
August 20, 2007 ES-1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

In 1999 and 2000, two successive, but 
related, studies were conducted to determine 
the feasibility of establishing a multimodal  

transportation center on the west side of downtown 
San Antonio.  These studies were carried out to 
evaluate sites for the Westside Multimodal Center 
(WSMMC) and develop an implementable plan and 
program to meet community goals and objectives.   

As a result of the studies, a location identified as 
Site 3C, was ranked as the best potential site and 
recommended for implementation.  A primary 
community goal of the project was removal of the 
Buena Vista Street and Commerce Street bridges 
over the railroad tracks, and replacement with 
underpasses, at an estimated cost of $15 million. 
With no funding available to accomplish that goal, 
and with VIA monies stipulated for funding public 
transit rather than infrastructure improvements, the 
WSMMC project was placed on hold. 

In 2004, the Advanced Transportation District 
(ATD) tax was approved by the voters, and VIA 
developed a 10-year plan to guide future transit 
expansion and improvements. The WSMMC is a 
key part of that plan, including a VIA commitment 
of a $10.3 million transit investment in the west 
area.

Among other things, the ATD tax has allowed 
VIA to identify ways to improve regional bus 
service, including development of a Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) system. The BRT network will begin 
with a primary BRT project in the corridor along 
Fredericksburg Road between the Medical Center 
and Downtown employment areas. VIA’s goal is to 
have that BRT corridor operating by 2012, with a 
major BRT stop or terminus in the downtown area, 
one of driving forces for completing this feasibility 
study.

Coinciding with transit goals for San Antonio 
and the west side are plans by the Austin-San 
Antonio Commuter Rail District (ASAICRD) to 
implement a $613 million commuter rail line 
between the cities, with a downtown stop on the 
west side. Such a stop would be San Antonio’s front 
door for commuters traveling between the cities. 

With both BRT and Commuter Rail coming into 
downtown, it is critical to have a common station 
where seamless connections could be accomplished 
between these and other modes. The presence of 
large numbers of commuters coming together in one 
location will create an opportunity for economic 
development, promoting jobs and housing and in 
turn enhancing west side safety. The concentration 
of land uses near transit stations, generally referred 
to as Transit Oriented Development (TOD), is 
intended to be a mixed-use pedestrian oriented 
environment where people can live, work, shop, and 
be entertained within easy access to transit facilities. 
Because access to transit services brings people to 
the station area, the prospect for economic 
development within ¼-mile radius of the station is 
enhanced relative to other land parcels in the market 
area.

With these and other community goals, 
achieving the WSMMC has become central to 
transportation and community development. This 
has resulted in this newly focused effort to 
determine the WSMMC’s actual feasibility, with an 
implementation plan that can be funded in a phased 
approach that engages the resources and 
commitments of many potential partners. 

Feasibility Study Update 

The Westside Multimodal Center Site 
Feasibility Study assesses the feasibility of 
alternative sites for the WSMMC and presents a 
recommended site, conceptual plan, and phased 
implementation program. The Westside Multimodal 
Center will serve San Antonio as the primary hub 
for connecting intercity/local and regional buses, 
and Amtrak and regional commuter passenger rail 
services, as well as taxis, rental cars, bicycles and 
pedestrian access.  This integration of public 
transport services will enable seamless, safe, 
convenient, and reliable passenger transfers 
between the various transportation modes. 

The foundation for this feasibility study update 
was two potential sites, identified in the previous 
feasibility studies for the WSMMC as Site 1 and 
Site 3C.  Site 3C ranked as the best potential 
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site and recommended for implementation. 
Because this site requires costly 
replacement of two railroad overpasses, 
reconsideration of Site 1 transpired since it 
has a similar configuration but with the 
bridges left intact.

 Principal tasks carried out in the current effort 
included revisiting and verifying the components of 
the original site plans, updating the alternatives, 
evaluating the updated options, determining right-
of-way and traffic impacts, identifying land use and 
economic revitalization and development 
opportunities, updating costs and developing a 
phased implementation plan and funding program.  

VIA led the study effort, in close partnership 
with area stakeholders including the Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO), the City of San 
Antonio (COSA), the Austin-San Antonio 
Commuter Rail District (ASAICRD), the Texas 
Department of Transportation (TxDOT), the 
Downtown Alliance (DTA), and the San Antonio 
Mobility Coalition (SAMCO).  Most of stakeholder 
organizations appointed a representative to serve on 
a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) (see 
Appendix A, Stakeholder Coordination) that 
provides oversight, review, and comment on the 
subject effort. 

Coordination with other potential WSMMC 
transit partners, including Greyhound and other 
intercity transit operators, rental car companies, and 
Amtrak took place to understand their needs, and 
develop conceptual plans that would foster their 
participation in project development and funding.   
Attempts were made to coordinate the study with 
the Union Pacific Railroad to understand and 
develop conceptual plans that are compatible with 
their plans and operations; however, it was only 
possible to obtain their limited participation.    

The site plan development and evaluation was 
conducted, starting with the understanding of six 
major community goals and objectives, which 
included:

�x Providing safe, efficient and convenient 
transportation service; 

�x Accommodating all user space needs;  

�x Contributing to the urban design and 
revitalization of the area; 

�x Planning a feasible project based on available 
real estate and a balanced cost, funding and 
phasing plan; 

�x Developing a phased-in plan for 
implementation; and 

�x Maintaining timeline sensitivity. 

Two public meetings were held to present and 
discuss the project with the community and 
numerous stakeholders. The first meeting, on April 
4, 2007, focused on presenting the background and 
status of the project and obtaining community ideas 
and comments on alternatives and issues. At the 
second meeting, held on June 6, 2007, the team 
presented evaluations and responses to community 
input and a recommended plan. During the study, 
individual meetings and presentations were held 
with numerous stakeholders, representing the range 
of interests in the WSMMC, and in transportation 
and development for the west side and the City of 
San Antonio.  Summaries of the two public 
meetings and other agency and public agency 
outreach are included in Appendix A, Stakeholder 
Coordination.

