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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PROPOSED ACTION 1 
 2 

1.1 Introduction 3 
 4 
The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is preparing an Environmental 5 
Assessment (EA) for improvements to Interstate Highway 35 (I-35) from I-410 South to 6 
Farm-to-Market (FM) 1103, a distance of approximately 15.4 miles as depicted in 7 
Appendix A, Exhibit 1: Project Location Map.  The proposed project, generally referred 8 
to as the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project, is located in Bexar, Guadalupe, 9 
and Comal Counties.  The proposed improvements would add capacity in the form of 10 
elevated managed lanes1 generally between the existing mainlanes and frontage roads.  In 11 
addition, proposed direct connectors would link the proposed managed lanes to the 12 
existing I-410 South, I-410 West, and Loop 1604 facilities.  The construction limits of the 13 
proposed project account for transitions into the existing roadways and extend 14 
approximately 2.8 miles south of the project begin at I-410 South to just south of Copeland 15 
Drive and extend approximately 1.3 miles north of the project end at FM 1103 and also 16 
include approximately 4.2 miles of direct connectors at the major interchanges.  The total 17 
length of the proposed construction limits along I-35, including the direct connectors at the 18 
three major interchanges, is approximately 23.7 miles.  Refer to Section 1.4.3: Build 19 
Alternative and Section 1.4.5: Logical Termini for additional details related to the limits 20 
of the proposed project.   21 
 22 
From 2011 through 2012, TxDOT in coordination with the Alamo Regional Mobility 23 
Authority (RMA) conducted the IH 35 Planning and Environmental Linkages Study (IH 35 24 
PEL Study).  A copy of the IH 35 PEL Study completion letter is provided in Appendix E: 25 
Agency Coordination.  The PEL is available on the I-35 Northeast San Antonio 26 
Expansion Project page on TxDOT’s website: www.txdot.gov/ (key word search “I-35 27 
Northeast San Antonio”).  The IH 35 PEL Study was a planning-level study undertaken 28 
with the intent of establishing a link with past planning efforts and providing an updated 29 
basis for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) phase of project development.  30 
This was accomplished by reactivating the decision-making process through public 31 
participation and agency coordination, re-establishing the purpose and need for I-35 32 
improvements, and engaging in a new alternatives development and evaluation process in 33 
order to deliver alternatives sufficient for advanced project development, including 34 
environmental documentation.  Following the completion of the IH 35 PEL, it was 35 
determined that the proposed project would be classified as an EA.  Copies of the FHWA 36 
letter acknowledging completion of the IH 35 PEL and the FHWA classification letter are 37 
provided in Appendix E: Agency Coordination.   38 
 39 
The purpose of an EA is to provide sufficient evidence and analysis to the regulating 40 
agency for determining whether to prepare an environmental impact statement or a 41 
finding of no significant impact (FONSI).  If at any point in the process of preparing an EA 42 

                                            
 
 
1 A managed lane is a travel lane that operates separately from the mainlanes.  Travel on these lanes is managed through 

a combination of pricing, vehicle eligibility, and access control strategies to achieve faster, more reliable speeds.  See 
Section 1.4.4: Managed Lanes for additional details. 
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it is discovered that the project would result in significant impacts an environmental 1 
impact statement (EIS) must be prepared.  If, after completing the EA, it is evident that 2 
there are no significant impacts associated with the project, a FONSI may be prepared. 3 
  4 
The purpose and need of the proposed improvements to I-35 stem directly from the 5 
purpose and need documented in the IH 35 PEL Study.  The purpose of the proposed I-35 6 
Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project is to implement transportation alternatives that 7 
improve mobility in the I-35 corridor in a manner that will manage vehicle congestion, 8 
minimize impacts to the natural and built environment, promote efficient use of existing 9 
facilities, and complement other modes of transportation and economic development 10 
initiatives in the region. 11 
 12 
The proposed improvements to I-35 are needed to address the following issues: 13 
 14 

 Increasing traffic demand and congestion;  15 
 Inadequate roadway capacity; and 16 
 Limited integration of I-35 with other existing and planned transportation modes. 17 

 18 
These issues lead to increased vehicle delay and have negative economic and 19 
environmental consequences to area residents, commuters, businesses, and freight 20 
movements.  Refer to Section 1.3 for additional information related to the purpose and 21 
need.  Solutions for congestion along I-35 near downtown San Antonio have been 22 
extensively studied prior to initiation of the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project.  23 
Previous planning activities that have been completed within this corridor include the 24 
following: 25 
 26 

 Northeast (IH 35) Corridor Major Investment Study (1996) 27 
 San Antonio Northeast Corridor (IH 35): Value Priced Express Lanes Traffic 28 

Estimate, prepared by the Texas Transportation Institute for TxDOT and Federal 29 
Highway Administration (FHWA) (2005) 30 

 I-35 Corridor Segment 3 Committee Recommendations (2010) 31 
 I-35 Corridor Segment 4 Committee Recommendations (2010) 32 
 I-35 Corridor Advisory Committee Plan (My 35 Plan) (2011) 33 
 San Antonio-Bexar County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)2 Mobility 34 

2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) (2011) 35 
 IH 35 PEL Study (2013) 36 
 Alamo Area MPO Mobility 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (2014) 37 

 38 
This EA examines the social, economic, and environmental impacts for the proposed 39 
construction of the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project.  Because this EA 40 
investigates and documents potential impacts to resources that may be affected by the 41 
proposed project, study areas were assigned based on the resources’ geographic 42 

                                            
 
 
2 The San Antonio-Bexar County MPO changed its name to the Alamo Area MPO in April 2014.  
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locations and corresponding scale of potential impacts.  As a result, there is more than one 1 
study area for the proposed project. 2 
 3 

1.2 Existing Facility 4 
 5 

1.2.1 Description of Existing Facility 6 
 7 
The existing I-35 facility from the I-35/I-410 South interchange to FM 1103 is a major north-8 
south, controlled-access interstate highway that varies between 6 to 10 barrier-separated 9 
mainlanes and typically includes inside and outside shoulders and 2 to 3 lanes of 10 
continuous frontage roads in each direction.  The mainlanes are divided by a concrete 11 
traffic barrier (CTB) throughout the project limits.  Within the limits of the I-35 Northeast 12 
San Antonio Expansion Project, I-35 travels primarily through urbanized or rapidly 13 
urbanizing areas as depicted in Appendix F: Project Photographs and has a posted 14 
speed limit ranging between 60 and 70 miles per hour (mph).  The posted speed limit is 60 15 
mph at the southern terminus near downtown San Antonio and transitions to 65 mph near 16 
the Thousand Oaks Drive exit and to 70 mph near the Forum Parkway exit just north of 17 
Loop 1604. 18 
 19 
The typical right-of-way (ROW) width ranges from approximately 300 to 400 feet (ft) 20 
throughout the proposed project corridor.  The actual ROW footprint varies substantially, 21 
ranging from approximately 300 ft up to 1,100 ft.  The ROW footprint generally widens in 22 
the vicinity of intersections to accommodate turn lanes and in the vicinity of the major 23 
interchanges where the ROW width is a function of the location of the frontage roads that 24 
form the boundaries of the interchanges.   25 
 26 
Numerous arterial streets and major roadways cross the existing I-35 facility, including 27 
major interchanges at I-410 South, I-410 West, and Loop 1604.  Table 1-1 lists the bridges 28 
associated with these crossings. 29 

30 



I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project  
Environmental Assessment    I-35: I-410 South to FM 1103 
 

CSJs: 0016-05-111, etc.                                                                                                                                 4 

Table 1-1: Existing Bridges along I-35 from Copeland Drive to FM 1103 1 
Bridges Along I-35 Structure Type 

Seguin Road Underpass 
Binz-Engleman Road Underpass 
George Beach Avenue Overpass 
I-410 South Interchange 
Rittiman Road Underpass 
Eisenhauer Road Underpass 
Walzem Road Underpass 
I-410 West Interchange 
Thousand Oaks Drive Underpass 
Weidner Road Underpass 
O’Connor Road Overpass 
Judson Road Overpass 
Toepperwein Road Underpass 
Pat Booker Road Underpass 
Loop 1604 Interchange 
Forum Parkway Overpass 
Olympia Parkway Overpass 
FM 1518/ Corporate Drive Underpass 
Schertz Parkway Overpass 
FM 3009 Overpass 
Wiederstein Road Overpass 
FM 482/ FM 2252 Overpass 
FM 1103 (Hubertus Road) Overpass 
Source: Google and Project Team Staff, 2013 2 

 3 
Appendix B contains existing and proposed typical sections for the proposed project.  4 
Table 1-2 contains existing design details by section, from south to north, for the  5 
I-35 corridor and Table 1-3 provides additional information about the existing direct 6 
connectors within the proposed project’s limits. 7 
 8 
There is one project currently under construction along the limits of the I-35 Northeast San 9 
Antonio Expansion Project that will result in changes to the existing facility prior to the 10 
anticipated 2020 let date of the proposed project.  The IH 35 Improvements from IH 410 11 
South to IH 410 North project is adding a direct connector at the I-35/I-410 South 12 
interchange, providing interchange improvements at the I-35/I-410 West interchange, 13 
constructing an additional travel lane in both directions, and providing operational 14 
improvements by reconfiguring ramps between I-410 South and I-410 West.   15 
 16 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations  17 
In accordance with the U. S. Department of Transportation Policy Statement on Bicycle 18 
and Pedestrian Accommodation Regulations and Recommendations dated March 11, 19 
2010 and the Texas Department of Transportation’s policy for bicycle and pedestrian 20 
accommodation, bicycle and pedestrian facilities were considered as part of the planning 21 
process for the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project.  22 
 23 
There are 5-foot (ft) wide sidewalks located along the northbound and southbound I-35 24 
frontage roads at the following locations: 25 
 26 

 27 



I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project  
Environmental Assessment    I-35: I-410 South to FM 1103 
 

CSJs: 0016-05-111, etc.                                                                                                                                 5 

Northbound Frontage Roads 1 
 From approximately 1,800 ft south of Space Center Drive to Space Center 2 

Drive;  3 
 From approximately 2,000 ft south of Eisenhauer Road to Eisenhauer Road; 4 
 From Walzem Road to approximately 4,700 ft north of Walzem Road;  5 
 From approximately 2,200 ft south of Thousand Oaks Drive to approximately 6 

