range of extreme weather events, necessitating a transportation system
that is both adaptive and prepared. Also, integrating sustainability measures
across the transportation network is vital to mitigating the externalities
affecting the communities served by the border region transportation
activities.

Recent efforts aim to bolster these capacities. For instance, in 2024, TxDOT
will finalize a Statewide Resiliency Plan, designed to enhance the
robustness of Texas's multimodal transportation system. This plan will align
with other TxDOT initiatives, creating a cohesive framework to address
climate-related challenges. Key investments in the climate resilience of the
Texas-Mexico Border Region will require continuous collaboration between
the U.S. and Mexico. However, achieving this level of coordination is
complex, as it involves reconciling differing priorities, resource availability,
and governance structures. Despite these challenges, enhanced cross-
border cooperation is essential to developing plans and policies that
strengthen critical infrastructure, ensuring the seamless movement of
goods and people.

Priority areas for binational collaboration to prepare for these events
include:

» Business Continuity Planning: Preparing for disruptions in border
transportation operations to minimize economic impacts.

» Disaster Evacuation Readiness: Creating and distributing evacuation
kits and plans tailored to regional needs.

» Infrastructure Protection: Implementing advanced technologies and
strategies to safeguard key transportation assets.

» Supply Chain Resilience: Strengthening the robustness of supply
chains to withstand and recover from extreme events.

Together, these efforts will contribute to a more resilient and sustainable
transportation network, capable of supporting the dynamic needs of the
Texas-Mexico Border Region in the face of evolving climate challenges.

Extreme Weather Event Preparedness

Disruptive incidents from extreme weather events have repeatedly
interrupted cross-border trade and supply chain operations, leading to
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economic losses and delays. The Texas-Mexico Border Region has
experienced a concerning uptick in extreme weather events in recent years,
from hurricanes and tropical storms to winter freezes and powerful
thunderstorms. Additional extreme weather events include drought and
water scarcity, which some parts of the Texas-Mexico Border Region are
expected to see increased rates of in the coming years. With projections
showing decreased annual precipitation of more than 20% by mid-century,
water availability for transportation-related needs, surrounding ecosystems,
and for industry will become even more scarce. Recent extreme weather
incidents and their impact on the network are detailed next.

Table 4-3: Extreme Weather Events and Natural Disasters Identified

Name Description Date

Hurricane Hanna caused widespread

damage in Southeast Texas and

caused power outages in Brownsville. July 2020
As a result, the Port of Brownsville

was closed briefly.

Hurricane
Hanna

Hurricane Laura made landfall in
Louisiana and affected the middle
and northern Gulf Coast of Texas.
Evacuation orders were put in place
for Galveston and Port Arthur. All

Hurricane Laura commercial ports and shipping August 2020
channels closest to the storm's
landfall - (Beaumont, Cameron, Lake
Charles, Orange, Port Arthur and
Sabine) were closed. No border
crossings were affected

Name
Tropical Storm

Beta

Hurricane
Nicholas
Winter Storm
Tropical

Depression
Harold

Hurricane Otis

Description

Tropical Storm Beta caused
significant flooding in the Houston
and Galveston areas.

Hurricane Nicholas caused 100,000

people in the Houston and Galveston
areas to go without power for several
days.

This winter storm that impacted the
El Paso POE.

Tropical Depression Harold caused
20,000 people in Southern Texas to
go without power for several days.

This hurricane caused damage and
triggered landslides in Mexico. It was
categorized as a Category 5 storm.

Date

September 2020

September 2021

December 2022

August 2023

October 2023

Source: The Maritime Executive. July 2020, August 2020, September 2020.; The Texas
Tribune. September 2021; CBS News, 2023

Failing to prepare the border region for extreme weather risks supply chain
disruptions, facility damage, and economic fallout. To enhance resilience,
stakeholders must prioritize comprehensive business continuity planning
and targeted infrastructure investments, including:

» Developing robust emergency protocols.

» Deploying advanced supply chain visibility technologies.

» Fostering collaboration and information sharing among agencies,
businesses, and communities.
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Adaptation to Temperature Changes

Neglecting temperature changes leaves the region vulnerable to disruptions
that could interrupt operations, reduce productivity, and strain critical
infrastructure. Extreme weather projections indicate that Texas will
experience a steady increase in average temperatures in the coming
decades, leading to more extreme heat conditions. Extreme heat and cold
conditions impact physical infrastructure conditions, material standards,
and the need for frequent maintenance.

Average Texas temperatures in 2036 are expected to be:

1.6 °F warmer than the 2000-2018 3.0 °F warmer than the 1950-1999
average average

Source: Office of the Texas State Climatologist, 2020. Assessment of Historic and Future
Trends of Extreme Weather in Texas 1900-2036

Border stakeholders must expand their implementation of measures to
mitigate the impacts of extreme heat, such as enhancing cooling systems
and worker safety protocols. Even as the threat of severe cold diminishes,
maintaining some cold weather readiness remains prudent.

Precipitation and Flood Risk Management

Extreme weather is expected to drive an increase in the frequency and
intensity of extreme precipitation events in the border region, elevating the
risk of damaging floods at border crossings, transportation hubs, and other
critical infrastructure.

Precipitation in the Texas-Mexico Border Region is expected to increase
over the next decade:
2-3% increase in expected
extreme rainfall intensity in 2036,
as compared to 2000-2018

6-10% overall increase in expected
rainfall, as compared to 1950-1999

Source: Office of the Texas State Climatologist, 2020. Assessment of Historic and Future
Trends of Extreme Weather in Texas 1900-2036

Inadequate flood risk management could lead to the inundation of border
facilities, disrupting the flow of goods and people across the border.
Prolonged flooding events may also result in costly infrastructure repairs
and extended service interruptions. For example, insufficient drainage can
have major impacts on the integrity of road infrastructure, especially during
extreme weather events.

Upgrading drainage systems, flood mitigation measures, and early warning
capabilities will be essential to prepare for this growing threat. Developing
robust emergency response protocols to manage the impacts of heavy
rainfall and flooding is also crucial to maintain operational continuity.

Sea Level Rise and Storm Surge Preparedness

Failure to prepare for growing coastal flooding threats risks the inundation
and damage of key border facilities, leading to disruptions that can
reverberate across regional and national supply chains. Coastal
communities in the border region, such as Corpus Christi and Galveston,
face escalating risks from extreme weather events and the associated threat
of storm surge. Projections indicate a doubling of storm surge risk by 2050
due to the elevated baseline created by sea level rise. Stakeholders must
thoroughly assess the vulnerability of critical border infrastructure and
assets in these high-risk areas. Investments in protective measures,
including seawalls, flood barriers, and facility hardening, will be necessary
to safeguard operations against the impacts of sea level rise and storm
surge.

Transportation-Related and Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions

Transportation activities in the Texas-Mexico Border Region generate
emissions that impact the region’s air quality and contribute to overall GHG
emissions. Efforts made throughout Texas in recent decades have helped
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Texas make huge strides in its overall air quality. For example, ozone
concentrations in Texas decreased by 32% from 2000 to 2020. In the
Texas-Mexico Border Region, only one county in Texas — El Paso — has had
violations of the National Ambient Air Quality standards. El Paso shares an
air basin with Ciudad Juarez in the Mexican state of Chihuahua. To address
air quality challenges in the shared air basin, formal cooperation takes place
through the Joint Advisory Committee for the Improvement of Air Quality in
the Paso del Norte Bridge. This binational group is the only one of its kind
along the U.S.-Mexico border and conducts work with others to improve air
quality in the Texas-Mexico Border Region, including academic and research
organizations and all levels of government.

Needs Assessment Results

Needs Assessment Methodology

This section describes the process used to identify and score RBCN based
on their level of need. The methodology incorporates both quantitative data
and stakeholder insights to evaluate corridor performance and determine
which corridors require the most attention.

Needs Assessment Criteria and Thresholds

To evaluate the needs along the RBCN, a set of needs assessment criteria
and thresholds was established, as listed in Table 4-4.

Table 4-4: Criteria and Thresholds Used for Assessing Needs

Goal Criteria

Existing and forecasted volume-to-capacity (V/C)
ratios

Mobility, Reliability, and Travel Time Reliability Index (TTRI)

Connectivity Travel time delays

Route directness and redundancy

Multimodal connectivity

Total crashes, severe crashes, and truck-related

Safety and Security ~ Crashes

At-grade rail crossing incidents

Current design standards (lane width and
shoulders)

Percent lane mileage with two or less lanes

Asset Preservation and Frontage road availability

I .
SEIIEE Pavement conditions
Deployment . . o

Bridge height restrictions

Bridge conditions

Existence of ITS infrastructure

_ Access to historic, cultural, and tourist activities

eI sewlce, EV charging inventory and proximity
Stewardship and A 4 « parking facilti
Sustainability ccess to rest areas and truck parking facilities

Other benefits based on socio-economic factors

Source: HNTB analysis, 2024.
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Scoring and Weighting Methodology

Scoring Based on Quantitative Criteria

Each quantitative criterion is split into three equal groups, or “tertiles,”
based on the range of observed values across all corridors. Appendix D
includes the results of the needs scoring methodology for the region’s
corridors.

If high means “high need”, scoring is:

Lows il

If high means “low need”, scoring is reversed:

When a criterion is either present or not present, it is scored as so:

There is a

Ne nesds 0

need: 1

1. Lowest tertile — the bottom one-third of values
2. Middle tertile — the middle one-third of values

3. Highest tertile — the top one-third of values

Depending on whether “higher” or “lower” values indicate greater need,
scores are assigned as follows:

Higher values = higher need:

Lowest Middle
te tulerels tertile: 2

Highest
tertile: 3

Higher values = lower need:

Lowast Middle
tentilerts tertile: 2

Highest
tertile: 1

Scoring Based on Qualitative Criteria

Some criteria rely on qualitative input, such as stakeholder feedback. These
are generally categorized as low, medium, or high. After determining the
appropriate score (1, 2, or 3) for each criterion, the next step is to assign
weights. This two-step process ensures that each goal and objective within
the study is properly accounted for.