Development and Refinement of Alternatives

Previous studies recommended two locations for 
the WSMMC:  Site 3C (Figure ES-1) and Site 1 
(Figure ES-4). Further examination of these two 
alternatives ranked Site 3C as the best potential 
location for a multimodal center and was 
recommended for implementation. Because Site 3C 
would require costly removal and replacement of 
two bridges with railroad underpasses, Site 1, 
having a similar configuration as Site 3C and with 
the bridges left intact, was re-introduced for 
consideration.

In order to test the two site alternatives against 
current needs, the facility program was updated for 
each of the components.  The revised facility 
program resulted from discussion with various 
transportation providers anticipated to use the 
multimodal center.  These were: 

�x VIA bus, including BRT vehicles 
�x Greyhound/intercity bus 
�x Amtrak 
�x ASAICRD (commuter rail) 
�x Rental cars 
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Figure ES-1: Original Site Alternative 3C (1999 & 2000 Studies)

�x Parking for employees and passengers 

The total area needed for the full facility 
is roughly 215,000 square feet, or 4.95 
acres.

The most significant change in the 
program was an increase in the number of 

bus bays needed for the VIA bus platform, from 10 
to 16, including four bays for BRT buses.  Because 
this was the largest single component in terms of 
area and had little flexibility in terms of layout, it 
was a key factor in the design of each alternative.
Although the other results from the updated 
program were either modest or required no change 
to the remaining components, the two original 
alternatives were no longer valid options. New 
alternatives were developed in coordination with 
VIA staff and the TAC. 

Key Design Assumptions 

In addition to testing the previously developed 
alternatives against the revised facility program, 
four other assumptions were also critical.  First was 
the land available, or thought to be available, for the 
facility.  A second key assumption was the reuse of 
the old railroad station that currently houses the 
City’s Credit Union as a transportation center, in 
keeping with its historic use and design.  This 
historic structure was considered a fixed item and 
served as an additional constraint on possible 
layouts.  A third critical assumption that influenced 
the alternatives - and subsequent evaluation - was 
the ability of the design and available land to meet 
the full program for each component.  The fourth 
critical factor was the efficiency of the layouts for 
each component in terms of adjacencies, passenger 
connections and vehicle circulation.



August 20, 2007 ES-4

Figure ES-2: Site Alternative 3C-1

Figure ES-3: Site Alternative 3C-2

Figure ES-4: Original Site Alternative 1 (1999 & 2000 Studies)

Alternative 3C 

Option 3C-1 (Figure ES-2) replaces 
the Commerce Street and Buena Vista 
Street bridges with railroad underpasses.
Option 3C-2 (Figure ES-3) maintains the 
existing bridges. 

The layout of the multimodal center is identical 
in both options. The decision whether to keep the 
bridges or replace one or both with an underpass is 
independent of the multimodal center’s needs.   

The advantage of Alternative 3C is that it 
consolidates all the transit functions between 
Commerce and Buena Vista streets, creating a 
relatively compact and efficient layout.

The disadvantages of Alternative 3C are: 

�x Both Commerce and Buena Vista streets would 
be blocked at grade; 

�x The historic train station would not be reused 
for transportation purposes; and 

�x Parcels of land with viable businesses on the 
west side of the tracks would need to be 
acquired.
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Figure ES-5: Site Alternative 1-A

Figure ES-6: Site Alternative 1-B

Alternative 1 

Option 1A (Figure ES-5) locates the 
VIA facility, the intercity bus program, the 
rental car program, and a parking structure 
on the south of Commerce Street.  Option 
1B (Figure ES-6) places these facilities to 
the north of Commerce Street.  In both 
options,

the Amtrak and commuter rail platforms are 
identical. The advantages of Option 1A are: 

�x The historic train station would be reused for 
rail purposes; and, 

�x The non-rail components would be consolidated 
between the viaducts. 

The disadvantages of Option 1A are: 

�x The full Greyhound/intercity bus program 
would not be accommodated; 

�x Both Commerce and Buena Vista streets would 
be blocked at grade by rail platforms. 

The advantage of Option 1B is the multimodal 
center is consolidated into a single large block and 
does not require any street crossings by patrons 
when changing from one mode to another. 

The disadvantages of Option 1B are: 

�x The historic Scobey buildings would be 
acquired and demolished; and 

�x Both Commerce and Buena Vista streets would 
be blocked at grade by rail platforms. 

New Alternatives Considered 

Informal evaluation of the revised 3C and 1 
alternatives by VIA and the consultant team led to 
the refinement to those alternatives to avoid 
negative impacts to the historic Scobey buildings 
and to minimize property acquisitions in general. 

A series of new alternatives were developed 
based on these objectives and incorporating and 
refining the best elements from the previous 
alternatives.  The advantages and disadvantages of 
this new set of three alternatives (X, Y, and Z) with 
a total of five variations (X1, X2, Y1, Y2, and Z) 
were identified and evaluated and discussed with 
the VIA staff and the TAC. 

Based on a review of alternatives X, Y and Z, 
portions of different alternatives were refined, 
modified or combined into new Alternatives Y 
(Figure ES-7) and Z (Figure ES-8).  These two final 
alternatives were subjected to a full, detailed 
evaluation.

Alternative Z

Alternative Z remained substantially the same in 
concept to the previous Alternative Z with only 
some fine tuning of the details, including an 
emergency bus exit from the bus platform onto Frio 
Street, and the illustration of vertical circulation 
cores from the parking garage over the bus platform 
to provide connections to the bus platform and the 
VIA program building at the corner of Frio and 
Commerce streets. 

The advantages of Alternative Z are: 

�x Allowances for a full-sized VIA transfer 
facility; 
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�xReduction of land acquisition costs in 
Phase 1;

�x No impact on the historic Scobey 
buildings.