1,600 ft south of Thousand Oaks Drive; 7 
 From Judson Road to approximately 1,700 ft north of Judson Road; 8 
 From approximately 150 ft north of Toepperwein Road to approximately 900 ft 9 

north of Toepperwein Road; 10 
 From approximately 1,250 ft north of Toepperwein Road to approximately 350 ft 11 

south of Shin Oak Drive; and 12 
 From approximately 700 ft north of Olympia Parkway to approximately 1,700 ft 13 

north of Olympia Parkway. 14 
 15 

Southbound Frontage Roads 16 
 From approximately 1,000 ft north of Loop 1604 to approximately 1,900 ft north 17 

of Loop 1604; 18 
 From Forum Parkway to approximately 250 ft north of Forum Parkway;  19 
 From Journey’s Drive to Schertz Parkway;  20 
 From FM 3009 to 400 ft north of FM 3009; and 21 
 From approximately 1,800 ft north of FM 1337/FM 2252 to approximately 2,300 22 

ft north of FM 1337/FM 2252. 23 
 24 
Signalized crosswalks and sidewalks are provided along one or both sides of the 25 
overpasses/underpasses at George Beach Avenue, Rittiman Road, Eisenhauer Road, 26 
Walzem Road, Starlight Terrace/Thousand Oaks Drive, Judson Road, Forum Parkway, 27 
Evans Road, FM 1518, Schertz Parkway, and FM 3009.   28 
 29 
In addition to the existing sidewalks and crosswalks described above, separate projects 30 
currently under construction will provide the following improvements to pedestrian facilities 31 
along and across I-35 within the proposed project limits: 32 
 33 

 Five-ft wide sidewalks along the northbound frontage road from Space Center Drive 34 
to Rittiman Road (approximately 3,250 ft);  35 

 Five-ft wide sidewalks along the northbound frontage road from approximately 700 36 
ft north of Rittiman Road to approximately 2,000 ft south of Eisenhauer Road 37 
(approximately 1,900 ft); 38 

 Five-ft wide sidewalks along the northbound frontage road from Eisenhauer Road to 39 
approximately 1,700 ft north of Eisenhauer Road (approximately 1,700 ft); 40 

 Five-ft wide sidewalks along the northbound frontage road from approximately 41 
3,000 ft south of Thousand Oaks Drive to approximately 2,600 ft south of Thousand 42 
Oaks Drive (approximately 400 ft); 43 

 American with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant curb ramps that remove barriers at 44 
the intersections of the I-35 frontage roads with Judson Road, Toepperwein Road, 45 
Forum Parkway, and Evans Road as well as at Loop 1604 frontage roads with 46 
Randolph Brooks Parkway; 47 
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 Five-ft wide sidewalks along the northbound frontage road from approximately 700 1 
ft south of Toepperwein Road to approximately 150 ft north of Toepperwein Road 2 
(approximately 850 ft); and 3 

 Five-ft wide sidewalks along the northbound frontage road from approximately 900 4 
ft to 1,250 ft north of Toepperwein Road (approximately 350 ft). 5 

 6 
There are no north-south, bicycle-specific facilities provided along the I-35 facility within the 7 
proposed project limits.  The Salado Creek South Greenway trail, a 5.6-mile, 10-ft wide 8 
paved, multi-use path between Jack White Park and Covington Park, crosses I-35 near 9 
Seguin Road (Appendix F: Project Photographs, Photos 1-4). 10 
 11 
The 2011 San Antonio Bike Plan + Implementation Strategy identified four locations along 12 
the proposed project corridor as key barriers that impede bicycling in San Antonio and 13 
made recommendations to address those barriers.  The recommendations include 14 
installing signs and bicycle use/shared lane pavement markings, also known as sharrows, 15 
across the O’Connor Road bridge at I-35, widening pavement to install bike lanes on 16 
Eisenhauer Road across I-35, widening pavement to install bike lanes on Rittiman Road 17 
across I-35, and conducting a detailed study at FM 78 and Binz-Engleman Road at the  18 
I-35/I-410 South Interchange. 19 
 20 
Due to the design of the proposed project as elevated lanes, pedestrian and bicycle 21 
accommodations would not be incorporated into the proposed project.   22 
 23 
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Table 1-2: Description of Existing I-35 Facility 
I-35 Section 

Limits Mainlanes Frontage Roads Median Shoulders Direct Connectors 

From south of 
Copeland Drive 
to I-410 South 

6-lane facility (3 
lanes in each 

direction); 12-ft wide 
lanes 

2 lanes in each 
direction; 12-ft 

wide lanes 

20 to 22-ft wide 
barrier-separated 

median 

10-ft wide 
shoulders 

From I-35 northbound mainlanes to  
I-410 South southbound mainlanes 
and from I-410 South northbound 

mainlanes to I-35 southbound 
mainlanes. 

From I-410 South 
to south of 
Rittiman Road 

6-lane facility (3 
lanes in each 

direction); 12-ft wide 
lanes 

2 southbound and 
3 northbound 

continuous lanes; 
12-ft wide lanes 

Variable-width, 
barrier-separated 

median 

10-ft wide 
shoulders N/A 

From south of 
Rittiman Road to 
north of Rittiman 
Road 

10-lane facility (5 
lanes in each 

direction); 12-ft wide 
lanes 

2 lanes in each 
direction; 12-ft 

wide lanes 

22-ft wide barrier-
separated median 

10-ft wide 
shoulders N/A 

From north of 
Rittiman Road to 
south of 
Eisenhauer Road 

9-lane facility (4 
northbound and 5 

southbound lanes); 
12-ft wide lanes 

4 northbound and 
2 southbound 

lanes; 12-ft wide 
lanes 

20 to 22-ft wide 
barrier-separated 

median 

10-ft wide 
shoulders N/A 

From south of 
Eisenhauer Road 
to Walzem Road 

8-lane facility (4 
lanes in each 

direction); 12-ft wide 
northbound lanes; 

11-ft wide 
southbound lanes 

2 northbound and 
3 southbound 

lanes; 12-ft wide 
lanes 

22-ft wide barrier-
separated median 

10-ft wide 
shoulders N/A 

From Walzem 
Road to Pat 
Booker Road 

8-lane facility (4 
lanes in each 

direction); 11 to 12-ft 
wide lanes 

3 continuous lanes 
in each direction; 
12-ft wide lanes 

22 to 23-ft wide 
barrier-separated 

median 

Variable 4 to 12-ft 
wide shoulders 

From I-410 West eastbound 
mainlanes to I-35 northbound 

mainlanes; from I-35 southbound 
mainlanes to I-410 West westbound 

mainlanes; and from I-35 southbound 
mainlanes to Austin Highway 

southbound. 

From Pat Booker 
Road to south of 
Forum Parkway 

6-lane facility (3 
lanes in each 

direction); 11 to 12-ft 
wide lanes 

2 lanes in each 
direction; 12-ft 

wide lanes 

20 to 22-ft wide 
barrier-separated 

median 
8-ft wide shoulders N/A 
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I-35 Section 
Limits Mainlanes Frontage Roads Median Shoulders Direct Connectors 

From south of 
Forum Parkway 
to north of 
Schertz Parkway 

8-lane facility (4 
lanes in each 

direction); 11-ft wide 
lanes 

2 lanes in each 
direction; 12-ft 

wide lanes 

8 to 22-ft wide 
barrier-separated 

median 

7 to 10-ft wide 
shoulders N/A 

From north of 
Schertz Parkway 
to FM 1103  

6-lane facility (3 
lanes in each 

direction); 12-ft wide 
lanes 

2 lanes in each 
direction; 12-ft 

wide lanes 

24-ft wide barrier-
separated median 

10-ft wide 
shoulders N/A 

Source: Design Schematic and Typical Sections, September 2014. 
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Table 1-3: Description of Existing I-35 Facility Direct Connectors 
Existing Direct Connector Locations Direct Connector Lane Width Direct Connector Shoulder Width 

I-35/I-410 South Interchange 
From I-35 northbound mainlanes to I-410 
South southbound mainlanes 2 lanes; 12-ft wide lanes 10-ft wide outside shoulders; 6-ft wide inside 

shoulders 
From I-410 South northbound mainlanes to I-
35 southbound mainlanes 1 lane; 12-ft wide lane 10-ft wide shoulders 

I-35/I-410 West Interchange 

From Austin Highway northbound to I-410/I-35 
northbound 1 lane; 12-ft wide lane 6-ft wide outside shoulders;  

4-ft wide inside shoulders 

From I-410 West eastbound mainlanes to I-35 
northbound mainlanes 2 lanes; 12-ft wide lanes 6-ft wide outside shoulders;  

4-ft wide inside shoulders 

From I-35 southbound mainlanes to I-410 
West westbound mainlanes 2 lanes; 12-ft wide lanes 6-ft wide outside shoulders;  

4-ft wide inside shoulders 
From I-35 southbound mainlanes to Austin 
Highway southbound 2 lanes; 12-ft wide lanes 10-ft wide outside shoulders; 6-ft wide inside 

shoulders 
Source: Design Schematic and Typical Sections, September 2014.
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1.2.2 Traffic Projections 1 
 2 
According to data obtained from the TxDOT’s Transportation Planning and Programming 3 
(TP&P) Division, the average daily traffic (ADT) for I-35 ranged from 136,000 to 205,000 4 
vehicles per day (vpd) in 2012 and is projected to range from 176,000 to 286,000 vpd in 5 
2035.  Traffic within the project limits is projected to increase by approximately 29 to 69 6 
percent by the year 2035.  Table 1-4 details the traffic projections within the project limits.  7 

 8 
Table 1-4: Existing and Projected Average Daily Traffic 9 

Traffic Analysis Area 
ADT (in vehicles per day) 

2012 2035 Percent Increase from 
2012 to 2035 

I-35 just north of Salado Creek 136,000 176,000 29% 
I-35 just south of Walzem Road 184,000 253,000 38% 
I-35 just south of Thousand 
Oaks 205,000 286,000 40% 

I-35 just south of FM 1518 153,000 258,000 69% 
Source:  TxDOT TP&P Division and Project Team Staff, 2014. 10 
 11 

1.3 Purpose and Need 12 
 13 
In the broad context, the existing I-35 corridor spans approximately 550 miles across the 14 
state of Texas from the Mexican border to the Oklahoma state line.  The corridor serves as 15 
the primary trade route for North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) traffic between 16 
Mexico and Canada.  As the only interstate highway connecting Mexico and Canada 17 
through the U.S. heartland, the I-35 corridor carries the majority of Mexico’s trade with the 18 
U.S. and Canada via commercial trucks and rail.  The I-35 corridor is considered to be one 19 
of the most critical corridors in the state of Texas in terms of future growth and economic 20 
development.  Thus, the I-35 corridor is important to the Texas economy and plays a 21 
critical role in improving business productivity in the state. 22 
 23 
More locally, I-35 in the San Antonio region is uniquely positioned to serve both the local 24 
and regional travel demand of area residents and employees in addition to facilitating 25 
national and international trade.  As a primary trade and travel route for the region, I-35 26 
serves a critical role in the efficient function of the regional transportation system.  But 27 
necessary improvements on I-35 have not kept pace with population growth and 28 
subsequent increases in vehicular traffic over the years.  Thus, travel demand on the I-35 29 
corridor in the San Antonio region has now exceeded available capacity. 30 
 31 
The IH 35 PEL Study, completed in December 2012, determined that additional highway 32 
capacity is needed on I-35 in northeast San Antonio.  The purpose and need of the 33 
proposed project stem directly from the purpose and need identified in the IH 35 PEL 34 
Study which were developed by the IH 35 PEL Study Community and Technical Advisory 35 
Committees in collaboration with TxDOT and the Alamo RMA. 36 
 37 