Within-Goal Weighting: Each goal and objective can have multiple criteria.
For example, if the “Mobility, Reliability, and Connectivity” goal has 10
associated criteria, each criterion receives an equal portion of that goal’s
total weight (e.g., 10% each if they are all viewed as equally important
under that goal).

Across-Goal Weighting: Each of the four major goals/objectives in the study
can be assigned an overall level of importance. If all four are considered
equally important, each receives 25% of the total weight. Those 25%
shares are then divided proportionally among the criteria within each goal.
Alternatively, if stakeholders or decision makers believe one goal is more
important than the others, its share can be increased accordingly.
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Figure 4-33 provides a visual illustration of this process. Detailed needs
assessment findings and weighted corridor scores are presented in
Appendix D.

Figure 4-33: Scoring and Weighting Methodology

CRITERIA GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
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Source: HNTB Analysis, 2025

Final Corridor Scores
Once all criteria are scored and weighted, each corridor receives:

» Four individual scores — one for each major goal/objective.
» One combined “final score” — an overall measure derived from the
individual goal/objective scores.

The final scores are then categorized into tertiles to identify corridors with
Low, Medium, or High needs:

» Low Need — Corridors in the bottom 33rd percentile

» Medium Need - Corridors in the middle 34th to 66th percentile

» High Need — Corridors in the top 67th to 100th percentile

Figure 4-34 shows the resulting need designations for each corridor.
Stakeholder feedback (Appendix D) is also used to verify and refine these

designations, ensuring that the final assessment accurately reflects on-the-
ground conditions and community perspectives.

Figure 4-34: Final Needs Assessment Scores
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Source: HNTB Analysis, 2025

Summary of Current and Future Needs

This section summarizes current and future connectivity issues and needs
of the Texas-Mexico multimodal transportation network, which have been
described in detail in sections 4.2, 4.6, and the regional needs scoring
presented earlier in this section. The regional needs scores presented in the
following sections are recalculated exclusively for the region of interest,
resulting in adjusted ranking thresholds.

The regional summaries presented in this section set the stage for
identifying unmet needs and developing strategies and considerations for
improving the border region transportation system.
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Current and Future Needs in the West Region Mobility, Reliability, & Connectivity

Figure 4-35 illustrates the results for the West Region. As shown, US 90, US »  Address traffic congestion on US 385 and US 62.
62, US 385, and US 285 are high-need corridors in both the border region- » Improve services for buses, trains, and cyclists.
wide and regional analyses. However, SH 17, identified as high-need in the » Increase capacity on US 62, SH 349, and RM 1111 to address

border region-wide scoring, is classified as medium-need in the regional

worsening congestion.
analysis, reflecting the localized prioritization approach.

» Mitigate truck route congestion to prevent the avoidance of the most
Figure 4-35: West Corridors Need efficient freight corridors by 2050.

\ (s4) NEW MEXICO

. El'Paso

85}

Asset Preservation & Technology Deployment
» Expand technology upgrades like digital signs, EV support, and
cameras to corridors that do not yet have them.

» Address height restrictions on US 67 and US 90, which limit the ability
to expand in response to increased traffic.

Midland =)
Odessa "

Ciudad
Judrez

» Expand coverage of traffic cameras and other Intelligent
Transportation Systems (ITS) infrastructure.

Economic Competitiveness, Cross-Border Resiliency, & Sustainable
Funding
» Support the recovery of key industries such as high-tech products,
motor vehicles, and industrial machinery supply chains through new
site development.

CHIHUAHUA

West Corridors Need COAHUILA DE

— Low . EpkEaREs Acy » Ensure the RBCN is not disabled so that it doesn’t have a debilitating
Medium - . . . . y .
e impact on national economic security, trade flows, and people’s quality
of life.

0 10 20 40 60 \
- ) Miles ’NA

Source: HNTB Analysis, 2025 Customer Service, Stewardship, & Sustainability
» Increase route accessibility to cultural sites in the West Region to

Safety & Security .
» Improve truck safety on Del Rio’s SL 79, US 62, US 285 near Pecos, support tourism.
areas with low bridge clearance, and at-grade crossings in El Paso. » Expand EV charging infrastructure to meet future demand.

» Create a transportation system that is resilient to extreme heat and
severe drought.
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Current and Future Needs in the Central Region

The regional scoring methodology was similarly applied to the Central
region, with corridor need scores ranked exclusively for this area. Figure
4-36 presents the analysis results for the Central region. A notable
difference between the regional and border-wide analyses is the
reclassification of US 190 and US 277. In the regional analysis, US 190 from
Schleicher County to Crockett County and US 277 from FM 2644 to Eagle
Pass are identified as medium-need corridors, whereas both were classified
as high-need in the border region-wide analysis. This highlights the impact
of localized prioritization on scoring outcomes.

Figure 4-36: Central Corridors Need
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Source: HNTB Analysis, 2025

Safety & Security
» Reduce crash rates on high-risk corridors such as SH 16, US 277, US
57,SL 79, and US 90.

» Improve communication with truck drivers regarding low-clearance
bridges.

» Conduct comprehensive safety assessments and implement targeted
improvements to mitigate future risks.

Mobility, Reliability, & Connectivity
» Address congestion and delays across key corridors.

» Expand lane capacity in select areas, as approximately 69% of lane
mileage consists of two or fewer lanes.

» Enhance multimodal connectivity along North-South corridors.

» Improve infrastructure to accommodate increasing congestion
between Eagle Pass, Del Rio, and San Antonio, where key corridors are
expected to experience significant increases in traffic volume.

Asset Preservation & Technology Deployment
» Upgrade ITS infrastructure to improve traffic management and
mobility.
» Implement technology and engineering solutions to alleviate
congestion and improve travel times.

» Adopt a proactive pavement maintenance strategy to preserve the
region’s currently good road conditions.

Economic Competitiveness, Cross-Border Resiliency, & Sustainable
Funding
» Support the recovery of key industries — including high-tech products,
motor vehicles, and industrial machinery supply chains —through new
site development.

¢
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» Ensure the RBCN remains operational to prevent disruptions to Figure 4-37: South Corridors Need

national economic security, trade flows, and quality of life. = DeTR©0 -
Acufia i X ) D, @
Customer Service, Stewardship, & Sustainability P .3.anle '
» Improve accessibility to EV charging infrastructure along the I-10 and A Pass ‘
SL 79 corridors. Pledrad N 7%
Negras

» Investin housing, traffic congestion relief, and equitable infrastructure
improvements in Val Verde and Maverick counties, which have the

. . . . . COARUILADE Laredo >‘

highest concentration of transportation and warehousing jobs. EARRSOZA  ColombiaNay, 7
Current and Future Needs in the South Region Nueyd 2
In the South Region, US 83 and SH 16 continue to be high need corridors in L?mdo T
both regional and study area-wide needs scoring analysis. In the regional / \ /S;Gr"j‘:de
scoring analysis, some new corridors are identified as high need as opposed o e c‘ity
to the results from the Texas Border Region analysis that identified them as South Corridors Need - i e ¥
medium need. Those corridors are SH 97, US 59, SH 44 from SH 16 to US = ;Zv;mm Camargo ‘ 25
83, US 83 from Laredo to Webb County border, and FM 649. Figure 4-37 — « TAMAULIPAS  1tamoros
shows the result of regional scoring analysis in South Region. - ——

Source: HNTB Analysis, 2025

Safety & Security
» Address safety concerns with targeted measures, particularly focusing
on crash hotspots around McAllen and general speeding issues.

» Mitigate safety risks in the South Region through future programs and
improved driving conditions.

STM 4. Region-to-Region
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Mobility, Reliability, & Connectivity

»

»

»

Reduce congestion on segments with high traffic volumes, particularly
along US 83.

Close multimodal connectivity gaps to enhance regional mobility.

Evaluate the economic impact of the projected traffic volume increase
in the region by 2050.

Asset Preservation & Technology Deployment

»

»

»

Address limited shoulder-width issues which are particularly prevalent
in the South Region.

Incorporate technology solutions to efficiently alleviate congestion and
improve travel times.

Adopt a proactive pavement maintenance strategy to preserve the
region’s currently good road condition.

Economic Competitiveness, Cross-Border Resiliency, & Sustainable
Funding

»

»

Support the recovery of key industries — including high-tech products,
motor vehicles, and industrial machinery supply chains — through new
site development.

Ensure the RBCN remains operational to prevent disruptions to
national economic security, trade flows, and quality of life.

Customer Service, Stewardship, & Sustainability

»

»

Expand and enhance EV charging infrastructure in the South Region,
which currently has the strongest network across the border region.

Plan for future capacity needs in Webb, Hidalgo, Cameron, and
Atascosa counties to accommodate the relatively high concentrations
of transportation and warehousing jobs.

Unmet Needs Assessment

The goal of identifying unmet needs is to inform the strategies,
considerations, and implementation plan which will provide valuable
information to TxDOT in performing the following:

»

»

»

Prioritizing, phasing, and sequencing the program of projects based on
existing and future transportation funding and strategic corridor goals.

Updating statewide and district planning systems, as well as project
tracking tools.

Establishing the planning and programming status for the identified
projects, as needed.

The study utilized a stepwise approach to identify unmet needs as shown in
Figure 4-38.

»

»

»

»

Ranking and Elimination: Corridors were ranked by designation and
needs scores, with those overlapping Future Interstates or the Texas
Trunk Phase 1 System eliminated from further evaluation but still
noted as unmet needs.