The disadvantages of Z are: 

�x Reduced opportunities for share 
functions;

�x Access between modes would be more difficult; 

�x The front door of non-rail transit components 
face the viaduct; and 

�x The parking garage would be on air rights, 
limiting access and requiring vehicle 
connections from the Commerce and Buena 
Vista street bridges. 

Alternative Y

The advantages of Alternative Y are: 

�” The reuse of the historic train station for 
transportation purposes; 

�” No impact to the historic Scobey buildings; 

�” The Medina street corridor will provide a good 
interface among all modes; 

�” The parking structure would be independent to 
serve all transit users plus adjacent 
neighborhood needs. 

The disadvantage of Y is: 

�” That it requires more costly land acquisition in 
Phase 1. 

Alternative Y offers a strong urban design 
concept with Medina Street and an adjacent plaza 
forming a visual and circulation axis that connects 
all modes.  The forty-foot-deep plaza, extending the 
length of the multi-modal center, provides an 
attractive space for circulation between modes, 
waiting, and convenient pick-up and drop-off, as 
well as opportunities for outdoor cafés and pushcart 
vendors.  The historic train station would once 
again be the hub for all transportation modes.  An 
addition on the rear of the train station would 
provide additional floor area for office-type uses.  

In concept, this allows space for the more public 
components of all other modes to have a presence in 
the rotunda area at the front.  Supporting strong 
urban design connections, Houston Street aligns on 

axis with the train station, perpendicular to Medina, 
Street, providing a potentially strong pedestrian and 
bicycle link with the downtown core.  Finally, 
parking for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) vehicles along 
Medina Street between Commerce and Buena Vista 
streets would supplement the bus platform to 
provide more than the required number of berths. 

Capital and Operating Cost Estimates

In the previous study of the Westside Multi-
modal Terminal which had analyzed and 
recommended Alternative 3-C, the total facilities 
cost was $32,017,536.  This cost included most of 
the components designated for the layout of the site, 
although perhaps in a slightly altered state from 
Alternatives Y and Z now under consideration.  For 
the current effort, the previous cost for Alternative 
3-C was escalated from the 2000 timeframe to the 
2007 timeframe, using an assumed annual growth 
rate that totaled 25% over this period of time.   
These calculations yielded an estimate, in 2007 
dollars, of $60.83 million. 

Using the cost breakdown for the original 
estimate as a basis for the current design 
alternatives Y and Z, new cost estimates were 
developed to account for the entire site development 
including all potential site occupants, public right-
of-way improvements, and private right-of-way 
acquisitions. 

Table ES-1 provides a comparison of 
Alternative 3C with Alternatives Y and Z.  Most of 
the cost differences are due to the new alternatives 
consisting of additional components that fit into the 
same space requirements as the older components. 

Table ES-1 
Preliminary Cost Estimate 

All Transportation Elements
Alternative 3C Alternative Y Alternative Z 

$ 60.83 M* $52.46 M $50.21 M 
Assumptions: 
�x Costs include facilities construction and land in 2007 

dollars 
�x Parking is included 
�x Includes cost of bridge removal*

Because the proposed WSMMC will potentially 
be implemented in phases by individual providers, it 
was requested that the significant components be 
isolated for potential capital cost funding 
allocations. 
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The primary transportation provider will 
be VIA, with a small operations building, a 
large passenger platform, bay parking for 
local buses, BRT, and streetcars and 
significant patron amenities. 

Table ES-2 shows this breakout of 
only the VIA portion for Alternatives 3-C, 

Y, and Z.  It should be noted that right-of-way 
costs, were not originally developed for Alternative 
C.

The added cost of land included in the estimate 
for Alternatives Y and Z, as well as the cost for 
relocating the Commerce Street at-grade railroad 
crossing make Alternative Y the most costly option, 
while Alternative Z is somewhat lower, and 
Alternative 3-C is the lowest shown. 

Table ES-2 
Preliminary Cost Estimate 
VIA Transfer Center Only

Alternative 3C Alternative Y Alternative Z 
$ 6.25 M $12.39 M $7.32  M 

Assumptions: 
�x All costs are in 2007 dollars 
�x The cost estimate for 3C does not include land; the land 

cost is approximately $700,000 in 2007 dollars 
�x Costs for Y and Z include facilities construction, land, 

and infrastructure improvements

Cost estimates were also completed for the 
Intercity Bus, Commuter Rail, and Parking Garage 
components of Alternatives Y and Z.  Each of these 
estimates includes the facilities, site work, and 
right-of-way costs that are necessary to develop 
their unique sites for Alternatives Y and Z.  There is 
no comparison with Alternative 3-C due to the lack 
of specific information in the earlier studies. 

Table ES-3 
Preliminary Cost Estimate 

Other Transportation Elements
Transportation
Element

Alternative Y Alternative Z 

Commuter Rail $3.66 M $7.71 M 
Intercity Bus 
Terminal 

$11.16 M $8.76 M 

Parking Garage $14.41 M $15.00 M 
Assumptions: 
�x All costs are in 2007 dollars 
�x Costs for Y and Z include facilities construction and land

Another cost component not explicitly 
calculated for all elements of the WSMMC is an 

annual operations and maintenance cost.  Since each 
user (VIA, Amtrak, commuter rail, intercity bus) 
has different operations and maintenance 
requirements for their function, it is not possible to 
individually determine each facility’s responsibility.
At the time of this report, not enough information 
was provided by any of the potential users except 
for VIA.  VIA provided a unit cost of approximately 
$17.79 per square foot of facility as being sufficient 
to cover all of their annual operations and 
maintenance costs.  This totals to approximately 
$107,541 annually for their portion of the 
WSMMC.