38 
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1.3.1 Purpose of the Project 1 
 2 
The purpose of the proposed project is to: 3 

 Improve mobility along the I-35 corridor in a manner that will manage vehicle 4 
congestion for the 25-year planning horizon;  5 

 Promote efficient use of existing transportation facilities;  6 
 Minimize impacts to the natural and built environment; and  7 
 Complement other modes of transportation and economic development initiatives in 8 

the region. 9 
 10 

1.3.2 Need for the Project 11 
 12 
Major transportation improvements are needed in the proposed project area in order to 13 
enhance and preserve mobility for the future.  The improvements to I-35 are being 14 
proposed in order to address the following issues: 15 
 16 

 Increasing traffic demand and congestion; 17 
 Inadequate roadway capacity; and 18 
 Limited integration of I-35 with other existing and planned transportation modes. 19 

 20 
These issues lead to increased vehicle delay and have negative economic and 21 
environmental consequences to area residents, commuters, businesses, and freight 22 
movements.  The proposed project would improve mobility by expanding capacity on I-35 23 
through the addition of two managed lanes in each direction.  Interchange improvements at 24 
I-35/I-410 South, I-35/I-410 West, and I-35/Loop 1604 are also proposed.  The proposed 25 
project is consistent with Mobility 2040.  26 
 27 
Increasing traffic demand and congestion 28 
The project area is experiencing increasing traffic demand and congestion and forecasts 29 
indicate further population growth, worsening congestion, and increases in traffic within 30 
the project area through 2035. 31 
 32 
Over the past 20 years, the greater San Antonio metropolitan area, including the counties 33 
of Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe, has experienced substantial population growth.  As 34 
shown in Table 1-5, the three counties traversed by the proposed project (Bexar, Comal, 35 
and Guadalupe) added over 650,000 residents between 1990 and 2010, equating to a 36 
50.1 percent increase in population.  37 
 38 
Table 1-5: Past and Present Population in Counties Traversed by Proposed Project 39 

County 1990 2000 2010 Total Change 
(1990-2010) 

Percent Change 
(1990-2010) 

Bexar 1,185,394 1,392,931 1,714,773 529,379 44.7% 
Comal 51,832 78,021 108,472 56,640 109.3% 
Guadalupe 64,873 89,023 131,533 66,660 102.8% 
Total 1,302,099 1,559,975 1,954,778 652,679 50.1% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.  Census 1990, 2000, 2010. 40 
 41 
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This growth has outpaced major transportation improvements in the region and has 1 
resulted in worsening congestion in and around the proposed project; furthermore, this 2 
growth is forecast to continue into the future.  The Texas Water Development Board 3 
(TWDB) generates household population projections for all Texas communities in order to 4 
develop water demand projections for state water planning activities.  The TWDB’s 5 
household population projections indicate dramatic growth will likely occur in Bexar, Comal, 6 
and Guadalupe Counties through the year 2040.  As shown in Table 1-6, the TWDB 7 
projects Bexar County to grow to a population of 2,468,254 residents by 2040, an 8 
approximate increase of 43.9 percent from its Census 2010-documented population.  The 9 
TWDB projects the Comal County population to grow by approximately 99.6 percent by 10 
2040 and an approximate 109.9 percent population growth during the same time period in 11 
Guadalupe County. 12 
 13 

Table 1-6: Future Population Projections for Counties Traversed by Proposed 14 
Project 15 

County 2010 2020 2030 2040 Total Change 
(2010-2040) 

Percent Change 
(2010-2040) 

Bexar 1,714,773 1,974,041 2,231,550 2,468,254 753,481 43.9% 
Comal 108,472 140,825 178,399 216,562 108,090 99.6% 
Guadalupe 131,533 182,693 235,318 276,064 144,531 109.9% 
Total 1,954,778 2,297,559 2,645,267 2,960,880 1,006,102 51.5% 
Source: Texas Water Development Board, 2016 Regional Water Plan. 16 
 17 
The most common indicator of roadway performance is Level of Service (LOS).  LOS is a 18 
qualitative measure that describes operational conditions along a roadway section, 19 
considering factors such as speed, travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, 20 
comfort, convenience, and safety.  LOS is designated on a scale of A through F, with LOS 21 
A indicating free-flow travel conditions and LOS F indicating very congested travel 22 
conditions with considerable delays.  The proposed project corridor currently operates at a 23 
LOS between level C and level F during the morning peak period (6 to 9 a.m.) and is 24 
projected to operate at a LOS between level D and level F by 2035 if the proposed project 25 
is not built.  Table 1-7 provides more information about the existing LOS and the 26 
anticipated future LOS in 2035 under the No-Build scenario. 27 
 28 

Table 1-7: AM Peak Hour Levels of Service for I-35 Proposed Project Corridor 29 

Traffic Analysis Area Existing LOS 2035 No-Build 
Scenario LOS 

Just north of Salado Creek C D 

Just south of Walzem Road E E 

Just south of Thousand Oaks Drive F F 

Just south of FM 1518 D E 
Source: Draft I-35 Managed Lanes Traffic Operations Analysis Memorandum and  30 
Project Team Staff, 2014 31 

 32 
The traffic volumes along the existing I-35 facility in the proposed project limits are 33 
expected to increase over the 20-year planning horizon.  As shown in Table 1-8, the No-34 
Build traffic volumes along I-35 are expected to increase from current levels by 29 35 
percent to 69 percent at various locations throughout the proposed project limits by 2035. 36 
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Table 1-8: 2035 Traffic Forecast for the I-35 Corridor (No-Build) 1 

Location Description 2012 Traffic 
Volume 

2035 Traffic 
Forecast 

Percent 
Increase (2012 

to 2035) 
1 Just south of FM 1518 153,000 258,000 69% 

2 Just south of Thousand Oaks 
Drive 205,000 286,000 40% 

3 Just south of Walzem Road 184,000 253,000 38% 

4 Just north of Salado Creek, but 
before the I-410 South split 136,000 176,000 29% 

Source: TxDOT Transportation Planning and Programming Division 2012 Traffic Counts, ADT Volumes;  2 
I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Study Team Modeling Data. 3 
 4 
Inadequate Roadway Capacity 5 
Traffic volumes in the corridor have increased substantially during the past two decades.  6 
Table 1-9 presents traffic counts from three locations along the corridor from 1990, 2000, 7 
and 2010.  As shown in Table 1-9, traffic has increased from between approximately 43 8 
percent and 200 percent at the locations along the corridor during the last 20 years.  This 9 
increase in traffic coupled with a lack of major increases in roadway capacity has resulted 10 
in gridlock at many locations along the corridor. 11 
 12 
Table 1-9: Historical Traffic Counts along the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion 13 

Project Corridor 14 

Location Description 1990 2000 2010 
Total 

Increase 
(1990-2010) 

Percent 
Increase 

(1990-2010) 

1 I-35 south of Rittiman 
Road 127,000 169,000 181,000 54,000 42.5% 

2 I-35 north of I-410 West 120,000 169,000 200,000 80,000 66.7% 

3 I-35 northeast of  
Loop 1604 53,000 105,000 159,000 106,000 200.0% 

Source: TxDOT Transportation Planning and Programming Division, 1990-2010 Traffic Counts, ADT 15 
Volumes. 16 
 17 
Within the proposed project limits, 2012 truck volumes represented approximately 11 to 18 
15 percent of the total ADT volume on I-35, ranging from 20,170 to 23,318 trucks per 19 
day.  Trucks present additional capacity and safety concerns as they physically consume 20 
more space on the roadway than passenger vehicles and can make driving conditions 21 
more challenging for all motorists because their large size impairs other drivers’ view of 22 
the roadway and they are often moving slower than passenger vehicles. 23 
 24 
To further demonstrate the magnitude of the existing congestion levels in the I-35 25 
corridor, TxDOT’s 2014 rankings of the 100 most congested roadways in the entire State 26 
of Texas3 include three roadway segments located in the proposed project limits:  27 
 28 

 # 40: I-410 to I-410 29 
 # 54: I-410 W to Loop 1604 30 
 # 67: Loop 1604 to FM 3009 31 

                                            
 
 
3 http://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/projects/100-congested-roadways.html 
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The impact of increased congestion and travel time in the region has a tangible effect 1 
from both an economic and a quality of life standpoint for area residents and travelers.  It 2 
is estimated that in 2011, the average annual delay per San Antonio commuter was 38 3 
hours during the peak period (6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. to 7 p.m.), which equates to 4 
over an entire day stuck in congestion out of the year.  Additionally, the average peak 5 
period commuter consumed an excess of 16 gallons of gas annually and the total 6 
congestion cost per peak period auto commuter was $787 per year, according to the 7 
Texas Transportation Institute (TTI) 2012 Urban Mobility Report.  Based on the TTI 8 
report, the impact of increased congestion on San Antonio drivers was slightly higher 9 
than the national average for cities of a similar size.  Drivers in large urban areas, defined 10 
by TTI as cities with populations between one and three million residents, experienced an 11 
average annual delay of 37 hours in 2011, resulting in the consumption of an excess 17 12 
gallons of fuel and costing an average of $780 a year per auto commuter. 13 
 14 
Limited Integration with Other Existing and Planned Transportation Modes 15 
Increasing congestion in the region impacts all travelers, including those who rely on 16 
alternate transportation modes.  Transit service on I-35, within the proposed project limits, 17 
is provided by VIA.  Express bus service along I-35 is provided by the VIA #17 route that 18 
runs from downtown San Antonio to the Randolph Park & Ride near the I-35/I-410 West 19 
interchange in Windcrest.  Bus service is also provided along sections of the proposed 20 
project by the VIA routes #21, #550, #551, and #502.  Although no specific plans are 21 
noted, the VIA 2035 Comprehensive Transportation Plan, adopted in 2011, recommends 22 
extended and more frequent express bus service in the I-35 corridor.  TxDOT has 23 
coordinated with VIA during both the IH 35 PEL Study and development of the I-35 24 
Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project.  VIA has indicated an interest in enhancing and 25 
extending transit service in the I-35 corridor (see Appendix D: Supplemental Data).  26 
TxDOT will continue coordinating with VIA to ensure that the proposed project does not 27 
preclude future enhanced transit service along I-35 within the proposed project corridor.  28 
The current toll policy in place for the proposed project area was adopted by the Alamo 29 
RMA on October 10, 2007 and amended April 12, 2012.  The Alamo RMA toll policy 30 
exempts public transit vehicles from paying a toll on Alamo RMA managed lane facilities, 31 
which has the potential to allow transit riders to take advantage of the managed lanes’ 32 
reliability and predictability.  33 
 34 