Connectivity Tagging: Remaining corridors were tagged based on their
TxDOT Connectivity Network Status, including the Texas Freight
Network, Energy Sector Network, Trunk System, and Strategic Highway
Network, highlighting corridors that serve multiple transportation
objectives.

Funding Review: Corridors with identified needs that are already
funded for construction in the STIP or UTP were removed from further
consideration.

Priority Scoring: Remaining corridors were assessed for their
designation scores and alignment with TXDOT Connectivity objectives.
Corridors with high or medium scores and multiple connectivity
network alignments were prioritized.
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Figure 4-39 and Figure 4-40 provide the resulting corridors and corridor Figure 4-39: RBCN Corridors Selected for Strategic Considerations
segments that advance into the strategic findings phase discussed in TR / AN
Chapter 5. The remaining region-to-region corridors fall into a secondary '

tier (Appendix D) and will receive high-level overarching strategies for
operational and safety improvements.

Figure 4-38: Unmet Needs Methodology
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Source: HNTB Analysis, 2025

STM 4. Region-to-Region

I Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan Connectivity




Table 4-5: RBCN Priority Corridors Selected for Strategic Considerations

Priority Corridors — Unmet

Needs Limits

US 277, US 83 ;t;;ts to Plains Future Interstate (I-

US 59 Future Interstate (I-69)

UsS 281 Future Interstate (I-69

us 77 Future Interstate (I-69)

us 67 Presidio to Fort Stockton

us 9o US 285 to Del Rio to San Antonio

uUs 57 Eagle Pass to I-35

SH 44 US 83 to Corpus Christi

SH 255 Colombiato I-35

SH16 US 83 to San Antonio

SH 173 West San Antonio Loop I-10 to SH
16

SL195 Valley Loop

SL79 Del Rio Loop

SL 480 Eagle Pass Loop

Source: HNTB Analysis, 2025

West Region: Region-to-Region Unmet Border Connectivity
Needs

Figure 4-40 depicts the geographic locations of the West Region corridors
both priority and secondary priority classifications that are included in the
Strategic Findings phase of this report.

Figure 4-40: Corridors Selected for Strategic Considerations
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Central Region: Region-to-Region Unmet Border Connectivity
Needs

Figure 4-41 depicts the geographic locations of the Central Region
corridors, both priority and secondary priority classifications that will be
included in the Strategic Findings phase of this report. For a full list of
tables, reference Appendix D.
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Figure 4-41: Corridors Selected for Strategic Con5|derat|ons

I lol

\ —— zas b £

COAHUILA DE
ZARAGOZA

Unmet Needs
= Priority Unmet Needs

Second Priority Unmet Needs

Source: HNTB Analysis, 2025

‘ It B {
bag )
“ ! _
\
> - 2

X,

/////

South Region: Region-to-Region Unmet Border Connectivity
Needs

Figure 4-42 depicts the geographic locations of the South Region corridors,
both priority and secondary priority classifications that are included in the
Strategic Findings phase of this report.

Figure 4-42: Corridors Selected for Strategic Considerations
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Strategic Stakeholder Findings

The following section presents the recommended infrastructure
improvements derived from the study’s data-driven analysis and extensive
stakeholder engagement.

Through close collaboration with local communities, industry
representatives, and public agencies, the study identified infrastructure
projects aimed at addressing immediate connectivity challenges. To support
and effectively implement these projects, the plan also includes program
and policy considerations designed to promote inclusive stakeholder
engagement, secure funding, and guide investment prioritization. Together,
these considerations offer TxDOT and its partners a strategic roadmap to
enhance connectivity, bolster economic vitality, and improve the overall
transportation experience throughout the Texas Border Region.

Project Considerations

Project considerations address connectivity gaps identified in the Texas-
Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan, focusing on tangible solutions to
improve safety, mobility, and system efficiency. By reflecting the priorities
and insights shared by stakeholders, the proposed projects serve as a
cornerstone for fostering resilient and economically vibrant transportation
networks along the Texas-Mexico border.

First and Last Mile Connectivity Projects

Improving multimodal first and last mile connectivity is critical to ensuring
seamless and efficient movement of people and goods across Texas-Mexico
Border Region. The information presented in Table 5-1 (also visualized in
the Connectivity WebApp) shows specific project considerations for
enhancing infrastructure, transit, active transportation, highways, and
freight rail for the first and last mile in each region. These considerations
aim to alleviate congestion, improve safety, and enhance cross-border

mobility by addressing the unique challenges and opportunities of border
crossing region.

Table 5-1: Project Considerations to Enhance Multimodal First and Last
Mile Connectivity

Mode Considerations

El Paso Region
International e Investin additional processing lanes
Bridges/Crossings (infrastructure) and ANAM/CBP staff.

e Prioritize congestion relief and safety
improvements on major connectors (SL 375,
[-10, US 54).

¢ Improve connectivity, better transit options,
and service times.

Highways

e Provide safe access to bus stops from bridges.

e Provide BRT service to international bridges
Transit (e.g., improve headways and travel times) and
integrate metropolitan and rural transit
service into a seamless fare system.

e Support cost-effective and equitable Transit-
Oriented Developments.

e Provide shaded sidewalks on bridges and
improve sidewalks from bridges to transit

Active stops /other first destinations.

Transportation e Add lighting on the bridges.

e Provide dedicated bicycle lanes for bicyclists
on, from, and to the international bridges.
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Table 5-1: Project Considerations to Enhance Multimodal First and Last
Mile Connectivity (Cont.)

[\ (oY [}

Freight Rail

[ ]
International

Bridge

Highways

Active *
Transportation

Freight Rail

Considerations
El Paso Region

Expand hours of rail operation.

Prioritize safety improvements of at-grade crossings
(specifically, at Zaragoza Road and near Texas Tech
University campus).

Development of West rail bypass project (south of
Samalayuca and connecting at Santa Teresa).

Presidio Region

Implement exit booth for trucks on US 67.
Provie additional parking for transmigrants.
Build USDA inspection facility and hire USDA
inspectors to process agricultural trade.
Establish FTZ in the region.

Prioritize investment supporting trucks (e.g., adding
parking, capacity on bridge, and accommodating
OS/OW loads on US 67).

Investment in safety and roadway visibility
improvements on US 67.

Add shaded sidewalk on bridge and planned bicycle
lane with striped buffer on US 67.

Rail bridge will be operational in 2025. Plan for
additional capacity and future funding as need
arises.

Mode Considerations

Del Rio/Eagle Pass

International
Crossings

Highways

Transit

Active
Transportation

Freight Rail

Reconstruct Lake Amistad Dam.
Construct new international bridge (Acuna II
International Bridge).

Expand the Camino Real International Bridge (i.e.,
two CMV lanes and four POV lanes).

Implement Paisano Program to allow 24-hour
operations at the Eagle Pass POE.

Increase Lake Amistad Dam Crossing hours of
operation.

Invest in (capacity and safety) major connectors
(e.g.,SH239,US 377, US 277, US 57, and US 90).

Invest in FM 1589 connecting to Puerto Verde.
Build SL 480 connecting to US 57 and US 277.

Invest in better infrastructure, additional funding,
additional support services, technology
improvements, and expertise to support public
transportation.

Invest in internet infrastructure to enhance the
security systems on the buses, fare and payment
systems, and drivers’ tablets.

Provide dedicated bhike lanes on international
bridges.

Invest in better bicycle infrastructure, sidewalks,
and shelters or benches at bus stops.

Eliminate at-grade crossings.
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Table 5-1: Project Considerations to Enhance Multimodal First and Last Mode Considerations

Mile Connectivity (Cont.) Rio Grande Valley

Mode Considerations : :
e Extend commercial zone to include Zapata County.

Laredo Region
I BP staffing t i 1
e Implement CBP hours 24/7 for CMVs. e Increase CBP staffing to address congestion, stop

International _ and go traffic on most connectors to international
. Extend SENTRI lanes at Gateway to the Americas . 8
Bridges to process motorcycles bridges.
P N J . e Add capacity/facilities to facilitate increase in
e Add additional connectors between Mines Road . ) )
International southbound inspections.
and I-35. i o )
Bridges e Add CMV-only lanes at existing border crossings.

e Address capacity issues on I-35 (e.g., Mile Marker
8, downtown, Checkpoint); Improve Mines Road
(capacity and safety). _ ,

e Add westbound overpass for trucks to merge on FM *  Replace Gateway International Bridge.

1472 from World Trade Bridge (Laredo Bridge 1V). * Expand Veterans Intemational Bridge at Los

RlETEYS e Add connector between US 59 and SH 359. Tomgtes. :
e Provide truck parking

Expand SH 255 connecting Colombia Solidarit
* P & J e Investin connectors to international bridges (e.g.,

AUERILES Roma Ciudad Miguel Aleman International and
e Continue Loop 20/Quatro Vientos to tie with Outer _ oma Luda |gu§ emgn niernationatan
Highways Anzalduas International Bridge).

e Restore Roma-Ciudad Miguel Aleman International
Suspension Bridge.