Traffic Impact Analysis

A major consideration of the study update and a 
concern expressed by the City of San Antonio 
traffic engineering staff was the impact of the 
WSMMC on traffic operating conditions in the area.
For each of the alternatives developed and 
considered, circulation and access were evaluated 
and site plan modifications made to optimize those 
conditions. In the detailed evaluation of the two 
most promising alternative, subjective evaluation 
criteria were applied as a part of the rating and 
ranking process.  Finally, quantitative intersection 
capacity analyses were conducted for the critical 
intersections in the immediate vicinity of the 
preferred WSMMC site and traffic operating levels 
of service (LOS) determined.  Results conclude 
that:

�x The streets and intersections surrounding the 
proposed WSMMC currently operate at a 
relatively high level of service with most 
intersections currently within an LOS A to LOS 
B.

�x Transit vehicle movements within the study area 
will increase by approximately 110 percent by 
2012 assuming intercity bus and rail transit 
programs operate from the WSMMC. 

�x Area development associated with the 
implementation of the WSMMC and increased 
value and activity in the area will result in an 
increase of traffic demands of three percent in 
2012 and 13 percent in 2020.  Approximately 
2.4 percent of the total additional demand is 
attributable to transit vehicles and 97.6 percent 
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attributable to normal traffic growth 
due to increased area activity. 

�x Although the ratio of volume to 
capacity on streets and at intersections 
will increase, levels of service are 
forecast to remain at LOS A to LOS B.  
The only possible exception will be the 
intersection of Buena Vista & Frio 

where the level of service is likely to decrease to 
no less than LOS C. 

�x With development of the WSMMC, 
improvements are recommended as follows: 

�x Improve the intersection geometry and 
signalization of the Buena Vista & Frio 
intersection to permit signalized eastbound 
through and left turn movements from the 
lower level roadway.  Additionally, improve 
the northbound approach of Frio at Buena 
Vista to provide an exclusive (bus only) left 
turn lane and signalization. 

�x Improve curb radii at the intersection of 
Commerce and Buena Vista at Frio, and at 
the intersection of Medina and Commerce. 

�x Extend the lower level roadways of Buena 
Vista across the Union Pacific Railroad 
(UPRR) tracks to replace the east-west 
connectivity that would be disrupted by the 
closure of the Commerce lower level 
roadway across the tracks. 

�x Utilize Medina between Houston and Buena 
Vista as a drop-off area for the VIA program 
activities.  Potentially, this section of street 
could be used for streetcar stops or BRT 
stops to avoid entering the VIA platform 
area.

�x Develop the intersections at Houston and 
Frio and at Houston and Medina as 
pedestrian focal points for access to the VIA 
program area.  A detailed study should be 
performed to determine the impacts of 
signalizing the Houston/Frio intersection. 

�x Improve pedestrian access along Frio from 
University of Texas at San Antonio (UTSA) 
to Martin Street by widening sidewalks, 
where possible, and enhancing intersection 
pedestrian movement. 

�x Recognize the planned bicycle facilities on 
Commerce and Buena Vista and develop 
connectivity between these facilities and the 
WSMMC.

Evaluation of Alternatives and 
Recommendations

The previous sections described the background 
of the WSMMC project, how alternatives were 
developed, refinement of the most promising 
alternatives and their estimated costs, and the traffic 
impacts of each option. All of the effort in 
developing and refining the alternatives was aimed 
at meeting the community’s goals and objectives. 
Public meetings were held on April 4 to present the 
preliminary alternatives and receive feedback, and 
on June 6 to present the results of refining 
alternatives in response to stakeholder questions and 
concerns. The refined plans reflected the input from 
the first public meeting and many individual 
stakeholder meetings. 

Goals and Objectives  

Six goals and objectives were established by the 
stakeholders for the WSMMC. These are: 

�x Safe, efficient and convenient transportation 
service;

�x Accommodate all user space needs;  
�x Contribute to the urban design and revitalization 

of the area; 
�x Plan a feasible project based on available real 

estate and a balanced cost, funding plan and 
phasing plan; 

�x Phased-in plan for implementation; and 
�x Timeline sensitive. 

The evaluation process, criteria and measures 
used to assess each criterion, and the rating scale 
employed to ensure equal consideration of the 
options was established. The recommended 
alternative most effectively meets all of the stated 
considerations and concerns of the stakeholders. 

During alternatives development, stakeholders 
cited the following necessities: 
�x Economic development opportunities; 
�x Site user, pedestrian, and vehicular safety; 
�x Pedestrian, bicycle, and auto accessibility  
�x Existing bridges remain intact; and 

�x Continuing community involvement 
and outreach during the development, 
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evaluation and selection of alternatives, 
as well as in the subsequent 
implementation phases. 

Evaluation Criteria 

Three principles guided the selection 
of evaluation criteria. First, evaluation 
criteria must fully reflect the goals and 
objectives set forth by the Technical 
Advisory Committee (TAC) and the 
public.

Second, they must consider the plans by 
interests that will occupy the facilities, such as 
ASAICRD and Greyhound, and by the City of San 
Antonio. Lastly, the criteria must ensure that 
alternatives are compared on an apples-to-apples
basis.

With these in mind, seven criteria categories 
were identified. These were: 

�x Bus Transit Service 
�x Rail Transit Service  
�x Site Plan and Program  
�x Development and Urban Design  
�x Site Considerations  
�x Roadway and Traffic
�x Capital Costs/Financing

Table ES-4 presents the specific measures that 
were defined to rate the performance of each 
alternative. 