1.4 Alternatives 35 
 36 

1.4.1 Alternatives Development History  37 
 38 
Proposed improvements to I-35 were examined in the IH 35 PEL Study.  The IH 35 PEL 39 
Study utilized information from previous planning studies, current technical analyses, input 40 
from the project’s technical and community advisory committees, general public input, and 41 
agency coordination to develop a range of alternative concepts for evaluation.  The study 42 
evaluated the following 11 preliminary alternative concepts using a two-phase screening 43 
process: 44 
 45 

46 
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 No-Build Alternative 1 
 Transportation System Management (TSM)/Traffic Demand Management 2 

(TDM)/Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)-Only Alternative Concept 3 
 Rail-Only Alternative Concept 4 
 Transit-Only Alternative Concept 5 
 Truck-Only Alternative Concept 6 
 At-Grade Expansion Alternative Concept 7 
 Elevated Expansion Alternative Concept 8 
 Elevated/At-Grade Mix Expansion Alternative Concept 9 
 Depressed Expansion Alternative Concept 10 
 New Location Highway Alternative Concept 11 

 12 
Four of the preliminary alternative concepts (TSM/TDM/ITS-only, rail-only, transit-only, and 13 
truck-only) were eliminated from further consideration as standalone solutions after the first 14 
phase of evaluation due to their inability to meet all of the elements of the purpose and 15 
need of the proposed project.  Table 1-10 provides an overview of the Phase I screening 16 
results.   17 

 18 
Table 1-10: Phase I Alternative Concept Screening Overview 19 

Alternative 
Concepts 

Assessment Criteria based on Need and Purpose 

Recommendation 
 

Addresses 
projected 

transportation 
needs over 
the Study’s 

25-year 
planning 
horizon 

Improves 
mobility and 
safety in a 

manner that 
will manage 

vehicle 
congestion 

Encourages 
integration 
with other 

transportation 
modes 

Compatible 
with 

economic 
development 
initiatives in 
the region 

No-Build 
Alternative N N N N Study in Phase II 

(required) 

TDM/TSM/ITS-
Only 
Alternative 

N Y Y N 

Consider as a 
Complementary 
transportation 

system solution 
(CTSS)* 

Rail-Only 
Alternative N Y Y Y Consider as a 

CTSS 
Transit-Only 
Alternative N Y Y Y Consider as a 

CTSS 
Truck-Only 
Alternative N Y N Y Do not study further 

At Grade 
Expansion 
Alternative  

Y Y Y Y Study in Phase II 

Elevated 
Expansion 
Alternative 

Y Y Y Y Study in Phase II 
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Alternative 
Concepts 

Assessment Criteria based on Need and Purpose 

Recommendation 
 

Addresses 
projected 

transportation 
needs over 
the Study’s 

25-year 
planning 
horizon 

Improves 
mobility and 
safety in a 

manner that 
will manage 

vehicle 
congestion 

Encourages 
integration 
with other 

transportation 
modes 

Compatible 
with 

economic 
development 
initiatives in 
the region 

Elevated/ 
At-Grade Mix 
Expansion 
Alternative 

Y Y Y Y Study in Phase II 

Depressed 
Expansion 
Alternative 

Y Y Y Y Study in Phase II 

New Location 
Highway 
Alternative 

Y Y Y Y Study in Phase II 

Parallel Facility 
Alternative Y Y Y Y Study in Phase II 

Source: IH 35 PEL Study 1 
* The IH 35 PEL Study defines a CTSS as an alternative concept that has been eliminated because it would 2 
not meet the need and purpose on its own, but it has the potential to complement and enhance other 3 
alternative concepts. 4 
 5 
The remaining alternative concepts were carried forward into Phase II of the IH 35 PEL 6 
Study alternatives analysis and grouped into two distinct alternative concepts: 7 
 8 

1. Add Roadway Capacity to the Existing I-35 Facility 9 

o Expansion Alternative – At Grade 10 
o Expansion Alternative – Elevated Option 11 
o Expansion Alternative – Elevated/At-Grade Mix Option 12 
o Expansion Alternative – Depressed Option 13 

 14 
2. Add Roadway Capacity Away from the Existing I-35 Facility 15 

 16 
o New Location Highway Alternative 17 
o Parallel Facility Alternative 18 

 19 
The two alternative concepts and the No-Build Alternative were analyzed during Phase II 20 
of the screening process using quantitative evaluation criteria developed based on input 21 
from the IH 35 PEL Study advisory committees and the general public.  Avoidance or 22 
minimization of impacts to the human and natural environment was identified by the IH 35 23 
PEL Study advisory committees as an objective in evaluating alternative concepts.  The 24 
two alternative concepts and the No-Build were examined with regard to their relative 25 
potential impacts to the built and natural environment and their relative mobility benefit. 26 
 27 

28 
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Table 1-11 below summarizes the Phase II screening results.  In Table 1-11, an “” 1 
signifies relatively poor performance, whereas a “” signifies a relatively positive 2 
performance for any given metric.  The Phase II screening results indicate that both 3 
alternative concepts would provide substantial mobility benefits compared to the No-Build 4 
Alternative but that Alternative Concept 1, adding roadway capacity to the existing I-35 5 
facility, would have fewer potential impacts to residents, businesses, and the environment.  6 
For this reason, the IH 35 PEL Study recommended adding highway capacity to the 7 
existing I-35 facility as the preferred build alternative. 8 
 9 

Table 1-11: Phase II Alternative Concept Evaluation Results 10 

Alternative Concept 
Mobility Benefit Minimize Potential Impacts 

Average 
Speed 

Travel 
Time 

Total 
Volume Residential Business Environment 

No-Build       
Add Roadway Capacity to 
the Existing I-35 Facility       

Add Roadway Capacity 
Away from the Existing I-35 
Facility 

      

Source: IH 35 PEL Study 11 
 12 
After completion of the IH 35 PEL Study, further evaluation was conducted to identify the 13 
most reasonable design configuration to carry forward for environmental analysis and 14 
schematic development.  This additional evaluation considered a number of traffic and 15 
engineering considerations including ROW, construction impacts, and traffic control 16 
impacts.  Table 1-12 summarizes the findings of the additional traffic and engineering 17 
analysis that took place after the completion of the IH 35 PEL Study. 18 

 19 
20 
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Table 1-12: Additional Traffic and Engineering-based Evaluation of Remaining 1 
Expansion Alternatives 2 

 At-Grade 
Expansion 

Elevated 
Expansion 

Depressed 
Expansion 

Elevated/ At-
Grade Mix 
Expansion 

ROW 

 Would require 
substantial 
additional ROW 
in most sections. 

 Would require 
minimal 
acquisition of 
additional ROW. 

 Without complex 
construction 
techniques, 
substantial 
additional ROW 
would be required 
in most sections. 

 Would require 
substantial 
additional ROW 
in at-grade 
sections. 

Construction 
Impacts 

 Would require 
additional 
pavement on 
either side of the 
facility; 

 Would require 
complete 
reconstruction of 
existing lanes, 
cross streets, and 
some bridges to 
accommodate 
new lanes; and 

 Would require 
increased design 
complexities and 
result in increased 
construction time. 

 Would minimize 
the need to 
reconstruct 
existing roadway; 

 Columns could be 
placed within the 
ROW in areas 
that do not have 
utilities;  

 Lanes could 
overhang the 
frontage and 
mainlanes in tight 
sections; and  

 Drainage could tie 
into existing 
systems. 

 Would require 
substantial long-
term 
closures/detours: 

 Would require 
complete 
reconstruction of 
existing mainlanes 
and frontage roads 
for most of the 
project length; and 

 Would require 
increased design 
and construction 
complexities, 
resulting in 
increased 
construction time 
and costs. 

 At-grade 
sections would 
require complete 
reconstruction of 
existing lanes, 
cross streets, 
and some 
bridges to 
accommodate 
new lanes; and 

 Would require 
increased 
design 
complexities and 
result in 
increased 
construction 
time. 

Traffic 
Control 
Impacts 

 Would require 
extended traffic 
control measures 
which would likely 
affect commute 
times and 
diminish highway 
capacity and 
access. 

 Would require 
some traffic 
control measures, 
but would 
minimize driver 
impact; and 

 Would minimize 
mainlane, 
frontage road, 
bridge, or ramp 
closures. 

 Would require 
extended traffic 
control measures 
which would likely 
affect commute 
times and diminish 
highway capacity 
and access. 

 Would require 
extended traffic 
control 
measures which 
would likely 
affect commute 
times and 
diminish 
highway 
capacity and 
access. 

Source: Project Team Staff, 2014 3 
 4 
Based on the findings of this additional analysis conducted after the conclusion of the IH 35 5 
PEL Study, it was determined that the most reasonable design configuration for additional 6 
capacity on the existing I-35 facility would be elevated lanes.  The elevated configuration 7 
would minimize the amount of ROW acquisition required, minimize construction impacts, 8 
and minimize traffic control impacts compared to an at-grade expansion. 9 
 10 
The project is proposed as managed lanes because the availability of traditional highway 11 
funding is limited and additional capacity on I-35 is listed as tolled in Mobility 2040, the 12 
Alamo Area MPO’s (AAMPO’s) long-range transportation plan.   13 



I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project  
Environmental Assessment                                                                                   I-35: I-410 South to FM 1103 
 

CSJs: 0016-05-111, etc.                                                                                                                              19 

1.4.2 No-Build Alternative 1 
 2 
The No-Build Alternative includes the preservation of the existing transportation network 3 
and any programmed transportation improvements that are reasonably expected to 4 
occur.  As such, the No-Build Alternative includes all of the short-term operational 5 
improvements currently underway and planned for I-35 in the San Antonio area 6 
(operational improvements on I-35 are ongoing from I-37 to I-410 West, including the 7 
construction of a direct connector from I-35 southbound to I-410 South), in addition to all 8 
other programmed transportation projects in the region that are contained in the AAMPO 9 
long-range MTP, Mobility 2040.  10 
 11 
There are various costs associated with the implementation of the No-Build Alternative.  12 
The cost of maintaining the existing system becomes higher the longer the improvements 13 
are postponed.  Additionally, vehicle operating costs increase as motorists continue to 14 
utilize an over-congested facility, spending more time in traffic.  There are also intangible 15 
costs associated with the effects to emergency vehicles and longer corresponding 16 
response times as well as safety issues.   17 
 18 
The No-Build Alternative would allow I-35 northeast of downtown San Antonio to remain in 19 
its existing condition, which is not considered viable because it would not meet the need 20 
and purpose of the proposed project.  The proposed project would not occur.  The overall 21 
local mobility would continue to be impaired.   22 
 23 
The No-Build Alternative is carried forward throughout the document as a baseline 24 
comparison to the Build Alternative. 25 
 26 