Loop.
Prioritize the IBT
e Construct Laredo Outer Loop to serve future Laredo * rroftizethe C | |
Bridge 4/5 e Prioritize East Loop International Trade Corridor

Project.

e Increase bus service reliability and frequency. I 5 ot
e Increase bus service frequency.

e Provide additional funding to support transit

Transit . . e Provide wayfinding signs.

operations. Transit Provide additional funding 1  transit

e Conduct micro-transit feasibility study. * v fea tionatfunding to support trans!
: . . operations.
Active e Obtain better pedestrian and bicycle data. P . R
. . . . _ e Improve sidewalks and wayfinding signs.
Transportation e  Improve sidewalks and bicycle infrastructure. Active ) ) - ;
: Invest in park-and-ride facilities and the regional

Freight Rail Eliminate or reduce fourteen (14) at-grade Transportation pedestrian/bicycle trail network,

crossings in downtown Laredo. Source: Jacobs analysis of existing conditions and stakeholder input solicited in 2024
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Table 5-2: Projects to Enhance Port to Maritime Port Connectivity

. . Region |Highway Considerations ‘
Port-to-Port Connectivity Project
Considerations o Invest in alternatives to I-10 since snowstorms and sandstorms have required trucking companies to
Strengthening highway connections between El Paso use alternative routes.
inland regions and maritime ports is essential for e Investin US 90 as an alternative to I-10 to link El Paso to Port Houston.
improving.freight efﬁdeﬁcy, rgducing congestion, e Expand SH 44 to connect the Port of Corpus to the future I-27 (via US 83 and US 277), I-35, I-69W, I-
and ensuring supply chain resilience. Table 5-2 69C, and I-64E, i.e., one east-west road that connects five interstate corridors.
outlines key infrastructure investments aimed at S Erelm el
enhancing connectivity between key border DelRio/ e Increase capacity on US 277 to eliminate safety concerns of oil and gas carriers.
regions and major maritime ports in Texas. These | gagle e Upgrade US 90 to four lanes or higher and build a relief route around Castroville and around downtown
considerations (also visualized in the Connectivity | pags Ul
WebApp) focus on increasing capacity, upgrading e Build overpasses on US 57 from Eagle Pass to San Antonio to remove traffic conflicts (in linking Eagle
highways to interstate standards, and developing Pass to I-10 to Port Houston.
alternative routes to improve safety, reliability, e Expand US 57 to bypass downtown San Antonio and connect to SH 130 and I-10.
and freight movement efficiency. _ N _
e Expand and upgrade US 59 to interstate standards (future I-69) to connect Laredo to maritime ports in
Additionally, improving highway connections Texas.
between key border regions and ports is essential e Prioritize expansion of US 59 from Laredo to Goliath to a 4-lane divided road to relieve pressure on I-
for supporting trade, reducing congestion, and Laredo 35 and I-10 to Houston.
enhancing supply chain efficiency. Table 5-2 e Add connector between US 59 and SH 359 to improve connectivity and safety between Houston and
highlights priority infrastructure projects aimed at Laredo.
strengthening port-to-port highway connectivity e Expand SH 44 to connect the Port of Corpus Christi to I-69W, 1-64C, US 59, and I-35.
(also visualized in the Connectivity WebApp). _ _ o _
, , . e Build out US 77 (future I-69E) to interstate standards between Corpus Christi and Brownsville.
These considerations focus on expanding o -
. - . . e Increase capacity (i.e., number of lanes) on US 281 (future I-69C) to enhance connectivity between I-2
capacity, alleviating bottlenecks, improving safety, o
. . . and the Port of Corpus Christi.
and developing alternative routes to support truck | Lower Rio , , , o ,
e Establish 0S/OW network by connecting the heavy weight corridors in Cameron County (i.e., Port of
movement and cross-border trade. Grande _ _ _ _ _ ) o
Valle Brownsville and Port of Harlingen OW corridors) with the heavy weight corridors in Hidalgo County.
y ¢ Need additional OW corridors in Hidalgo and Cameron Counties.
e Future East loop project from I-69E (relief route connecting to Veterans International Bridge) is a high
priority.

Source: Jacobs analysis of existing conditions and stakeholder input solicited in 2024
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Table 5-3: Project Considerations to Enhance Port-to-Port Highway

Connectivity
Region

El Paso

Presidio

Laredo

Highway Considerations

Add connector from NM 136 (just north of Santa Teresa) to I-
10.

e Build El Paso Outer Loop to connect with Marcelino Serna to

facilitate CMV processing.
Expand capacity of SH 20 southeast of El Paso (parallel to I-
10) to accommodate traffic diversion during I-10 widening.

Increase attractiveness of US 67 with additional service
stations/garages.

Improve (capacity and safety) US 90 as some stretches are
considered narrow and unsafe. Also add rest stops or
bathrooms along US 90.

Address two railroad crossings with low bridge clearance:
one at Alpine (13’7”) and one just south of Van Horn (14’3”)
which force trucks to use SH 17 north of Marfa to access I-
10.

Improve safety of US 67 from Marfa to Presidio. The road is
narrow and dark, making it dangerous to drive at night.
Widening the highway and adding light fixtures would help
with this issue.

Top priority is Mines Road (FM 1472) - suffers the most
serious congestion between truck crossings.

e Add connectors to I-35 to alleviate traffic on FM 1472 (Mines

Road). Add connectors to I-35 to alleviate traffic on FM 1472
(Mines Road).

Region Highway Considerations \

e Build Outer Loop to connect I-35 to US 83 and the future
Laredo Bridge 4/5. A connection from US 83 to Loop 20 is
also needed.

e If CMV processing lanes are introduced at the Donna-Rio
Bravo International Bridge, connectivity along the SFM 493
(D Salinas International Boulevard) would need
improvements along with connectivity into the planned
projects at SH 495 /SH 68 and/or the IBTC.

¢ Build bypass to the north of Rio Grande City and Roma
(to/from the US 83).

ower Rio e Implement additional OW corridors connecting to Port of
Grande . . |
Valley Brownsville and Port of Harlingen. Connect the heavy weight

corridors in Cameron County with those in Hidalgo County.
e Connect SH 16 with US 83 via FM 755 to San Antonio.
e Add highway capacity to accommodate overweight loads at
Roma-Ciudad Miquel Aleman International Bridge.
e Build connection between SH 68 and FM 493.
e Extend SL 195 to FM 650 to connect to industrial park to

bypass City of Roma.

Source: Jacobs analysis of data and stakeholder input solicited in 2024

Region-to-Region Connectivity Projects

Through the detailed data assessment and performance-based network
prioritization provided in the previous chapter, a several corridors emerged
as top candidates for strategic investment to enhance region-to-region
connectivity. This Study recommends dedicating early-phase investments to
these highest-priority corridors highlighted in Table 5-4.
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Table 5-4: High Priority RBCN Corridors

Limits

Interim

Ultimate

Priority Corridors

US 277, US 83

uS 59
uS 281
us77
us 67

US 90 /US 285

us 57

SH 44
SH 255
SH16

SH173

SH 97/123

SL195
SL79

SL480

Ports to Plains Future
Interstate (I-27)

Future Interstate (I-69)
Future Interstate (I-69
Future Interstate I-69)
Presidio to Fort Stockton

US 285 to Del Rio to San
Antonio

Eagle Pass to I-35

US 83 to Corpus Christi
Colombiato I-35
US 83 to San Antonio

West San Antonio Loop I-10 to
SH16

Southeast San Antonio Loop
(Jourdanton to I-10/SH 130)

Valley Relief Route (US 83 N. of
Romato I-2)

Del Rio Loop US 90 to US 277)

Eagle Pass Loop (US 277 to US
57)

Border Region Served

Central and South

South
South
South
West

West and Central

Central

South
South
South

Central and South

Central and South

South

Central

Central

Widen to Divided Hwy (4Lns)

Widen to Divided Hwy (4Lns)
Widen to Divided Hwy (4Lns)
Widen to Divided Hwy (4Lns)

Maximize Super Two Opportunities

Maximize Super Two Opportunities

Maximize Super Two Opportunities

Widen to Divided Hwy (4Lns)
Widen to Divided Hwy (4Lns)
Widen Undivided Hwy (4Ins)

Widen to 4-lane Expressway

New Location/Existing - Widen to 4lns

New Location Hwy (2-lanes)
Widen Hwy 4 (Ins)

New Location Hwy (2-lanes)

Grade Separation

Grade Separation
Grade Separation

Grade Separation

Min 16' Bridge Clearances

Widen Undivided Hwy (4Ins), Min
16’ Bridge Clearances

Widen Divided Hwy (4lns) Grade

Separation
Grade Separation
Grade Separation

Grade Separation

Grade Separation

Grade Separation

4-In Divided, Grade Separation
4-n Divided (Future Interstate)

4-In Divided (Future Interstate)
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Table 5-5: Regional Connectivity Corridor Key Origin and Destination Types

Border Region Connectivity Served Each of the priority corridors highlighted in the previous table links

Priority MG 3 variety of strategic origins and destinations across the Texas

Corridors Served Border Region. The following table summarizes the types of
regional facilities served by each corridor, illustrating how these
routes support critical trade, travel, and community connectivity.

us 277, US 83 X N/A X Central and South
Figure 5-1 on the next page illustrates the high priority corridors in

US 59 N/A X X South the Texas portion of the Texas—Mexico Border Region along with

US 281 N/A X X South the recommgndegl improvement types — such as new rogdway
segments, widening, and other upgrades — to bolster region-to-

us 77 N/A X X South region connectivity. On the Mexican side, the figure displays the

NA priority corridors as identified in the Plan Mexico document,

=57 N/A X West highlighting areas targeted for investment improvements. Together,

US 90 /US 285 N/A X X West and Central these mapped mprovements prowde g Flear, bmatlona'l strategy
aimed at enhancing border region mobility and supporting

US 57 N/A N/A X et economic growth on both sides of the border.