Table ES-4 
Evaluation Criteria 

Bus Transit Service 
�x VIA Fixed Route Bus Access and Circulation 
�x Intercity Bus Access and Circulation 
�x Greyhound Bus Access and Circulation 
Rail Transit Service 
�x Amtrak Platform and Track Configuration and Operation 
�x ASAICRD Platform and Track Configuration and 

Operation 
Site Plan and Program 
�x Meets Space Requirements for: 

�x VIA Bus 
�x Greyhound Bus 
�x Intercity Bus 
�x Amtrak 
�x ASAICRD 
�x Rental Car 
�x Parking
�x Bicycle Facilities 

�x Mode/Operational Adjacency 

�x Passenger/Pedestrian Access and Circulation 
�x Passenger Pick Up/Drop Off Access and Circulation 
�x Parking Access and Circulation 
�x Joint Development Potential 
�x Expansion Flexibility 
�x Ability to Phase the Implementation 
Development and Urban Design 
�x Neighborhood Compatibility Issues 
�x Development 
�x Passenger/Pedestrian Safety and Linkages 
�x Noise/Visual/Air Quality  Environmental Impacts 
�x Historic Building Impacts 
�x Neighborhood Character 
�x Neighborhood Plan 
�x Economic Development/Transit Oriented Development 

Potential 
Site Considerations 
�x Ease of Facility Property Acquisition 
�x Displacement of Businesses 
�x Subsurface Considerations (HazMat, Utilities, 

Archaeological, Historical) 
�x Ease of Track and Platform Property Acquisition 
�x Compatibility with UP Railroad Operations 
�x Affect on UP Railroad Yards and Tracks 
Roadway and Traffic 
�x Effect on Access/Circulation in the vicinity of Site 
�x Roadway Closures 
�x Roadway Capacity 
�x Downtown Connectivity 
�x Effect on Access/Circulation Remote from Site 
Capital Costs/Financing 
�x VIA/BRT Costs 
�x Parking Costs 
�x Intercity Bus Costs 
�x ASAICRD (Commuter Rail) Costs 
�x Amtrak Costs 

The program for the multimodal center includes 
space for the VIA Bus Transit Center, Greyhound, 
Amtrak, commuter rail, rental cars, parking, and 
taxis. Comparison of the alternatives shows that 
both options meet the basic program requirements. 
Both plans can be implemented in phases, provide 
for optional parking garages, and allow for removal 
of the W. Commerce and Buena Vista bridges. 
Neither plan affects the Scobey buildings. Figures
ES-7 and ES-8 illustrate the configurations for 
Alternative Y and Z, which were presented at the 
public meeting on June 6, 2007. 

The key distinguishing features for Alternative 
Y are as follows

�x Focuses on credit union property

�x Provides seamless connection – pedestrian 
friendly
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Figure ES-7: 
Alternative Y

Figure ES-8:
AlternativeZ

�x Provides good interface between all 
modes

�x Separates access of modes – buses  

The disadvantages of Alternative Z are: 

�x No central focus 

�x Reduces opportunity to share functions 

�x Concentrates and mixes access of 
modes

A key distinguishing feature between 
Alternative Y and Z is the separation of modes in 
Alternative Y in comparison to the concentration of 
modes in Alternative Z. This is reflected in the 
detailed evaluations which highlight the advantage 
of Alternative Y in access and circulation for VIA 
and Intercity buses, and in general access and 
circulation in the vicinity of the sites. Where 
Alternative Z has no effect on road closures, 
Alternative Y will eliminate east west movement on 
the lower level roadways of Commerce Street. 
These contrasts are further discussed in the Traffic 
Impact Analysis chapter of this report. 

In Alternative Y, there are good relationships 
among the modes. This alternative maximizes 
pedestrian separation from buses, and provides a 
pedestrian focal point via Medina and Houston 
Streets. Alternative Y is also stronger than 
Alternative Z in providing accessibility to parking, 
and curbside access on Medina Street minimizing 
vehicular conflict and providing direct paths to all 
platforms. 

In terms of Development and Urban Design, 
Alternative Y provides strong visual connections 
and a wide linear sidewalk between all modes in 
comparison with Alternative Z. Alternative Y also 
creates an active edge along several blocks of the 
west side of Medina Street, and adds potential for 
activity and people in the neighborhood. While 
Alternative Y does not impact historic buildings, 
Alternative Z offers the potential for reuse of 
historic structures. 

The plans for Alternatives Y and Z both provide 
conceptual track and platform configurations for 
future Amtrak and Commuter Rail Services. These 
configurations incorporate the physical and 
operational requirements specified by Amtrak and 
ASAICRD respectively; however, these 
configurations may intrude on the UP yard, and 
providing an alternative site for that facility will be 
difficult. Most of the property required for these 
facilities is readily available. Further development 
of these services, their operations and interaction 
with freight rail movements, and acquisition of the 
balance of required property, will require close 
coordination among Amtrak, ASAICRD and the 
Union Pacific Railroad. 

Applying the 1 to 5 rating scale to each 
measure, for each alternative, results in the 
summary ratings shown in Table ES-5. The rating 
for Alternative Y is 120 and for Alternative Z, 107, 
out of a total possible score of 210 points.  The 
complete set of ratings for both alternatives is 
contained in Appendix B, Alternatives Evaluation 
Ratings.

The preliminary cost estimates for all 
transportation elements for the alternatives are 
$52.46 million for Alternative Y and $50.21 million 
for Alternative Z. 

As noted above, in terms of focus, seamlessness 
of connections/pedestrian friendliness, interface 
among modes, accessibility and land acquisition 
costs, Alternative Y is stronger than Alternative Z. 
On a category by category comparison (Bus Transit 
Service, Rail Transit Service), Table ES-5 shows 
that Alternative Y rates better than Alternative Z in 
all categories except Capital Costs/Financing, where 
Alternative Z is slightly better. For the 
transportation elements, the preliminary cost 
estimate shows that Alternative Y is less costly to 
implement than Alternative Z. 
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Figure ES-9: Recommended Plan– Illustrative Rendering

Considering all the tradeoffs between 
Alternative Y and Z, and the effectiveness 
in meeting the goals and objectives and the 
costs of implementation, Alternative Y is 
recommended for the Multimodal Center. 
Subsequent phased actions should proceed 
with each element of Alternative Y.  

Figure ES-9 offers an illustrative view of the 
recommended plan. 