1.4.3 Build Alternative 27 
 28 
The Build Alternative includes the construction of four elevated managed lanes (two in 29 
each direction) generally between the existing I-35 mainlanes and frontage roads along  30 
I-35 from I-410 South in San Antonio to FM 1103 in Schertz.  The proposed project 31 
traverses Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties.  Direct connectors at the I-35/I-410 32 
South, I-35/I-410 West, and I-35/Loop 1604 interchanges and operational improvements at 33 
the FM 2252, Old Wiederstein Road, and FM 1103 intersections are also proposed.  The 34 
posted speed limit for the direct connectors would be 40 mph and the posted speed limit 35 
for the managed lanes would be 70 mph.  The proposed project would be almost entirely 36 
elevated, maintaining a minimum clearance of approximately 16.5 ft between the bottom of 37 
the bridged structure and the roadway it parallels.   38 
 39 
The proposed improvements are generally contained within existing ROW; however, the 40 
acquisition of minimal amounts of ROW (approximately 21.6 acres) is anticipated at this 41 
stage of project development.  Potential displacements resulting from the proposed project 42 
include 1 residence, 2 commercial facilities, portions of 2 parking facilities, 11 billboards, 2 43 
signs, and 1 sewage lift station. 44 
 45 
The Build Alternative would maintain all existing mainlanes and frontage road lanes as 46 
non-tolled facilities.  The proposed managed lanes would be intended for through traffic 47 
and would have fewer ingress and egress points than the existing I-35 mainlanes.  No 48 
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sidewalks would be constructed along the existing I-35 corridor or along the proposed 1 
managed lanes as a result of the build alternative. 2 
 3 
Refer to Section 1.5: Proposed Action, Table 1-13 for more detailed information about 4 
the proposed project. 5 
 6 

1.4.4 Managed Lanes 7 
 8 
As mentioned previously, the proposed improvements include the construction of two 9 
managed lanes in each direction.  A managed lane is a travel lane that operates separately 10 
from the mainlanes.  Travel on these lanes is managed through a combination of pricing, 11 
tolling, vehicle eligibility, and access control strategies to achieve faster, more reliable 12 
speeds.  Several methods exist to manage traffic volumes on travel lanes.   13 
 14 
It would be up to the Alamo RMA and AAMPO to determine the needs and methods best 15 
suited for managing traffic volumes on the proposed project.  16 
 17 
The Alamo RMA is an independent government agency that was created by the Texas 18 
Transportation Commission and the Bexar County Commissioners Court to accelerate 19 
transportation projects in the region.  The Alamo RMA is responsible for developing 20 
policies with regard to the delivery, development, and operation of the transportation 21 
system.  The current toll policy, also known as “Amended and Restated Policies and 22 
Procedures for Toll Collection Operations on the Alamo RMA Turnpike System,” was 23 
adopted by the Alamo RMA on October 7, 2007 and amended April 12, 2012.  The policy 24 
can be found at http://gov.bexar.org/AlamoRMA/docs/ARMA_TollPolicies_2012-04-12.pdf 25 
and is also included in Appendix D: Supplemental Data.  This policy is subject to 26 
modification by the RMA; however, this would only occur after an opportunity for public 27 
input and comment on any changes to the policy.  28 
 29 
If changes to the toll policy occur prior to construction of the project, the MPO would be 30 
required to update the Regional Toll Analysis to reflect the new policy and the 31 
environmental decision may need to be re-evaluated.  Future changes to the toll policy 32 
may include inclusion of demand management strategies such as dynamic pricing.   33 
 34 
Additionally, the project is proposed as managed lanes, of which tolling is a component, 35 
because the availability of traditional highway funding is limited.  Tolling the proposed 36 
managed lanes facility could provide the funding necessary to address the purpose and 37 
need of the proposed project. 38 
 39 

40 
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1.4.5 Logical Termini 1 
 2 
The logical termini for the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project, which is a north-3 
south facility, consists of I-410 South to the south and FM 1103 to the north, a distance of 4 
approximately 15.4 miles.  The I-410 South intersection with I-35 is a major interchange.   5 
FM 1103 is a major intersection along the I-35 corridor northeast of San Antonio, carrying 6 
traffic between the rapidly developing communities in Guadalupe and Comal Counties and 7 
the City of San Antonio.  Within the logical termini, the I-35 facility is of independent utility 8 
and the proposed project would be a reasonable expenditure even if no additional 9 
transportation improvements in the area were made and it would not restrict the 10 
consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable projects, including those in 11 
Mobility 2040. 12 
 13 
The construction limits of the proposed project account for transitions into the existing 14 
roadways and extend approximately 2.8 miles south of the project begin at I-410 South to 15 
just south of Copeland Drive and approximately 1.3 miles north of FM 1103 and also 16 
include approximately 4.2 miles of direct connectors at the major interchanges.  The total 17 
length of the proposed construction limits along I-35, including the direct connectors at the 18 
three major interchanges, is approximately 23.7 miles. 19 
 20 

1.5 Proposed Action 21 
 22 

1.5.1 Comparison of Existing and Proposed Facility 23 
 24 
TxDOT proposes improvements to I-35 from the I-35/I-410 South interchange in San 25 
Antonio to FM 1103 in Schertz, a distance of approximately 15.4 miles.  Direct connectors 26 
at the I-35/I-410 South, I-35/I-410 West, and I-35/Loop 1604 interchanges and operational 27 
improvements are also proposed.  Ramps providing interim access to the proposed 28 
managed lanes facility are proposed at the FM 3009 intersection.  The proposed project 29 
would expand the existing 6 to 10-lane facility to a 10 to 14-lane facility by constructing four 30 
elevated managed lanes (two lanes in each direction) generally between the mainlanes 31 
and frontage roads.  32 
 33 
The proposed elevated, managed lanes would generally be constructed between the 34 
existing mainlanes and frontage roads; however, north of FM 3009, the managed lanes 35 
would cross over (“wishbone” ramp style) the I-35 mainlanes dropping into the middle of 36 
the I-35 general purpose mainlanes.  The proposed managed lanes elevated section would 37 
end with the proposed managed lanes at-grade with the existing mainlanes.  The proposed 38 
managed lanes would continue in the middle, with the mainlanes and frontage roads to the 39 
outside, until they tie into the I-35 mainlanes and terminate just north of FM 1103.  The 40 
proposed managed lanes would have an overall width of approximately 38 ft which 41 
includes two 12-ft wide travel lanes, 4-ft wide inside shoulders, and 10-ft wide outside 42 
shoulders.  The design speed for the proposed managed lanes would be 70 mph. 43 
 44 
The proposed wishbone configuration of the managed lanes at the northern end of the 45 
proposed project would require the reconstruction of the bridges and intersections at FM 46 
2252, Old Wiederstein Road, and FM 1103.  The existing mainlanes would also need 47 
widening to the outside to allow room for the at-grade section of the managed lanes in the 48 
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middle.  This widening necessitates relocating the existing entrance and exit ramps, but 1 
allows the opportunity to further improve operations by reconfiguring the interchange 2 
ramps to an X-pattern.  This reconfiguring of the ramps continues the ramp reversal pattern 3 
already underway via separate projects south of FM 2252.    4 
 5 
All of the proposed direct connector fly-overs would be one lane, but could accommodate 6 
two vehicles in case of emergency.  The proposed direct connectors would have an overall 7 
width of approximately 26 ft which includes one 14-ft wide travel lane, a 4-ft wide inside 8 
shoulder, and an 8-ft wide outside shoulder.  The design speed for the proposed direct 9 
connectors at the major interchanges would be 40 mph.  The proposed direct connectors 10 
include: 11 
 12 

 I-35/I-410 South interchange – Total of two direct connectors extending from I-35 13 
managed lanes to I-410 mainlanes north of Seguin Road.  The longest direct 14 
connector at this interchange is a length of approximately 0.7 mile; 15 

 I-35/I-410 West interchange – Total of four direct connectors extending from I-35 16 
managed lanes to I-410 West just east of Quail Creek.  The longest direct connector 17 
at this interchange is approximately 1.7 miles; and 18 

 I-35/Loop 1604 interchange – Total of four direct connectors extending from I-35 19 
managed lanes to Loop 1604 west of Lookout Road.  The longest direct connector 20 
at this interchange is approximately 1.8 miles. 21 

 22 
The construction limits along I-35 begin approximately 2.8 miles south of the I-35/I-410 23 
South interchange just south of Copeland Drive and extend to approximately 1.3 miles 24 
north of FM 1103 (to account for transitions to the existing I-35 roadway).  The total length 25 
of the proposed construction limits along I-35, including the direct connectors at the three 26 
major interchanges, is approximately 23.7 miles. 27 
 28 
There is a variation of heights associated with the proposed elevated managed lanes and 29 
direct connectors.  The minimum height of the elevated sections of the proposed managed 30 
lanes is approximately 16.5 ft from the existing I-35 facility.  The height of the proposed 31 
elevated managed lanes which would traverse local cross streets ranges from 32 
approximately 27 to 42 ft from the top of the cross street bridge(s) to the top of the 33 
managed lanes.  The approximate maximum height of the proposed direct connectors at 34 
the major interchanges would be: 35 
 36 

 I-35/I-410 South interchange – 65 ft; 37 
 I-35/I-410 West interchange – 96 ft; and 38 
 I-35/Loop 1604 interchange – 109 ft. 39 

 40 
To facilitate emergency responder access to the proposed elevated, managed lanes, 41 
crossovers between the northbound and southbound structures are proposed north of 42 
Rittiman Road, north of O’Connor Road, and near Retama Parkway. The proposed 43 
crossovers would be approximately 50-ft wide and gated and would only be available for 44 
use by emergency, law enforcement, and maintenance vehicles and personnel. 45 
 46 
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Table 1-13 provides more details about the proposed project and the locations of the 1 
proposed direct connectors.  In order to further facilitate an understanding of the 2 
relationship between the existing I-35 facility and the proposed improvements, a map of 3 
the proposed project corridor is provided in Appendix C: Corridor Map.   4 
 5 
The design schematic encompassing the proposed improvements is available for 6 
inspection at the TxDOT San Antonio District Office, 4615 NW I-410, San Antonio, Texas 7 
78229-0928.8 
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Table 1-13: Comparison of Existing and Proposed Facilities 
I-35 Section Limits Existing Proposed* Changes in Access to Existing Facility 

From south of Copeland Drive to I-410 
South 

 6 mainlanes;  
 2 lanes of frontage roads in each direction; and 
 2 direct connectors at interchange with I-410 South. 