SH44 X X X South

SH 255 X X X South

SH16 X N/A X South

SH173 N/A X X Central and South

SH97/123 N/A X X Central and South

SL195 X X X South

SL79 X X X Central

SL 480 X X X Central

Source: HNTB analysis, 2025
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Figure 5-1: Priority Corridors, Considerations, & Planned Improvements . i ) ) ) o )
In addition to the strategic considerations for high-priority corridors,

| US Highway 90 US Highway 57 a set of foundational “Core Concepts” is proposed for the entire
US Highway 285

1 K Fﬁ: .W E — RBCN. These core concepts are not limited to high priority corridors;
)

ElPaso, m o ' they also apply to the remaining BRCN, or secondary corridors
58] ) ! ] ﬁﬁ 3] ﬁw ﬁ W ﬂ Yy : ppy. g. , : Yy ,
, ) )| ‘ LY ensuring a consistent, system-wide approach to improvements.
US Highway 67 PORTS TO PLAINS Vy .{lr:: Figure 5-2 illustrates the Secondary Corridors included under this
“INTERSTATE 27"

A A E

broader vision.

- < Presidio SH 255
Improvement Category m aﬁ

%* 1 %
A New Roadways
+| Arterial Upgrade to
Expressway
“io) e i Klngsvnle
aor igening COAHUILADE /
"A" (Divided Road) ZARAGOZA |  SH44
— : [t | [ +
@Aﬁ> Minor Widening 5"“? /ﬁ +
(Undivided Road) .E(“T
#Fau|| Grade Separation or & Browgsville
A interchange W W / Matamoros
SN \
=+ Major Intersection — =
Improvement a SL 195
*H* +
N\ PR%
] v A|A
PN Major Structure
| 79
Add Passenger Service
= fo Railway
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General In into o
== ux Highway 57 I ) | :
N \ e ik *| (==
Future Interstate US R \ 450) A "/ﬁ"
L Highway 59 sl N 9 S N

Source: HNTB and CPCS analysis, 2025
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Figure 5-2: Secondary Corridors

e ﬂh?agsi?? These core concept improvements strive to provide high-quality
NEWMEXICO @ .toilene ©| travel amenities along with operational and safety
et ooy oMidane : ) enhancements that, when implemented together, increase the
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2 i y : e appeal and usage of these routes — ultimately offering more
\p ¥} San Angel - . . : :
R ki e efficient connections throughout the Texas-Mexico Border
\ M=y g7l ligen Temple
\ 7S ForyStockion_
\ ‘\ b3 '. w ~ = I @ . .
N\ E/ TS iyl = & Table 5-6 and Table 5-7 list the recommended improvements,
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Table 5-6: Core Safety and Operational Concept Considerations
Time Improvements

Horizontal Curve Warning Signs
Chevrons

Advisory Speed Limit Signs
Vertical Grade Signs

Curve Blocks View Sign

Install centerline rumble strip
Short (1-3 Years) Install shoulder rumble strip

Passing lane ahead and lane ends merge left
sign
No passing zone signs

Install advanced warning signs for railroad
Crossing

Flashing beacon for railroad crossing

Improve design and application of barrier
systems

Add/Extend Guardrail

Provide Guardrail end treatment
MO Flashing Beacon Signs

Sequential Dynamic Curve Warning Sign

Provide adequate sight distance

Provide lighting at intersections

Time Improvements

Long (>5 Years)

Raised Pavement Markers

Design safer slopes

Provide Turnouts

Superelevation Improvement

High Friction Surface Treatment

Provide dynamic speed feedback system
Add left turn lanes to existing rest areas
Highway Rail Grade Crossing Safety System
Provide Rest Areas

Widen Shoulders (From 6 to 10 feet)
Widen Shoulders (From 4 to 10 feet)
Construct Texas Super 2

Grade Separations

Relief Routes

Source: HNTB Analysis, 2025
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Table 5-7: Core ITS Concept Considerations

Category

Crash

Traffic
Management

Operations &
Maintenance

Emergency
Services

Countermeasures  Hjighway-Rail Crossing Safety

Tool Name/Description Time
Animal Warning Systems Mid

Automated Visibility Warning

hort
Systems Shor
Bicycle Safety Systems Short-term  Short

Pedestrian Safety Systems Short

L
Systems ong

Road Geometry Warning System Short
Speed Warning Systems Short
Work Zone Safety Systems Short

Traffic Management Variable Speed

o L
Limit (VSL) ong
Vehicle Detection Mid
Planned Special Event Management Mid

Systems

Site Management During Rockslides Short

Next Generation 911 Long

Smartphone Applications for First

Responders Mid

Surface . Integrated Weather
ITETEIBEEe Monitoring/Prediction Systems Long
Weather & y
Tourism & Dynamic Message Sign (DMS) Short
Traveler Integrated Traveler Information Mid
Information Systems !
Power and Communication Long
Traffic Surveillance Cameras Long
POE Smart Parking and Other ITS
. Long
Projects
Other Incident Management Support Short
Truck
Trafi :
rafﬂ.c Incident Management Short
Training
Establish Corridor Coordination
Short
Groups

Source: HNTB Analysis, 2025

Several corridor studies have recently been completed across the Texas-
Mexico Border Region, providing dozens of considerations based on
stakeholder feedback, surveys, and site-specific challenges. The
considerations in this Study are further strengthened by these in-depth
findings, ensuring a comprehensive approach to corridor enhancements.
Descriptions and links to the studies are provided in Table 5-8.
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Table 5-8: Detailed Corridor Study Considerations

Year Modes of .
Completed | Transportation Plan/Study Link
. . , Multimodal and
1-10 Texas Corridor Implementation Plan I-10 Corridor TxDOT 2023 Freight I-10 Report
Advisory Committee
. . . Ports-to-
Ports-to-Plains Corridor Interstate Feasibility Plains Feasibilit Report
Study Advisory Committee Report and Segment 3 Corridor Stud y TxXDOT 2020 Roadway Advisory Committee
Committee Report ’ y Executive Summary
Sector 3
Segment 3
. . Multimodal and US 67 Corridor Master
US 67 Corridor Master Plan us 67 Corridor TxDOT 2020 Freight Plan 020120
. . Multimodal and 4
US 90 Texas Corridor Study USs 90 Corridor TxXDOT 2024 Freight US 90 TX Corridor Study
US 57 Corridor Interstate Feasibility Study US 57 Corridor TxDOT 2022 Roadway US 57 Corridor Study
: : 42 i
US 83 Corridor Development Plan Us 83 Corridor TxDOT 2023 Roadway 080423 US 3 Corridor
Development Plan
Source: HNTB Analysis, 202
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https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/statewide/i-10-corridor/i10-report.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/statewide/ports-plains/101520-advisory-committee-report.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/statewide/ports-plains/101520-advisory-committee-report.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/statewide/ports-plains/101520-advisory-committee-executive-summary.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/statewide/ports-plains/101520-advisory-committee-executive-summary.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/statewide/ports-plains/seg%20mtgs/070120-seg3-committe-report.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/elp/us-67/corridor%20master%20plan%202020/020120-US%2067%20Corridor%20Master%20Plan.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/elp/us-67/corridor%20master%20plan%202020/020120-US%2067%20Corridor%20Master%20Plan.pdf
https://www.txdot.gov/projects/projects-studies/statewide/us90-tx-corridor-study.html
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/statewide/us57-corridor/031023-us-57-corridor-interstate-feasibility-study-report.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/statewide/us83-corridor/080423-us-83-corridor-development-plan.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/get-involved/statewide/us83-corridor/080423-us-83-corridor-development-plan.pdf

Program and Policy Considerations

The following policy considerations present key opportunities for TxDOT and
its partners to enhance multimodal connectivity, improve efficiency, and
address critical infrastructure and operational challenges in the Texas-
Mexico Border Region. These considerations are developed based on
findings from needs assessment and augmented and validated based on
stakeholder input.

While these policies offer a roadmap for potential improvements, they do
not represent an exhaustive list of possibilities. Rather, they highlight
strategic areas where targeted interventions — such as border processing
technology enhancements, rail investment coordination, transit service
integration, and freight infrastructure investments — could significantly
improve movement of goods and people in the region. By advancing these
opportunities in collaboration with federal, state, and local partners, TxDOT
can help strengthen the border region’s role as a critical gateway for
commerce and economic growth.

First and Last Mile Connectivity Programs and Policies

This section lists the recommended policies to address border connectivity
needs and challenges related to the first and last miles connections that
serve the international crossings.

Optimize Border Processing and Operations to Reduce Congestion

Stakeholders noted that the stop-and-go traffic on many highway
connectors to international border crossings often stems from processing
delays rather than inadequate road capacity. Investing in border processing
facilities and additional CBP staff could significantly improve travel time
reliability, potentially outweighing the impact of highway upgrades alone.
Stakeholders also highlighted underutilized infrastructure — like closed
processing lanes or limited operating hours — that can hamper cross-border
trade and travel. For instance, the Santa Teresa Crossing in New Mexico

closes at 10:00 p.m., creating a bottleneck for nighttime traffic. One
proposed solution is to establish a binational oversight agency to jointly
manage port-of-entry operations, enhance efficiency, and improve
coordination between U.S. and Mexican authorities.

Actions:
»  Advocating for increased CBP staffing at high-traffic ports and
explore extended or 24-hour operation where feasible.

»  Working with border authorities to ensure all existing lanes are
regularly staffed and better aligned with real-time demand.

»  Establishing a joint U.S.-Mexico agency to oversee port-of-entry
operations, coordinate strategic investments, and streamline
communication.

Roles and Responsibilities:

»  Federal Agencies (CBP, General Services Administration [GSA]):
Assign and manage additional staff, oversee extended or new
operating hours, and coordinate infrastructure improvements at
border crossings.

»  TxDOT and State Partners: Collaborate with federal and binational
entities, integrate border processing improvements into
transportation plans, and track congestion metrics.