Table ES-5 
Summary Ratings of Alternatives

Criteria Categories Alternative 
Y

Alternative
Z

Bus Transit Service 8 4 
Rail Transit Service 4 4 
Site Plan and Program 40 34 
Development and Urban 
Design 27 24 

Site Considerations 15 14 
Roadway and Traffic 15 14 
Capital Costs/ Financing 11 13 

Total 120 107 

Implementation Phasing 

Influencing Factors 

Implementation phasing is a critical element of 
this project.  While the individual transportation 
components can interface and interact with each 
other, there are factors that influence their 
independence and need to be implemented 
separately.  In the following paragraphs, these 
factors will be described and logic presented for the 
most likely implementation phasing for the major 
transportation providers, which include: 

�x VIA
�x Greyhound & other Intercity Bus Lines 

�x AMTRAK
�x ASAICRD (Commuter Rail) 
�x Vehicle Rental Companies 
�x Vehicle Parking Operators 
�x City of San Antonio (Existing Commerce and 

Buena Vista Bridges) 

The proposed facilities for the above-listed 
providers are shown in Figure ES-10.  The factors 
that affect the implementation phasing include: 

�x Urgency of need; 
�x Funding availability; 
�x Time required to relocate and/or construct the 

facilities; 
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Figure ES-10: Recommended Plan– Facilities Site Layout
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�x Availability of and time required to 
purchase land; 

�x Environmental clearance requirements; 
�x Community support; and 
�x Agreement from the Union Pacific 

Railroad.

 These factors affect each of the transportation 
providers in different ways.  For example, VIA 
currently has funding to implement their bus facility 
and is ready to move forward.  This need is driven 
by their plan to develop and operate a BRT system 
from the medical center area, in northwest San 
Antonio, along the Fredericksburg Road corridor, to 
the central business district by the Year 2012.
There is also a need to provide a major off-street 
transfer facility near the confluence of multiple 
radial bus routes that converge on the downtown 
area.   Now, most of the bus transfers occur on 
downtown street corners, crowding sidewalks and 
contributing to traffic congestion. 

The factors affecting the need to relocate the 
Greyhound intercity bus operations are somewhat 
different.  First, while the Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) has committed a limited 
amount of funding to Greyhound for some 
rehabilitation work at their existing facility, it is not 
enough to cover the total cost of constructing a new 
facility located at the WSMMC.  What’s more, it is 
uncertain whether any of these funds could be used 
for a new facility and whether the funds still would 
be available when Greyhound would be in a 
position to relocate.  Although space for the facility 
itself has been allocated for the intercity bus facility 
on the Credit Union property, that property would 
have to be purchased by either Greyhound or VIA, 
in order for the intercity bus facility to be 
constructed.

The access street into the site and space for 
ready buses is proposed to be located on the 
adjacent parcel of property to the west of the Credit 
Union property.  The availability of this property is 
dependent on the willingness of the property owner 
to give up this strip of
land, either through sale or access easement. 
Finally, the current facility is being leased and, 
although there is a termination clause in the lease, a 
certain amount of advance notice must be given by 
Greyhound before the lease could be terminated. 

Amtrak’s relocation, from its present Sunset
Station location on the east side of downtown, to the 
WSMMC is even more problematic.  Amtrak has no 
funding, or prospect for funding, to facilitate its 
relocation.  Certain factions within the eastside
community would like Amtrak to remain in its 
present location and relocate the other 
transportation provider facilities to that area as well.  
Accommodation of the Amtrak service at the 
WSMMC site will also require a usage agreement 
from the Union Pacific Railroad, the owner of the 
right-of-way and tracks that Amtrak would use to 
access the proposed track sidings, platform, and 
station area within the WSMMC.  These facilities 
would be located on property to be purchased or 
leased from a third party. 

Space to accommodate WSMMC parking 
requirements is expected to be provided in surface 
lots located within the boundaries of the individual 
transportation user sites and included in the land 
purchase or lease agreements and facility costs 
required for that transportation provider.  The 
provision of additional surface and/or structured 
parking to meet the requirements of existing and 
proposed development land uses has been identified 
as optional, and would be expected to be developed 
and financed by the City of San Antonio and/or 
private development interests.  The recommended 
site plan identifies a space that could be used to 
accommodate area-serving surface and/or structured 
parking.

The final components of the WSMMC plan are 
the existing Commerce and Buena Vista bridges.  
Although there is no requirement or 
recommendation that the bridges be removed and 
replaced with railroad underpasses, it is an option 
that is possible, if there is adequate local 
government and business community support, as 
well as funding identified, to carry out this rather 
costly action.  Because of the relatively good 
condition of the bridge structures and the high cost 
to replace them with underpasses, it is anticipated 
that implementation of this component of the plan 
will require quite a number of years to accomplish. 

Phasing Plan 

Based upon the potential impacts of the 
influencing factors described above, a proposed 
implementation phasing has been developed.  The 
recommended configuration for the proposed 
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Figure ES-11: Phase 1-VIA Transfer Center

FigureES-12: Phase2-Greyhound/
          Intercity Bus Terminal

 WSMMC allows implementation of all 
transportation provider facilities 
simultaneously, or any facility individually 
or in varying combinations, if the 
influencing factors are addressed. 

The influencing factors for several of 
the individual transportation facilities is so 

complex that it would be virtually impossible to 
implement all of them at the same time, without 
imposing significant delay to those facilities that 
could be provided more quickly.  Table ES-6
contains the proposed implementation plan for the 
facilities shown in Figure ES-10 (Alternative Y). 

Table ES-6 
Implementation Phasing

Phase Facilities Timing 
1 VIA Transfer Center 

(includes all roadway, traffic, 
signal, pedestrian, and bicycle 
improvements) 

By 2012 

2 Greyhound/Intercity Bus Terminal 2010-2015
3 Vehicle Rental/AMTRAK/ 

Commuter Rail 
2012-2017

4 Parking Structure(s)/ Replacement 
of  Bridges 

2010-2020

Phase 1: VIA Transfer Center

Implementation of this phase (Figure ES-11) is 
clearly the easiest to accomplish.  VIA has been 
interested in developing a bus transfer facility in 
this area for over nine years.  The planning for the 
facility has now progressed to the point that a 
preferred alternative and funding for 
implementation have been identified; the 
availability of a limited number of needed parcels 
has been determined, and community support has 
been established. 