 2-4 elevated managed lanes (1-2 in each direction);  
 Direct connector from I-35 southbound managed lanes to 

I-410 South southbound mainlanes;  
 Direct connector from I-410 South northbound mainlanes 

to I-35 northbound managed lanes; and 
 Ramp from I-35 southbound managed lanes to I-35 

southbound mainlanes to provide access to the San 
Antonio Military Medical Center (SAMMC). 

 Reversal of northbound entrance ramp from I-35 
frontage roads to I-35 mainlanes to exit ramp at 
Winnco Drive; and 

 Reconstruct southbound ramp from southbound  
I-35 mainlanes to southbound  
I-35 frontage roads at I-35/I-410 South interchange 
(currently under construction). 

From I-410 South to south of Rittiman 
Road 

 6 mainlanes;  
 Entrance ramp from I-35 southbound to I-410 South 

southbound;  
 I-410 South northbound mainlanes (2 lanes) merge with I-

35 northbound mainlanes; and 
 2 to 3 lanes of frontage roads in each direction. 

 4 elevated managed lanes (2 in each direction). 

 Remove exit ramp from I-35 northbound mainlanes 
to I-35 northbound frontage roads just south of 
Rittiman Road. 
 

From south of Rittiman Road to north of 
Rittiman Road 

 10 mainlanes; and 
 2 to 3 lanes of frontage roads in each direction.  4 elevated managed lanes (2 in each direction). N/A 

From north of Rittiman Road to south of 
Eisenhauer Road 

 9 mainlanes (4 northbound and 5 southbound); and  
 4 northbound and 2 southbound frontage roads.  4 elevated managed lanes (2 in each direction). N/A 

From south of Eisenhauer Road to 
Walzem Road 

 8 mainlanes; and 
 2 to 3 lanes of frontage roads in each direction.  4 elevated managed lanes (2 in each direction). N/A 

From Walzem Road to Pat Booker Road 
 8 mainlanes; and  
 3 lanes of frontage roads in each direction; and 
 4 direct connectors at interchange with I-410 West. 

 4 elevated managed lanes (2 in each direction);  
 Direct connector from I-410 West eastbound mainlanes to 

I-35 southbound managed lanes; 
 Direct connector from I-410 West eastbound mainlanes to 

I-35 northbound managed lanes; 
 Direct connector from I-35 southbound managed lanes to 

I-410 West westbound mainlanes; and 
 Direct connector from I-35 northbound managed lanes to 

I-410 West westbound mainlanes. 

N/A 

From Pat Booker Road to south of 
Forum Parkway 

 6 mainlanes; 
 2 lanes of frontage roads in each direction; and 
 3 cloverleaf ramps and 1 left turn ramp at interchange 

with Loop 1604. 

 4 elevated managed lanes (2 in each direction); 
 Direct connector from Loop 1604 eastbound mainlanes to 

I-35 southbound managed lanes;  
 Direct connector from Loop 1604 eastbound mainlanes to 

I-35 northbound managed lanes; 
 Direct connector from I-35 southbound managed lanes to 

Loop 1604 westbound mainlanes; 
 Direct connector from I-35 northbound managed lanes to 

Loop 1604 westbound mainlanes;  

N/A 

From south of Forum Parkway to north of 
Schertz Parkway 

 8 mainlanes; and 
 2 lanes of frontage roads in each direction.  4 elevated managed lanes (2 in each direction). N/A 
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I-35 Section Limits Existing Proposed* Changes in Access to Existing Facility 

From north of Schertz Parkway to FM 
1103 

 6 mainlanes;  
 2 lanes of frontage roads in each direction; and 
 3 2-lane, 44-ft wide bridges (12-ft lanes and 10-ft 

shoulders) at the intersections of I-35/Old Wiederstein 
Road, I-35/FM 2252, and I-35/FM 1103. 

 4 elevated managed lanes (2 in each direction), tapering 
down to 2 at-grade managed lanes (1 in each direction) 
north of FM 3009. 

 Ramp from I-35 northbound managed lanes to I-35 
northbound mainlanes and addition of a northbound 
auxiliary lane from this ramp to Old Wiederstein Road;  

  Ramp from I-35 southbound mainlanes to I-35 southbound 
managed lanes and  addition of an auxiliary lane to this 
ramp from the Schertz Parkway southbound entrance ramp; 
and 

 3 6-lane bridges (12-ft wide travel lanes, 14-ft wide turn 
lanes, and 6-ft wide sidewalks) at the intersections of 
I-35/Old Wiederstein Road, I-35/FM 2252, and I-35/FM 
1103; and  

 3 single-lane, approximately 30-ft wide U-turn bridges at 
the intersections of I-35/Old Wiederstein Road, I-35/FM 
2252, and I-35/FM 1103. 

 Addition of entrance ramp from I-35 northbound 
frontage roads to I-35 northbound mainlanes just 
north of FM 3009;  

 Reconstruction of exit ramp from I-35 southbound 
mainlanes just south of Old Wiederstein Road to 
provide a combined exit to Old Wiederstein Road 
and FM 3009; 

 Reverse and reconstruct southbound entrance ramp 
from I-35 frontage roads to I-35 mainlanes just south 
of FM 2252;  

 Reverse and reconstruct southbound exit ramp from 
I-35 mainlanes to I-35 frontage roads just north of 
FM 2252; 

 Reverse and reconstruct northbound entrance ramp 
from I-35 frontage roads to I-35 mainlanes just north 
of FM 2252;  

 Reverse and reconstruct southbound entrance ramp 
from I-35 frontage roads to I-35 mainlanes just south 
of FM 1103;  

 Reverse and reconstruct northbound exit ramp from 
I-35 mainlanes to I-35 frontage roads just south of 
FM 1103; 

 Reconstruct southbound exit ramp from I-35 
mainlanes to I-35 frontage roads just north of FM 
1103; and 

 Reconstruct northbound entrance ramp from I-35 
frontage roads to I-35 mainlanes just north of FM 
1103. 

*Note: This column only provides descriptions of new/expanded facility capacity.  The proposed project maintains all components of the existing I-35 facility except where noted in the “Propose” and “Changes in Access to Existing 
Facility” columns.  
Source: Project Team Staff, 2014 
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1.5.2 Right-of-Way  1 
 2 
The proposed project would require approximately 21.6 acres of additional ROW.  3 
Approximately 68 parcels would be associated with proposed ROW acquisitions for the 4 
proposed project.  Table 1-14 lists the location of the proposed ROW/easements required, 5 
the amount of proposed ROW/easements (displayed as acreage), and a location 6 
description.  Appendix F: Project Photographs, Photos 12-14, 25-29, and 43 present 7 
proposed ROW areas. 8 
 9 

Table 1-14: Proposed ROW and Easements 10 

Description 
Additional Right-of-
Way or Easement 

Requirements (acres) 

Appendix C: 
Corridor Map 

Sheet No. 
Additional ROW required west of I-35 just south of I-35/  
I-410 West interchange along Fratt Road and southbound 
I-35 frontage road. 

ROW = 6.49 acres 4 

Construction easement required at Union Pacific (UP) 
Railroad at I-35/I-410 West interchange Easement = 1.05 acres 4 

Additional ROW required west of I-35 just north of I-35/  
I-410 West interchange. ROW = 0.09 acre 6 

Additional ROW required east of I-35 between I-35/Loop 
1604 interchange and Forum Parkway ROW = 0.92 acre 8 

Additional ROW required west of I-35 between I-35/Loop 
1604 interchange and Forum Parkway ROW = 0.08 acre 8 

Additional ROW required west of I-35 just south of  
N. Evans Road. ROW = 0.90 acre 10 

Additional ROW required west of I-35 just north of  
N. Evans Road. ROW = 0.03 acre 10 

Additional ROW required east of I-35 just south of Legacy 
Oaks Parkway. ROW = 0.01 acres 11 

Additional ROW required west of I-35 approximately 0.3 
miles south of FM 3009. ROW = 0.01 acres 11 

Additional ROW required east of I-35 near the 
intersection with Old Wiederstein Road, between Roy 
Richard Drive and Hope Lane. 

ROW = 8.20 acres 12 

Additional ROW required west of I-35 just north of Cibolo 
Valley Drive. ROW = 0.15 acres 12 

Additional ROW required west of I-35 just south of FM 
2252. ROW = 0.25 acres 12 

Additional ROW required southeast of I-35 at the 
intersection with FM 2252. ROW = 0.53 acres 12 

Additional ROW required northwest of I-35 between FM 
2252 and FM 1103 ROW = 1.78 acres 13 

Additional ROW required east of I-35 between FM 2252 
and FM 1103 ROW = 2.15 acres 13 

Additional ROW required on the southeast corner of the 
intersection of I-35 and FM 1103  ROW = 0.05 acres 13 

Totals Additional ROW = 21.64 acres 
Additional Easement = 1.05 acres 

Source: Design Schematic and Typical Sections, May 2014. 11 
 12 
Drainage easement locations have not been identified to date.  A 1.05-acre construction 13 
access easement would be required over the Union Pacific (UP) Railroad at I-410 West.  14 
Temporary construction easements and drainage easements may be required; however, 15 
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their locations would not be determined until the design stage of project development.  If 1 
any of the drainage easements identified in the future during the design stage are 2 
permanent and may affect environmental resources, a re-evaluation would be required.  3 
 4 

The existing utilities along the proposed project include water lines, sewer lines, gas 5 
lines, telephone cables, electrical lines, and overhead electric.  At this time, utility 6 
adjustments are anticipated, but have not yet been determined.  Detailed information on 7 
the utility lines would be evaluated during the design phase of the project in order to 8 
evaluate the need to integrate the proposed improvements and utility systems into the 9 
design plans.  If required, utility adjustments or relocations would occur according to 10 
standard TxDOT procedures and any necessary environmental documentation would 11 
be completed prior to construction.  The adjustment of any utilities or construction 12 
easements would be handled so that no substantial disruption of service would take 13 
place while the adjustments are being made.  Each utility company would be 14 
responsible for its utility relocation and would provide the appropriate utility relocation 15 
plans. 16 
 17 