» Local and Binational Working Groups: Provide daily operational
feedback, help align investment priorities and facilitate
coordination between the U.S. and Mexico for safety, efficiency, and
project management.
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Case Study: CBP’s Donations Acceptance Program - Infrastructure
& Personal Property Donations

The Donations Acceptance Program (DAP) enables partnerships
between CBP and public and private sector stakeholders to explore and
implement tangible solutions that facilitate trade and address
enforcement challenges. DAP and its underlying legal authorities
enable CBP to accept from stakeholders: (a) real property, including,
but not limited to new facilities, improvement to existing facilities, and
real estate; (b) personal property, including, but not limited to
equipment, technology, product authentication tools, software, and
money for procurement purposes; (c) non-personal services, including,
but not limited to training, operations/maintenance, and the
installation/deployment of equipment and technologies.

Since inception, CBP has entered 47 infrastructure, personal property,
and IPR enforcement agreements, facilitating more than $256 million
in planned and realized investments in U.S. port of entry improvements
and other mission enhancements. Examples of completed and ongoing
projects and partnerships with Texas agencies are listed in Table 5-9.

Table 5-9: Projects to Enhance Port-to-Port Highway Connectivity

Partner Name | Port of Entry Status ‘
Cameron County  Los Indios Land Port of Entry  Completed
Los Tomates Land Port of
Cameron County Completed
Entry
City of Del Rio Del Rio Port of Entry Completed
City of Donna Donna Port of Entry Completed
City of El Paso Ysleta Land Port of Entry Completed

City of Laredo World Trade Bridge

City of Pharr Pharr Land Port of Entry
Paso Del Norte Land Port of

TxDOT
Entry

Anzalduas-

Hidalgo

8 _ Anzalduas Land Port of Entry
International
Bridge Board

Cameron County  Los Indios Land Port of Entry

TxDOT Los Indios Land Port of Entry
Los Tomates Land Port of
TxDOT
Entry
Anzalduas

International
Bridge

Anzalduas Land Port of Entry

Veterans International Bridge
Cameron County
Land Port of Entry

City of Donna Donna Land Port of Entry

City of Pharr Pharr Land Port of Entry

Completed

Completed

Completed

Ongoing Small-Scale
Project

Ongoing Small-Scale
Project

Ongoing Small-Scale
Project

Ongoing Small-Scale
Project

Ongoing Large-Scale
Project

Ongoing Large-Scale
Project
Ongoing Large-Scale
Project
Ongoing Large-Scale
Project

Source: CBP, Donations Acceptance Program - Infrastructure & Personal Property Donations

¢

y 4

Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan

5. Strategic Stakeholder

Findings



https://www.cbp.gov/border-security/ports-entry/resource-opt-strategy/public-private-partnerships/donation-acceptance-program/infrastructure-personal-property-donations

Freight Rail

The study conducted several interviews with Class I Railroad
representatives. They offered several operational and policy considerations
that could address connectivity issues and increase the capacity of cross-
border rail operations. The considerations are as follows:

»

»

»

Proposed policy/process improvements include the harmonizing
of the mechanical inspection process through a reciprocity
agreement, a streamlined process for crossing approvals through
joint scheduling or live coordination, unified cargo processing,
consistent application of rules and regulations among rail crossings,
and international crews to cross trains (thereby eliminating the
need for trains to stop at the international bridge to switch crews). A
seamless border/21° Century border operations are needed.

Proposed technology investments include cameras, people
detection equipment, and scanners to get approvals faster, to
prevent trains from stopping, and to get trains to cross the border
faster.

Proposed operational improvements include a Central Database
capturing all information needed by all agencies in advance of the
train arriving at the border to facilitate obtaining faster approvals for
trains to cross. In El Paso, the Class I railroads interviewed
mentioned that rail capacity can be increased through additional
hours of operation. Trains are currently limited to crossing the
bridges during daylight hours.

Transit

Enhanced coordination between different state agencies and local
communities in Texas, such as Health and Human Services, TxDOT, Veterans
Affairs, and education-related agencies. These agencies often operate in
fragmented ways, and adhere to different regulations, some of which are
federal. This lack of coordination hinders the ability to implement seamless
public transit services, that could benefit from shared resources like joint
insurance, fuel contracts, and compatible scheduling software. It was
recommended that this coordination is driven at the state level, potentially
through legislative action, to ensure that agencies can work together more
effectively; ultimately benefiting the communities they serve.
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Port-to-Port Connectivity Programs and Policies

This section lists recommended policies to address connectivity issues and
challenges between existing border crossings and from border crossings to
Texas and Mexico seaports.

Allow ocean-going containers handled at Texas ports to be transported
into Mexico.

Currently, shipping containers handled at Texas maritime ports cannot be
transported into Mexico without first going through a transloading facility.
Transloading can be a time consuming and costly process where the
transfers of goods require multiple handling tasks which requires labor and
specialized equipment. Storage costs, distance to facilities, fuel, and
availability of equipment are some of the other challenges faced by
importers and exporters when transloading goods. By enabling the
movement of 53-foot containers directly from a maritime port to the
destination in Mexico, and vice versa, shippers and brokers would drastically
reduce supply chain costs by minimizing or eliminating the need for
transloading. Warehousing, storage, and handling costs would be greatly
minimized which in turn facilitates reduced shipping costs.

Actions:
» Permitting organizations in U.S. and Mexico should review and examine
the benefits and challenges of enabling cross-border movement of 53-
foot containers through a feasibility study and/or pilot program for a
select number of shippers and brokers.

» Coordination between CBP, DPS, permitting agencies and maritime
ports to streamline the inspection process of containers from a
maritime port through a border crossing such that additional
inspections may not be warranted — further improving supply chain
efficiencies.

Roles and Responsibilities:

» Industry partners, CBP, local, and regional agencies can develop a pilot
program to test out the efficiencies and challenges of implementing a
53-foot container crossing program where concerns such as traffic
impacts, OS/OW limits, amongst other concerns can be further
examined and validated.

» Industry partners and port operators can provide data on handling
costs, storage costs, and labor costs which can better inform
permitting agencies on the efficiencies of minimized transloading of
53-foot containers.

» CBP, Aduana, and maritime ports can examine a coordinated
inspection effort which minimizes the need for multiple inspections of
53-foot containers.

Stakeholders also recommended that the 0S/OW permits issued by the
two port authorities issued by Brownsville and Harlingen port authorities,
and HCRMA be interchangeable among these networks.

The Port of Brownsville and the Port of Harlingen issue permits for the
movement of OS/OW vehicles on designated state highways. Permits issued
by the Port of Brownsuville allow vehicles to travel 0S/OW between the
Gateway International Bridge or the Veterans International Bridge at Los
Tomates and the Port of Brownsville. Permits issued by the Port of Harlingen
allow vehicles to travel OS/OW between the Free Trade International Bridge
and the Port of Harlingen. HCRMA also issues permits for OS/OW vehicles
on selected routes in Hidalgo County. Despite these provisions, the permits
issued by the two port authorities (Brownsville and Harlingen), and HCRMA
are not interchangeable among these networks. There is therefore a need to
establish an OS/OW network that connects the heavy weight corridors in
Cameron County (i.e., Port of Brownsville and Port of Harlingen OW
corridors) with the heavy weight corridors in Hidalgo County.
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Actions:

» Conduct a needs assessment to quantify the benefits of having an
interchangeable permitting system which minimizes the need for
maintaining and operating multiple payment and accounting systems
for each permitting agency.

» Develop a revenue sharing program that ensures that all participating
permitting agencies are equitably compensated the usage of their
OS/OW corridors by commercial vehicle operators.

» Encourage local support for OS/OW corridors such that community
concerns regarding the movement of 0S/OW goods movement are
adequately addressed.

Roles and Responsibilities:

» TxDQT, port authorities, and HCRMA should examine opportunities to
develop an interoperable permitting system that facilities the
movement of OS/OW goods through major corridors and seamlessly
connects one port to another — be it maritime or border crossing.

Region-to-Region Connectivity Program and Policy
Considerations

Building on the identified infrastructure needs across the three border
regions, this section focuses on the policy and program considerations vital
to ensuring a cohesive and effective approach to region-to-region
connectivity. By aligning strategies, securing resources, and fostering
collaboration among various stakeholders, these considerations create a
framework that not only supports the successful implementation of key
projects but also addresses overarching coordination, funding, and planning
needs. Ultimately, these policies and programs can help TxDOT, and its
partners lay the foundation for a more resilient, equitable, and seamless
transportation network — one that drives continued economic growth and
quality of life along the Texas-Mexico border.

Revisit and Revise the Trunk Highway System Designation Criteria

The Trunk Highway System criteria were established in 1990, and while
they provided a foundational framework for Texas’s transportation network,
they may no longer fully address the state’s rapid growth, shifting population
centers, and the rise in international trade—particularly along the Texas-
Mexico border. As expanding urban areas reduce the overall trunk mileage,
some rural communities risk losing critical connections. Updating the
designation criteria would help align the trunk system with modern travel
demands, better reflect current state and federal funding mechanisms, and
ensure efficient, equitable distribution of resources. Additionally, revisiting
the 11,500-mile cap could maintain or enhance key corridors to meet
evolving connectivity needs statewide.

The process for updating the trunk highway designation would involve
examining current and projected travel patterns, freight flows, and
economic trends, and then aligning revised trunk routes with federal and
state funding opportunities to ensure resources are deployed efficiently. Key
considerations include balancing rural and urban connectivity needs,
navigating any legislative or regulatory hurdles (such as for lifting or
modifying the 11,500-mile cap), and building stakeholder consensus
around updates to the functional classification.

By adopting modernized trunk system criteria and engaging stakeholders
throughout the process, Texas can enhance border region and statewide
connectivity and bolster economic activity. Updated routes would better
match real-world travel demands, allowing more precise targeting of
investments to improve safety, mobility, and trade efficiency.