Once a decision is made to move forward, the 
facility and associated infrastructure improvements 
can be designed, built, and opened for operation to 
coincide with the implementation of the 
Fredericksburg Road BRT system in the year 2012. 

Phase 2: Intercity Bus Terminal

The owner and operator of the existing intercity 
bus terminal has clearly expressed interest in 
moving their facility from the heart of downtown to 
a more convenient and accessible location. 

Discussions with Greyhound officials have 
resulted in a determination that the configuration of 
the intercity bus terminal (Figure ES-12) in the 
preferred WSMMC alternative is workable, with 
some reasonably limited modifications.
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FigureES-13: Phase3-Vehicle Rental/Amtrak/
           Commuter Rail Facilities 

FigureES-14: Phase 4-Parking Facilities/
           Bridge Removal 

Several parcels of land will be 
required. The necessary funding has not 
been acquired. Some form of land 
purchase or lease must be consummated.  
Facility design and construction must be 
accomplished. Implementation of this 
facility will probably not occur until after 
the VIA Bus Transfer Center is completed 
and in operation. 

Phase 3: Vehicle Rental, Amtrak, and Commuter 
Rail Facilities 

Implementation of the vehicle rental, Amtrak, 
and commuter rail facilities (Figure ES-13) will 
occur independently over time. The vehicle rental 
operation is somewhat related to the commuter rail 
operation; is the least complicated to implement; 
and could be combined with its development.  The 
availability of the necessary funding and the 
requirement of a track operating rights agreement 
with Union Pacific are expected to be the greatest 
impediment to the implementation of both the 
Amtrak and the commuter rail facilities. 

While space has been provided in the plan for all of 
these functions, there is some degree of risk that 
other development on the land parcels controlled by 
private interests could complicate or even pre-empt 

the implementation of these passenger rail 
components of the WSMMC.

Phase 4: Parking Facilities and Bridge Removal 

The implementation of these projects (Figure
ES-14) has clearly been identified as optional.
Implementation of any parking facilities will 
depend on the demonstrated demand and require a 
funding and operating commitment from the public, 
probably the City of San Antonio, or the private 
sector.  Removal of the Commerce and Buena Vista 
Street bridges and replacement with underpasses 
will depend on adequate local government and 
business community support, as well as the 
necessary funding, to implement this costly project.  
Therefore, the improvements identified in this phase 
will likely occur individually during the longest 
span of time, if they are even implemented at all. 

Funding Sources and Financing Options 

The identification of funding for the WSMMC 
will be extremely important to its implementation.  
Traditional sources of local public funds, such as 
property tax-supported capital funds, are generally 
difficult to obtain, because of the ongoing needs for 
maintenance and replacement. 
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State and federal sources are also 
difficult to acquire, and in many cases 
require expensive detailed evaluations and 
justification.  All potential sources of 
funding were considered, including the 
examination of potential sources of non-
traditional funds (e.g. TIFIA loans; private 
debt and equity), innovative project 

delivery methods, such as design-build and public-
private partnerships (e.g., design-build-finance-
operate and maintain by a private consortium).  

From this analysis, the project team determined 
how potential funding sources could be leveraged, 
as well as prepared a financing plan that can be used 
to cover the costs associated with the development 
of the terminal facility.  

VIA has already allocated $10.3 million toward 
developing the WSMMC facility. Recent consultant 
cost estimates show that this will cover about 95 
percent of the project cost.  The WSMMC project is 
also an element of VIA’s proposed $95 million Bus 
Rapid Transit (BRT) plan for the region’s 
Northwest sector. Financially, it is a separate 
facility, but part of a larger project to develop a 
BRT for the region. 

Nearly $2.9 million in unfunded WSMMC costs 
relate to street, access, and related traffic control 
capital costs. In the BRT funding scheme these 
costs are assigned to the City of San Antonio 
(COSA) using its Advanced Transportation District 
(ATD) sales tax revenue or other funding sources. 
The BRT already proposes that the City contribute 
$2.7 million for BRT related street and traffic 
control improvements. Adding another $2.9 million 
would increase the City’s share of the BRT to about 
$5.6 million, about 6 percent of total BRT capital 
costs. General site costs ($555,480) will also need 
to be allocated among various sponsors, but are not 
necessarily just COSA costs. 

Assuming the City takes on the added street and 
traffic control obligations, VIA still needs to 
increase its funding for the WSMMC by $500,000 
to $1 million. The additional monies could be 
allocated from: 

�x VIA ATD funds; 
�x FTA 5309 bus discretionary funds; 
�x FTA formula funds from annual FTA 5307 

grants; and/or 

�x Tax Increment Financing (TIF) from the City or 
TxDOT to help fund the overall BRT project. 

VIA could also extend the project’s funding 
horizon by one or two years and use sales tax 
revenues from 2012-2014, or use short-term 
commercial paper to bridge this gap. Working with 
the City’s parking and redevelopment agencies 
could bring in new capital funds for the WSMMC 
or City components as part of joint efforts to 
complete the WSMMC. 

As shown in the case studies, City governments 
are highly engaged in developing multimodal 
centers. The centers are usually part of an overall 
development scheme that in the long-term increases 
city revenue from property taxes or other tax 
sources. Cities, such as Dallas, Salt Lake and Cedar 
Rapids, show how engaged a city can be in a 
multimodal center development effort. Joint 
planning, integrating all project elements, is 
required among the agencies participating in the 
multimodal facility. 