1.6 Project Funding 18 
 19 
On December 8, 2014, the Transportation Policy Board (TPB) of the Alamo Area 20 
Metropolitan Planning Organization approved the region’s long-range transportation plan, 21 
Mobility 2040. The I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project is included in Mobility 22 
2040 in Fiscal Year 2020 with a total project cost of approximately $2.1 billion.  Funding for 23 
the project is shown as a “Local Contribution”, which includes revenues from tolls on the 24 
managed lanes.  A Cost Estimate Review (CER) workshop was conducted in March 2015 25 
for the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project and the revised cost estimate is 26 
currently under review by FHWA. 27 
 28 
Title 23, U.S.C. 106(h) requires that project management plans and financial plans be 29 
developed for “major projects”, which are defined as projects with estimated total costs of 30 
$500 million or more.  The I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project qualifies as a 31 
major project as defined by FHWA’s Financial Plan Guidance (2014) and will be required 32 
to have a project management plan and annual financial plan.  As noted in FHWA’s 33 
Financial Plan Guidance (2014), “an annual financial plan is a comprehensive document 34 
that reflects the project's scope, schedule, cost estimate, and funding structure to provide 35 
reasonable assurance that there will be sufficient funding available to implement and 36 
complete the entire project, or a fundable phase of the project, as planned.”  A detailed 37 
funding strategy for this project will be developed during the financial plan preparation 38 
process. 39 
 40 
The total project cost information for the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project is 41 
listed in Table 1-15.  The project is also listed in Appendix D of the MPO’s 2015-2018 42 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) which was adopted on April 28, 2014 by the 43 
MPO’s TPB.  Copies of the MTP and TIP pages are included in Appendix D: 44 
Supplemental Data of this document.  The estimated time of completion (ETC) for the 45 
proposed project is 2025.  46 
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 1 
Table 1-15: Project Cost Information 2 

CSJ No. Limits Total Project Cost 
0016-05-111 Guadalupe/Comal County Line to FM 1103 $138,000,000 
0016-06-047 Bexar/Guadalupe County Line to Guadalupe/Comal County Line  $295,500,000 
0016-07-113 I-410 North to Guadalupe/Bexar County Line $1,018,355,254 
0017-10-168 I-410 South to I-410 North $688,144,172 
Total $2,139,999,426 

Source: Mobility 2040 MTP, 2014 3 
 4 

5 
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2.0  SURROUNDING AREA 1 
 2 
Between I-410 South and FM 1103, I-35 traverses or travels adjacent to the cities of San 3 
Antonio, Windcrest, Live Oak, Universal City, Selma, Schertz, Kirby, and Cibolo.  The area 4 
surrounding the proposed project is primarily urbanized or rapidly urbanizing.  5 
Commercial and residential development is virtually continuous along both sides of I-35 6 
except for north of FM 3009, where development is interspersed with vacant 7 
commercially-zoned ranch and farmland.  Major commercial features of the study area 8 
include multiple automobile dealerships, the HEB Food Stores Distribution/Warehouse 9 
Center, Rackspace Headquarters, The Forum at Olympia Parkway, and an Amazon 10 
distribution center that opened in 2013.  The San Antonio Military Medical Center is 11 
located near the I-35/I-410 South interchange.  Retama Horse Park is located west of I-12 
35 in Selma.  The AT&T Center and Splashtown are both located to the southeast of the 13 
proposed project near the AT&T Center Parkway intersection with I-35.   14 
 15 
I-35 within the proposed project limits follows the approximate boundary between two 16 
major natural regions of Texas, the Edwards Plateau Texas Hill Country to the 17 
northwest and the Blackland Prairies to the southeast.  Elevation in the area generally 18 
decreases northwest to southeast from a high of approximately 1,025 ft to a low of 660 19 
ft above mean sea level.  The terrain is generally gently rolling.  Soil types in the area 20 
are mostly clays and silty clays and a few areas of clay loam overlying limestone 21 
bedrock.  Loam soils occur on the Cibolo Creek terraces and clay soils occur on the 22 
Salado Creek terraces.  Most of the proposed project is located within the San Antonio 23 
River Basin except for the north-most 1-mile section, which falls within the Guadalupe 24 
River Basin.  Cibolo Creek, the largest stream in the project area, flows in a 25 
southeasterly direction across I-35, forming the Bexar/Guadalupe County line. 26 
 27 
A portion of the proposed project is located in the Federal Emergency Management 28 
Agency (FEMA) 100-year floodplain, associated mostly with Cibolo, Beitel, Salado, and 29 
Salitrillo Creeks and tributaries.  Approximately 46 acres of FEMA 100-year floodplain 30 
occur within the existing and proposed I-35 ROW.  The floodways are variously 31 
vegetated, with maintained grasses and herbaceous vegetation at the Cibolo Creek 32 
tributary floodway crossings located north and south of Cibolo Creek, and at the Salitrillo 33 
Creek tributary floodway crossing located north of the intersection of Toepperwein Road.  34 
The Cibolo Creek floodway is characterized by natural rock streambed flanked by natural 35 
riparian herbaceous and woody vegetation (maintained within the existing ROW; 36 
unmaintained outside of existing ROW).  The Salitrillo Creek tributary floodway is a 37 
concreted channel within the I-35 ROW.  The Salado Creek floodway consists of 38 
concreted channel under the I-35 mainlane bridges and natural channel outside the 39 
frontage roads to the ROW boundary. 40 
 41 
Although the existing I-35 ROW within the proposed project limits is mostly mowed and 42 
maintained, several unmaintained and naturally vegetated areas within and adjacent to 43 
the existing ROW are utilized by migratory birds and local terrestrial wildlife.  These 44 
areas include riparian woodlands at Cibolo Creek, Beitel Creek, Salado Creek and a 45 
Salitrillo Creek tributary, and upland woodlands interspersed with ranchland in the 46 
northern study area.   47 
 48 
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Appendix F: Project Photographs includes representative photographs of the I-35 1 
corridor along the limits of the proposed project.   2 
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3.0 SPECIFIC AREAS OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 1 
 2 
This EA was prepared in accordance with applicable guidance/regulatory criteria and 3 
includes references to all relevant statutes, regulations, and Executive Orders (EO) under 4 
each resource section.  The status of the established impact analysis criteria and their 5 
applicability are discussed appropriately throughout the EA (i.e., EO 12898 is addressed 6 
under Section 3.1.4.  Environmental Justice).  The existing environment and potential 7 
environmental impacts resulting from the No-Build and Build Alternative are discussed in 8 
each section.  In general, environmental consequences can be considered temporary or 9 
permanent in nature.  Permanent impacts are those anticipated to last indefinitely.  10 
Temporary impacts consist of those that would result from construction activities (i.e., 11 
clearing, grading, excavation, hauling, access) anticipated to last for some period of time 12 
but that would eventually revert to pre-construction conditions.  13 
 14 
As mentioned earlier, study areas for this EA were determined based on the resources’ 15 
geographic locations and corresponding scale of potential impacts.  For example, the study 16 
area for direct impacts to natural resources such as water resources and biological 17 
resources is defined by the areas that may be potentially impacted or the areas of 18 
disturbance associated with construction activities.  19 
 20 
The study areas utilized in the Indirect and Cumulative Impacts sections can be found in 21 
Section 4.0: Indirect and Cumulative Impacts Analyses. 22 
 23 

3.1 Community Impacts Assessment 24 
 25 

3.1.1 Regional and Community Growth 26 
 27 
According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s Census 2010, the San Antonio Metropolitan 28 
Statistical Area (MSA) is the 25th largest metropolitan area in the U.S.  Between 2000 and 29 
2010, the U.S. Census Bureau estimates the San Antonio metro area added approximately 30 
430,805 residents to reach a population of 2,142,508, equating to a growth rate of 31 
approximately 25.2 percent.  Between 2000 and 2010, the San Antonio MSA was the ninth 32 
fastest growing metropolitan area of over 1,000,000 residents.  Census 2010 also reveals 33 
continued growth in Bexar County and the City of San Antonio during the same time 34 
period.  From 2000 to 2010, Bexar County gained 321,842 new residents, and the City of 35 
San Antonio gained 182,761 new residents, equating to growth rates of approximately 23.1 36 
percent and 16.0 percent, respectively. 37 
  38 
Household population projections generated by the TWDB indicate dramatic growth will 39 
likely continue to occur in Bexar, Guadalupe, and Comal Counties through the year 2040.  40 
The TWDB projects Bexar County to grow to a household population of 2,468,254 41 
residents by 2040, an increase of 753,481 persons and an approximate increase of 43.9 42 
percent from its Census 2010-documented population.  The TWDB projects an 43 
approximate 99.6 percent growth in the Comal County population (from 108,472 to 44 
216,562) and an approximate 109.9 percent growth (from 131,533 to 276,064) during the 45 
same time period in the Guadalupe County population.  The 13-county Alamo Area 46 
Council of Governments (AACOG) planning area, which represents the San Antonio 47 
region, is projected to grow from a household population of 2,249,718 residents to 48 
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3,394,638 residents by 2040, an approximate increase of 50.9 percent from its Census 1 
2010 population. 2 
 3 
Vigorous economic growth also characterizes San Antonio relative to other metropolitan 4 
regions in the U.S.  According to the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, from 2002-2012, 5 
the San Antonio MSA experienced an approximate 72.6 percent increase in economic 6 
output as measured by Gross Domestic Product (GDP).  This compares to an approximate 7 
47.2 percent growth rate during the same time period for all metropolitan regions of the 8 
U.S. as a whole.  Total employment in the San Antonio MSA increased 22.7 percent from 9 
2002-2012, while total employment increased approximately 9.6 percent for all 10 
metropolitan regions in the U.S. during the same time period.  The San Antonio MSA has 11 
approximately 8.6 percent of the state’s population, 8.2 percent of the state’s total 12 
employment, and generates approximately 6.6 percent of the state’s total economic output 13 
as measured by GDP. 14 
 15 
No-Build Impact 16 
Because traffic mobility concerns would not be improved under the No-Build Alternative, 17 
access and mobility of people and goods would continue to be limited. 18 
 19 
Build Impact 20 
The proposed project has taken into consideration the predicted 2040 demographics and 21 
economic development initiatives for the San Antonio region.  Extensive coordination has 22 
occurred for the proposed project amongst select agencies and municipalities representing 23 
the San Antonio region since origination of the IH 35 PEL Study.  TxDOT and the Alamo 24 
RMA formed a Technical Advisory Committee comprised of representatives from local, 25 
state, and federal agencies as well as municipalities within the PEL Study Area to provide 26 
guidance throughout the development of the IH 35 PEL Study.  Following completion of the 27 
IH 35 PEL Study, continued coordination occurred between TxDOT, municipalities, and 28 
local, state, and federal agencies in the San Antonio region at an I-35 Northeast San 29 
Antonio Expansion Project kickoff meeting hosted by TxDOT in September 2013.  At the 30 
project kickoff meeting, participants discussed future developments along the I-35 31 
Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project limits and stakeholders had an opportunity to 32 
ask questions and provide input on the proposed project.  Two public meetings and an 33 
online open house were held in October 2013 to collect public input on preliminary design 34 
options and potential impacts of the proposed improvements to I-35.  An additional 35 
meeting was held on August 6, 2014 to update stakeholders on the proposed project. 36 
  37 
In addition to this coordination, the project team reviewed the current plans of 38 
municipalities along the proposed project corridor to determine the goals of those 39 
communities, including economic development goals.  Some of the economic goals 40 
relevant to the proposed project include: 41 
 42 