Actions:
» Build on findings from the recently completed 2024 Texas Highway
Trunk System Study which reviewed the trunk system criteria, policies,
and procedures; assessed trunk system designations; and engaged
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Case Study: Minnesota’s . Trunk Highway System 2024

Trunk Highway System
Update Process
» Minnesota’s experience )
stakeholders and planning partners to obtain input and concurrence to with its Trunk Highway e, 2 M
criteria and system designations. System demonstrates o EA E T - i

how a state can reassess

» Refine designation criteria: Incorporate updated metrics — such as L
and refine its highway

truck volume, cross-border freight traffic, economic development .

opportunities, and state/federal funding alignment — into the Trunk ne.tvx./ork n responsg 10 g 8

System criteria. shlftlhg demggraphlcs, 2 =
evolving traffic patterns, T S N ;

and new economic

drivers. Although the

system is established in statute — like Texas — Minnesota has allowed

for selective additions, turnbacks, and modifications over time.

Through legislative measures and structured review processes, the

» Assess the 11,500-Mile cap: Review the original rationale and explore
whether lifting or adjusting this cap might ensure more comprehensive
statewide coverage, especially in fast-growing or underserved
corridors.

Roles and Responsibilities:

» TxDOT to continue efforts to reform the Trunk System criteria to align state maintains enough flexibility to address emerging transportation
with the agency's current strategic goals. needs without compromising overall system integrity.

» Local & regional agencies can provide localized knowledge about » Inaddition, Minnesota aligns trunk highway updates with broader
transportation needs and growth patterns in border regions, especially funding and planning initiatives. The “Corridors of Commerce”
in rural areas. program identifies and funds key freight and economic corridors, while

» Freight & industry partners can offer insights into border region freight Minnesota Department of Transportation’s (MnDOT) Statewide
movements, truck requirements, and trade-related infrastructure Multimodal Transportation Plan (Minnesota GO) and the 20-year
needs. Minnesota State Highway Investment Plan (MnSHIP) provide a

» Community organizations can also be involved to represent local strategic framework for prioritizing improvements. During the 2021
voices, ensuring inclusive feedback on how potential corridor changes Legislative Session, new requirements for the Capital Highway
impact public safety, mobility, and economic well-being. Investment Plan (CHIP) were enacted, which direct MnDOT to

recommend specific trunk highway segments for removal from the
system, further ensuring that designations remain relevant and
responsive to the state’s transportation needs.

Bi-national Regional Stakeholder Working Groups (BRSWG) Structure for
Connectivity-Focused Collaboration

High-priority corridors and first- and last-mile connections in the border
region face unique congestion, safety, and reliability challenges. These
challenges stem from the interplay of cross-border trade, multimodal
movements of people and goods, and population growth. An Integrated

Source: MnDOT 2023-2032 capital highway investment plan, adopted December 2022
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Corridor Management (ICM)28 -style approach can help address these
issues holistically and data-driven. Rather than forming new committees,
TxDQT can incorporate these efforts into the existing Bi-national Regional
Stakeholder Working Groups (BRSWG) structure, allowing for more
immediate coordination across agencies and jurisdictions without
duplicating organizational efforts.

To do this, TxDOT can adapt the existing BRSWG committees or subgroups
to serve as regional connectivity-focused working groups while maintaining
the current membership and including targeted stakeholders, such as local
port authorities and logistics providers, as needed to enhance corridor
focus. The approach can also follow a phased implementation strategy.
First, regional stakeholder engagement could be conducted by convening
key participants within each of the three border regions under the BNRSC
umbrella. These stakeholders can then identify corridors with the greatest
potential for improvement, informed by the priority corridors identified in
this present Study.

Next, the focus can shift to piloting advanced technologies such as real-time
incident management systems, port gate updates, and border processing
technologies along priority corridors experiencing heavy congestion or
border delay. Integrating these pilots with BRSWG’s ongoing work will
ensure seamless communication and data-sharing practices. Once
successful strategies are identified, they can be expanded to additional
corridors, leveraging BRSWG's established relationships with local, state,
and federal partners. Lessons learned from the pilot sites will also help
refine corridor management practices and standardize protocols.

181CM is an advanced traffic management strategy that aims to optimize the capacity and
efficiency of transportation corridors by utilizing existing and new technologies. ICM involves
coordinating multiple

Actions:
» Coordinate with existing BRSWG efforts to identify state and federal
funding opportunities for technology rollouts and shared data
platforms.

» Address potential challenges such as data privacy, interoperability, and
ongoing stakeholder engagement within BRSWG’s established forums
and governance processes.

» Implement real-time data-sharing and coordinated incident
management to improve travel time reliability.

» Use data-driven insights to guide investment decisions and prioritize
resource allocation.

» Strengthen stakeholder engagement by maintaining alignment and
avoiding unnecessary committee expansion.

» Foster better coordination among agencies and jurisdictions to
efficiently tackle cross-border maobility challenges.

Roles and Responsibilities:

» TxDOT can lead coordination efforts, identify funding opportunities,
and oversee technology rollouts and data-sharing platforms.

» BRSWG would serve as the central governance body for policy
alignment, stakeholder coordination, and issue resolution.

» Federal partners offer funding support, regulatory guidance, and cross-
border collaboration assistance.

» Technology providers develop and deploy real-time data-sharing and
incident management systems.

transportation modes, facilities, and agencies to manage traffic congestion and improve
overall corridor performance.
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» Logistics providers and port authorities contribute operational insights,
participate in pilot projects, and support infrastructure improvements.

» Stakeholders and community representatives provide feedback on
corridor management strategies and ensure local concerns are
addressed.

Enhance Highway Safety and Mobility Through the Development of
Modern Rest Stops

Upgrading existing rest stops and developing new facilities along key east-
west highways in West Texas and north-south routes in central and
southern border regions can significantly boost traveler safety, reduce
fatigue-related crashes, and support freight mobility. Modern, well-
equipped rest stops, featuring ample parking and amenities for both
passenger vehicles and trucks, would improve overall travel efficiency by
giving drivers a safe space to rest, refuel, and receive important travel
information. By strategically placing investments along non-interstate
routes in rural areas, these facilities can also enhance connectivity by
encouraging travelers to use corridors they might otherwise avoid due to
limited amenities.

To bring these enhancements to life, TxDOT and its partners can explore
public-private partnership (P3) models that tap into private-sector expertise
and funding. These partnerships would also require collaboration among
local communities, private businesses, and trucking organizations, ensuring
the investments align with real-world needs and complement broader
transportation goals.

This initiative can also benefit from the establishment of regional working
groups discussed in the previous consideration, as incorporating advanced
technology solutions, such as real-time parking availability, traveler
notifications, and enhanced security features, can help TxDOT actively
reduce congestion and minimize safety hazards. The working groups can

Case Study: Multi-Agency Coordination for the I-69 Trans Texas
Corridor Study

The 1-69 Trans Texas Corridor Study underscores the value of multi-
agency working groups for complex, large-scale transportation
projects. By integrating the 1-69 Corridor with the Trans-Texas Corridor
Plan to create multimodal routes for people, goods, and services, the
project required close collaboration among TxDQT, the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), and multiple resource agencies.

Steering Committee

Multi-Agency Technical Advisory Committee

01 S22

Public Involvement

A preliminary process manual and a Technical Advisory Committee
provided a structured framework for interagency coordination, helping
stakeholders align goals, streamline environmental reviews, and avoid
mid-project revisions. As a result, participating agencies strengthened
their relationships, accelerated decision-making, and mitigated
potential delays.

This case study demonstrates how well-organized committees can
ensure a unified, efficient approach to regional corridor improvements,
ultimately benefiting both transportation agencies and the

communities they serve.
Source: FHWA Case Study Library, IH 69 Trans Texas Corridor Study — Quantm Corridor

Optimization
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also monitor impacts of these investments on crash reduction, and driver
satisfaction to inform adjustments to facility design and technology
deployments.

Actions:

» Identify sites along the priority corridors: TxDOT and its local partners
can rely on data-driven analysis presented in this Plan and findings
from the recent statewide Truck Parking Study to pinpoint highways
and rural corridors most in need of additional or upgraded rest stops.

» Incorporate advanced technologies: Real-time parking availability,
travel notifications, and security monitoring technologies can be
considered to enhance access and use of these facilities.

» Explore funding mechanisms and P3 models: Assessing P3
arrangements can help finance, build, and maintain facilities.
Additionally, TxDOT and regional working groups can investigate state
and local funding opportunities and explore possible revenue-sharing
agreements.

» Engage stakeholders and local communities: Public meetings, focus
groups, and workshops with community leaders, trucking associations,
and local businesses can help gather input on preferred locations,
services, and funding options. Engagement with local agencies can
also streamline permitting processes.

Roles and Responsibilities:

» TxDOT can oversee corridor analyses, site selection, and final approval
of rest stop plans. TxDOT can also help local agencies identify and
pursue state or federal funds and work with legislators and
policymakers to enable conducive P3 environments.

» Local agencies can assist TxDOT with environmental reviews and local
zoning approvals and engage with local businesses to explore P3
opportunities and ensure local resident buy-in.

» Private-sector partners can participate in building and operating rest
stops under specified contractual agreements and/or develop or
provide solutions for smart rets area solutions.

» Local businesses and community organizations can support
consideration of co-locating rest stops with restaurants, shops, or
other amenities to enhance facility appeal.

Focus on Cornerstone Projects

Prioritizing “cornerstone” projects — those that unlock or amplify the
benefits of related initiatives — can significantly accelerate Texas’s overall
transportation improvements. While some interventions may appear
modest in isolation, they can catalyze broader benefits by laying the
groundwork for transit expansion, safety enhancements, active
transportation, and other connectivity goals. For instance, upgrading border
processing technologies may seem like a singular improvement, yet it can
streamline the movement of goods and people across multiple corridors,
reduce wait times, and minimize congestion for both freight and passenger
traffic. This initiative can be bolstered by the work of border region
connectivity working groups previously discussed in this section, which can
coordinate and support the identification and implementation of such high-
iImpact projects.