Table ES-7 
Component Facility/Infrastructure Sponsors

 Facility  Primary Sponsor 
Transfer Center VIA
Intercity Bus Greyhound-TxDOT 
Commuter Rail ASAICRD 
Parking Garage COSA
Rental Car Private
Amtrak Amtrak 
Pedestrian Bridge COSA
Traffic Signals COSA
Roadway Modifications COSA
Off-Site Sidewalks COSA
New Pavement Markings COSA
General Site Work Various 
General Site Amenities Various 

Funding for the parking garage component is 
traditional funded through parking agency revenue 
bonds that are user financed through parking fees. 
There are some funds available from FTA 5311 
funds towards intercity bus facilities. These grants 
are programmed through Texas DOT. In a number 
of instances, the intercity bus operator(s) cover their 
capital and operating costs through lease 
agreements with the transit center operator. There 
could be a private sector role in these developments 
too, such as lease purchase schemes. 
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Funding for commuter rail and Amtrak 
is problematic since neither agency has 
identified a source for capital funds. 
Amtrak relies on Federal funding for its 
capital improvement projects. Similar to 
the intercity bus operator, long-term 
financial agreements can be arranged with 

the transit center operator to cover capital and 
operating costs. 

 The WSMMC will require an institutional 
framework for completion. This agreement should 
be between VIA and COSA at a minimum - to 
cover financing, long-term facility management and 
overall planning issues. Such an inter-local 
agreement (ILA) is developed to meet the needs of 
the agencies involved. An ILA is always unique to 
the site and local conditions. This would be true 
even if each agency builds and operates its own 
portion of the WSMMC. To ensure connectivity and 
City input into financing or development of 
common elements of the WSMMC, an overall 
physical plan, operations and funding scheme will 
still be needed. This approach could result in a 
condominium approach to maintain the common 
areas versus individual elements of the WSMMC.  
Conversely, COSA – or the TIF Governing Board - 
could maintain and operate all common elements 
and adopt a specific plan regarding each component 
of the WSMMC.  Non-governmental entities can 
create agreements with the ILA as needed, or with 
the City or VIA as tenants. 

Each WSMMC element and surrounding 
development is tailor made to fit the site and the 
agencies engaged in developing the program. VIA 
and COSA will need to determine how they will 
implement this vision. Because multimodal 
facilities have many different agencies and interests, 
one entity typically takes a leading role in overall 
project development. With extensive input and 
financing from others. This master development 
agreement will be vital to guarantee financing and 
completion of all WSMMC elements and 
incorporated into an ILA. 

Economic Revitalization and Land Use 
Analysis

Land use activities near the proposed Westside 
Multimodal Center were reviewed and updated. 
Potential economic development opportunities, 

generated because of this investment, were 
identified to determine how the WSMMC will 
support and foster redevelopment and revitalization 
of the area immediately west of IH 10 and the 
downtown.

Economic Impacts 

The economic impacts that will be generated by 
the WSMMC were estimated in terms of output, 
employment, labor income, and value-added for the 
benchmark years 2012 and 2020, expressed in year 
2007 dollars, using the IMPLAN Professional v2.0 
model. The economic multiplier effect generated by 
the WSMMC and the transit-oriented development 
(TOD) extends beyond the immediate area directly 
impacted by the transit center (i.e., a quarter of mile 
radius around the facility). 

Businesses that share economic links with the 
local construction industry, and retail and office 
service sectors impacted by the economic multiplier 
effect are located throughout Bexar County. The 
economic analysis reveals the WSMMC, and the 
expected surrounding development will create 
economic value for the people of Bexar County as 
follows: 

�x The construction of the WSMMC, which is 
expected to be completed by 2012, will generate 
about $13 million of economic output in Bexar 
County.  This level of economic activity will 
generate $4.7 million in labor income, 105 new 
jobs and $6.3 million in value-added.  Forty 
eight percent of the new jobs are created within 
the construction industry. 

�x The construction of the TOD which is expected 
to be completed by 2012 (i.e., 125 housing 
units, 5,797 square feet of transit-related retail, 
and 3,555 square feet of office space) will 
generate between $41 and $46 million of 
economic output in Bexar County.  This level of 
economic activity will create between $18 and 
$20 million in labor income, between 411 and 
464 new jobs and between $23 and $26 million 
in value-added.  Fifty three percent of the new 
jobs are will be created within the construction 
industry.

�x In 2020, the construction of 443 housing units, 
21,427 square feet of transit-related retail, and 
12,807 square feet of office space will generate 
between $145 million and $ 164 million of 
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economic output in Bexar County. 
This level of economic activity will 
create between about $63 million and 
$71 million of labor income, between 
1,458 and 1,653 new jobs, and 
between $82 million and $93 million 
in value-added.  Fifty three percent of 
the new jobs will be created within the 
construction industry. 

�x The TOD will generate eight to twelve new 
permanent jobs in 2012 and 31 to 43 new 
permanent jobs in 2020. The economic benefits 
from the initial changes in jobs created by the 
retail and office development (i.e., TOD) will 
add $1.3 million in 2012 and $3.7 million in 
2018.  This level of economic activity will 
translate into $0.5 million in 2012 to about $1.4 
million in 2018 in labor income among Bexar 
County businesses and between $0.7 million in 
2012 to $2.1 million in 2018 in value-added. 

�x When comparing the gains from the investment 
(output) with the cost of the investment, the 
impacts are substantial and represent a return on 
investment (ROI) of 1.05 and a benefit-cost 
ratio (BCR) of 2.05 in 2012 and 2020. 

�x In addition to the benefits assessed in this 
report, the WSMMC will bring positive impacts 
to the neighboring communities.  These impacts, 
which economists call neighborhood effects,
include shorter walking distances to offices and 
shops, safer pedestrian access, and the ability of 
households to sustain desired lifestyles with 
fewer automobile-related expenses and diverse 
land uses. 

Land Use Analysis

The WSMMC is projected to facilitate growth 
and redevelopment in the surrounding area by 
increasing mobility, access, and activity in an area 
that has historically been economically depressed.  

Though the area faces many challenges in 
attracting new residential and commercial growth, 
the WSMMC increases the potential for transit-
oriented development (TOD). This type of 
development, characterized by a high-density mix 
of uses within close proximity to amenities and 
transit, has been identified in neighborhood and 
City plans as a highly desirable development 
pattern.