Actions:
» Conduct a system-wide assessment: Use performance data and
stakeholder feedback presented in this Plan to identify projects with
the potential to enhance downstream initiatives.

» Prioritize cornerstone projects in funding and scheduling: Integrate the

identified high-impact projects into short-, medium-, and long-term
planning documents, assigning them top priority in resource allocation.
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Case Study: Presidio Multimodal Center

The Presidio multimodal facility is located along the north side of Bridge
Street and on the western end of the City of Presidio, adjacent to the POE
facility bearing the city’s name. The entire site is 25.88 acres and has a
range of accommodations for truck parking while also allowing for private
economic development.

The Presidio site is proposed to be developed over two phases. Phase 1
develops the eastern side of the site and the first segment of the internal U-
shaped access road that will serve the entire site. Phase 1 includes a 116-
space two- to four-hour vehicle staging area with a restroom facility.
Adjacent to the staging area is a 1.63-acre parcel designated for private
development. This location for private development is ideal due to the
visual access from Bridge Street. Atemporary gravel parking lot with 230
spaces is proposed for the easternmost portion of the site, next to the
residential neighborhood further to the east. Phase 2 completes the U-
shaped access road, which connects to Bridge Street. The access road is
designed with a queuing lane that extends from the point of exit to the entry
point to mitigate potential truck congestion heading into Mexico.

Phase 2 includes two truck parking lots containing a total of 97 parking
spaces. These lots are located along the western and northern boundary of
the site. The land adjacent to the truck parking is undeveloped, resulting in
minimal disruptions from truck movements.

Within the center of the access drive a 4.14-acre amenity park hosts a
detention pond, walking paths, entry monument/sign, and restroom facility
to provide recreation and comfort for all users. Phase 2 proposes replacing
the temporary gravel parking lot with additional economic development
parcels, increasing the combined economic development opportunity to
4.17 acres.

Source: SFMTA, Presidio Yard Modernization Project, accessed February 2025
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»

»

Develop multimodal support strategies: Coordinate across TxDOT
divisions to ensure cornerstone projects complement different
modes.

Collaborate with border region working groups: Leverage border
region working groups to lead or support cornerstone projects,
particularly those focusing on border region and cross-border
connectivity improvements.

Roles and Responsibilities:

»

»

»

»

»

TxDOT can lead the identification of high-impact, cornerstone
projects using its agencywide robust data and project
prioritization frameworks.

Border region working groups can play a central role in identifying
priority border projects and aligning them with broader
connectivity efforts. These groups can serve as a conduit for local
input, ensuring that improvements reflect on-the-ground needs.

Local agencies and asset owner/operators can help streamline
approvals and regulations to fast-track implementation and work
with residents, businesses, and other stakeholders to gain
support and address potential concerns.

Private-sector partners can contribute expertise on technology
solutions, resource management, and P3 models that can
expedite project delivery.

Private-sector partners can contribute expertise on technology
solutions, resource management, and P3 models that can
expedite project delivery.

Case Study: TxDOT’s Data-Driven Project Prioritization Framework

TxDOT has developed a comprehensive, performance-based framework to prioritize high-
impact transportation projects. The key to this approach lies in the Performance Metrics
Data Integration System (PM-DIS), which preprocesses project information for Decision
Lens — TxDOT’s primary scoring tool within the UTP. This system enables a data-driven,
predictive method for evaluating projects, allowing sponsors to gauge potential
performance outcomes before formal submission. Project selection focuses on metrics
such as safety, system preservation, congestion relief, connectivity, economic development,
and environmental considerations, ensuring alignment with both national and state
planning guidelines.

Stakeholder collaboration underpins TxDOT’s method, with input from MPO directors,
TxDQOT leadership, and subject matter experts helping determine the relative weight of
goals in a Multiple Objective Decision Analysis (MODA) scoring process. By integrating
objective data with professional judgment and allowing for adjustments based on local
conditions, TxDOT continuously refines this framework to keep pace with evolving
analytical capabilities.
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Source: FHWA Case Study Library, A Systems—Based Performance Measurement Framework for Highway Capacity Decision

Making (C02) and TxDOT, Decision Lens Learning Library
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Conduct a study of key industry transportation needs to identify and
prioritize freight improvements, program, and policies

TxDOT and its partners can spearhead a focused, industry-specific freight
access studies to identify critical transportation improvements necessary for
boosting regional economic vitality, particularly for the manufacturing
sectors that depend on efficient, reliable cross-border trade such as high-
tech, machinery, and auto manufacturing. By prioritizing industry needs,
such as freight and workforce mobility, these detailed studies ensure that
high-priority projects receive the attention and funding they deserve.
Conducting such a study along the Texas—Mexico border would give TxDOT
(and its partners) a data-driven roadmap to enhance infrastructure and
connectivity where it counts most.

The present Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan already provides
an overview of key industries that rely on multimodal border infrastructure
for growth, with details available in an interactive StoryMap. These insights
can help TxDOT determine which sectors deserve a deeper dive. By
replicating the best practices from successful freight access initiatives,
TxDOT can strengthen the economic potential of the Texas—Mexico Border
Region and support its long-term prosperity.

Actions:

» Conduct targeted outreach to top manufacturing sectors identified in
the current study to gather detailed data on their freight flows,
workforce commuting, and infrastructure constraints (e.g., border wait
times, congestion points).

» Review existing TxDOT and local plans to see how they address — or
overlook — critical industry-specific needs.

» Determine and prioritize projects (e.g., highway expansions, signal
timing, cross-border rail enhancements) that would yield measurable
benefits for key sectors.

» Assess potential technology deployments (e.g., freight management
systems, real-time traveler information and develop a phased timeline
for recommended improvements and identify relevant funding sources.

Responsibilities:

» TxDOT and its districts can lead and oversee the study design, data
collection, and policy evaluation and coordinate with state and federal
funding bodies.

» Border authorities & local governments can facilitate data sharing and
support cross-jurisdictional initiatives and help implement
infrastructure projects and policy changes.

» Industry representatives can support these efforts through providing
insights on operational challenges and technology needs.
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Case Study: Greater Portland Export Initiative - Portland Region Westside Freight Access and Logistics
Analysis

Portland's economy has historically depended on export industries, serving both domestic and international
markets and generating revenue for the region. The computer and electronics (C&E) industry from Westside
C&E manufacturers is now a key driver of this export economy, representing over half of the region's total
export value. This study, conducted in 2013, aimed to provide recommendations to provide recommendations
on to improve the movement of goods from the C&E industry to Portland International Airport. The illustration
shows the study area with relevant corridors. The study noted that while C&E is the focus for growth, other
industries growing would also |
contribute to C&E’s long-term V. S
growth. This study focused on Y
projects with the potential to

e
significantly improve speed, 'L_j
efficiency, and reliability, and be L*’
feasible for near-term [0

PDX Freight

implementation. The study Consolidation Area

identified three projects that would \( <P

. . . tsi t
benefit the Westside Freight anZsEs.L;,o‘,’,?é’s’“chste, ’
Movement and could be TN

implemented soon. Er 21
Source: Portland Region Westside Freight

Access and Logistics Analysis, Greater Portland Export Initiative, 2013
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A Call for Action

The Texas-Mexico Border Region Connectivity Plan is a clarion call to action,
uniting diverse stakeholders in a shared mission to transform the border
region’s mobility landscape. This plan examined currently planned
transportation projects and analyzed safety, connectivity, and mobility
concerns. It is the product of detailed data analysis, and robust outreach
through stakeholder working groups, and engagement with TxDOT Districts,
ensuring that findings and considerations are grounded in real-world
challenges and opportunities.

This Plan provides a roadmap for sustained, transformative progress in
border region connectivity. By closing the loop with our stakeholders and
integrating findings with the upcoming BTMP update, the Plan lays the
groundwork for a more connected, prosperous future for the entire Texas-
Mexico Border Region.

Continuing engagement with stakeholders: 1t is critical that the dialogue
started with the stakeholders as part of the Texas-Mexico Border Region
Connectivity Plan — from local communities to regional authorities — is
maintained to ensure that evolving needs and emerging priorities are
effectively addressed. Ongoing corridor working groups and technical
committees will serve as the nexus for regular input, status updates, and
course corrections, ensuring that our strategies remain relevant and
responsive.

Informing the BTMP Update: The findings and considerations of this plan
directly inform the ongoing update of the BTMP and will play a pivotal role in
shaping BTMP 3.0. By integrating these insights into the broader BTMP
framework, TxDOT can ensure that approach to border region planning
stays consistent, forward-looking, and aligned with statewide priorities.

Advancing into the Future: This Plan provides essential guidance to TxDOT
and its Divisions, Districts, and other partners for the planning, designing,
funding, and construction of targeted improvements across the Texas-
Mexico Border Region. While improvement limits and planning studies may
evolve with District priorities, funding availability, and other considerations,
the plan document sets a clear vision: a safe, reliable, and high-performing
highway system that connects border region communities to greater
economic opportunities. Recognizing that progressing these considerations
to recommendations and implementation will be a decades-long initiative
with no dedicated funding stream, we emphasize the need for strategic,
collaborative efforts. Each project will compete for resources alongside
statewide initiatives, demanding a balanced approach that maximizes
federal, state, and local contributions.

Figure 6-1: Photos taken at stakeholder meetings and workshops

- TN —

Source: Stakeholder Engagement Events in El Paso and Laredo, 2024
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