 City of Cibolo Complete Master Plan  43 
o Planning for retail and commercial service areas along major thoroughfares 44 

and intersections 45 
 City of Live Oak Comprehensive Plan 2022 46 



I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project  
Environmental Assessment    I-35: I-410 South to FM 1103 
 

CSJs: 0016-05-111, etc.                                                                                                                              33 

o Establishing land use policies that encourage retail along I-35 and Loop 1604 1 
and maximizing economic development opportunities along I-35 and Loop 2 
1604 3 

 City of San Antonio North Sector Plan  4 
o Continue to locate higher density residential and compatible employment 5 

uses near the intersections of I-10/ I-410, US 281/Loop 1604, I-10/Loop 6 
1604, I-35/Loop 410, and along Lone Star Rail in Selma and Garden Ridge. 7 

 City of Schertz Comprehensive Land Plan 8 
o Concentration of commercial and industrial growth in nodes at intersections 9 

along major thoroughfares including I-35. 10 
 City of Schertz Sector Plan 11 

o Implement a “Highway Commercial Overlay District” along both the North 12 
and South frontage roads of I-35.   13 

 City of Selma Comprehensive Development Plan 14 
o Encouraging commercial development in the area surrounding I-35 and FM 15 

1518 and Encouraging redevelopment of the area on the east side of I-35 16 
between Cibolo Creek and the City Park as a specialty commercial shopping 17 
area; and 18 

o Encouraging redevelopment of the area on the west side of I-35 between 19 
Retama Parkway and Old Austin Road into an attractive commercial area. 20 

As noted above, many municipalities along the proposed project corridor include 21 
commercial development/redevelopment along I-35 as part of their economic development 22 
strategies.  The proposed I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project is consistent with 23 
the economic development goals of surrounding communities and would complement 24 
economic development initiatives in the region. 25 
  26 

3.1.2 Community Cohesion 27 
 28 
Community cohesion is a term that refers to an aggregate quality of a residential area.  29 
Cohesion is a social attribute that indicates a sense of community, common responsibility, 30 
and social interaction within a limited geographic area.  It is the degree to which residents 31 
have a sense of belonging to their neighborhood or community or a strong attachment to 32 
neighbors, groups, and institutions as a continual association over time.   33 
 34 
No-Build Impact 35 
Under the No-Build Alternative for the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project, a 36 
change in community cohesion is not anticipated for adjacent residential areas.  37 
 38 
Build Impact 39 
Several residential communities with varying socio-economic characteristics are located 40 
near the proposed project.  These residential communities, many of which are specific 41 
neighborhoods within a larger residential district, include: 42 
 43 

44 
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 Willowood Estates (San Antonio); 1 
 East Terrell Hills (San Antonio); 2 
 Park Village (San Antonio); 3 
 General Krueger (San Antonio); 4 
 Camelot (San Antonio); 5 
 Village North One (San Antonio); 6 
 Starlight Terrace (City of Windcrest); 7 
 Sun Gate (San Antonio); 8 
 Longhorn (San Antonio); 9 
 Royal Ridge (San Antonio); 10 
 Hills of Park North (San Antonio); 11 
 Randolph Hills (San Antonio); 12 
 Valley Forge (San Antonio); 13 
 Monterrey Village (San Antonio); 14 
 Feather Ridge (San Antonio); 15 
 City of Live Oak; 16 
 City of Selma; and 17 
 Northcliff (City of Schertz).  18 

 19 
The I-35 facility currently serves as a boundary to the East Terrell Hills, General Krueger, 20 
Starlight Terrace, and Valley Forge Neighborhoods.  No residential community is currently 21 
separated or divided by I-35.  Communities with residences located adjacent to I-35 22 
include the East Terrell Hills, General Krueger, and Starlight Terrace Neighborhoods.   23 
 24 
Negative impacts to residential communities associated with the proposed project could be 25 
attributed to traffic noise impacts, changes in access, changes in aesthetics, and/or 26 
temporary construction impacts.  Residents of communities not located directly adjacent to 27 
I-35 may experience negative impacts associated with changes in access, temporary 28 
construction impacts, or personal displeasure with the aesthetics of the proposed 29 
improvements. 30 
 31 
Changes in access would result from the proposed ramp reconfigurations in the vicinity of 32 
the I-35/I-410 South interchange and between Schertz Parkway and the northern project 33 
terminus and also from the proposed northbound exit ramp removal just south of Rittiman 34 
Road.  These changes could make access to some businesses more or less convenient 35 
for drivers in the area.  Residents and patrons of businesses in these areas may 36 
experience some inconvenience and may need to adjust their travel routes due to changes 37 
in access. 38 
 39 
Positive impacts to residential communities would include improved mobility resulting from 40 
improved traffic operations and better management of traffic congestion.  The 41 
management of congestion due to improvements in traffic operations along I-35 would also 42 
benefit those who travel along I-35.   43 
 44 
The proposed improvements would not affect, separate, or isolate any distinct 45 
neighborhoods, ethnic groups, or other specific groups as the I-35 facility is an existing 46 
interstate highway.   47 
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As described in Section 6.0 Public Involvement, TxDOT has and continues to facilitate 1 
communication with the general public; adjacent property owners; business owners; 2 
residents; the Cities of San Antonio, Windcrest, Live Oak, Selma, and Schertz; and other 3 
public agencies with interests along I-35.  A public hearing was conducted for the  4 
I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project in February 2015. No concerns regarding 5 
community cohesion were documented through the public involvement efforts associated 6 
with the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project.   7 
  8 

3.1.3 Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Populations 9 
 10 
Executive Order 13166 on LEP calls for all agencies to ensure that their federally 11 
conducted programs and activities are meaningfully accessible to LEP individuals.  The 12 
U.S. Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT) defines LEP persons as individuals with a 13 
primary or home language other than English who must, due to limited fluency in English, 14 
communicate in that primary or home language if the individuals are to have an equal 15 
opportunity to participate effectively in or benefit from any aid, service, or benefit provided 16 
by the transportation provider or other U.S. DOT recipient.   17 
 18 
No-Build Impact 19 
Under the No-Build Alternative, no impacts to LEP individuals would be anticipated. 20 
 21 
Build Impact 22 
Definition of LEP Population Study Area 23 
The study area for the LEP population analysis includes all census block groups within or 24 
intersected by a 150-ft buffer of the proposed I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion 25 
Project ROW.  There are 35 census block groups associated with the 2008-2012 American 26 
Community Survey (ACS)  5-Year Estimates that are wholly or partially within 150-ft of the 27 
proposed project ROW.  The 35 census block groups comprise the direct impacts study 28 
area for LEP populations, and are referred to as the “LEP study area.”   29 
 30 
Census block group data was obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau 2008-2012 ACS  31 
5-Year Estimates database.  According to the information, the “Ability to Speak English,” 32 
for the population five years and older indicates approximately 8.7 percent of the 33 
population within the 35 census block groups along the proposed project limits speaks 34 
English “Well,” “Not Well,” or “Not at All.”  All 35 of the census block groups adjacent to 35 
the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project limits contain LEP populations 36 
according to the 2008-2012 ACS; LEP populations among the 35 census block groups 37 
ranged from approximately 1.0 to 22.6 percent.  Census Tract (CT) 1212.04 Block Group 38 
(BG) 3 contains 22.6 percent LEP population.  The next largest LEP population per 39 
census block group is 20.4 percent (CT 1212.03 BG 4).  Specific LEP languages and 40 
respective percentages represented in the LEP study area are the following: Spanish 41 
(26.2 percent), Other Indo-European (2.1 percent), Asian and Pacific Islander (1.8 42 
percent), and Other (0.2 percent).  Table 3-1 summarizes the LEP population for the 43 
study area and Appendix A, Exhibit 2: 2010 Census Geography Map illustrates the 44 
census block group boundaries. 45 
 46 
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Table 3-1: Percent LEP Population  1 

Census 
Tract 

Census Block 
Group 

Total Population 5 
Years and Older 

Total Number Who 
Speak English 
less than “Very 

Well”  
Percent LEP 

CT 1201 1             6,819               310  4.5% 

CT 1205.01 1                791               104  13.1% 
3             1,095               102  9.3% 

CT 1205.02 
1             1,036                66  6.4% 
2             1,198               222  18.5% 
3                516                30  5.8% 

CT 1209.02 3             1,172               136  11.6% 
4             1,078                46  4.3% 

CT 1212.03 

1                441                21  4.8% 
2             1,315               174  13.2% 
3             1,003               122  12.2% 
4                945               193  20.4% 

CT 1212.04 2             1,565                15  1.0% 
3             1,042               236  22.6% 

CT 1213 2             1,416                72  5.1% 
CT 1214.03 2             1,219               216  17.7% 

CT 1214.04 1             1,743               310  17.8% 
3             1,680               153  9.1% 

CT 1215.01 1             1,325                30  2.3% 

CT 1216.06 1                412                45  10.9% 
2             2,218               193  8.7% 

CT 1217.02 1             2,618                68  2.6% 
2             1,035                21  2.0% 

CT 1218.02 1             2,410               261  10.8% 
3             2,928               171  5.8% 

CT 1218.03 1             1,949               262  13.4% 
2                587                93  15.8% 

CT 1219.09 1             1,637               116  7.1% 
2             2,507               279  11.1% 

CT 1308 1             1,480               114  7.7% 
CT 3108.02 2             3,561               515  14.5% 
CT 2107.07 1             1,888                81  4.3% 
CT 2107.09 3             1,573               129  8.2% 
CT 2107.11 1             1,734                46  2.7% 
CT 2107.13 2             1,989                69  3.5% 
LEP Study Area Total 57,925 5,021 8.7% 

Note: Census geographies are commensurate with Census 2010. 2 
Source: U. S. Census Bureau.  2008-2012 ACS 5-Year Estimates, Table B16004. 3 

 4 
As described in Section 6.0 Public Involvement, public involvement activities related to 5 
the proposed project followed TxDOT and FHWA policies and procedures.  The public 6 
involvement program for the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project included a 7 
public meeting (held at two separate locations) and a public hearing.  Spanish language 8 
newspaper notices, informational handouts in Spanish, and provision of Spanish 9 
interpreters were utilized during the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project public 10 
meetings and public hearing.   11 
 12 
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A field reconnaissance along the proposed project limits indicated that English and 1 
Spanish were two languages used for building signage or other forms of posted 2 
information and advertisement within the proposed project limits.  A public hearing was 3 
held for the proposed project in February 2015.  During the preparation for the public 4 
hearing, reasonable steps, such as the publication of bilingual announcements in local 5 
papers that informed the public of the opportunity to request an interpreter (for language or 6 
other special communication needs) to be present at the public hearing, were taken to 7 
ensure that such persons would have meaningful access to the programs, services, and 8 
information that TxDOT provided.  9 
 10 

3.1.4 Environmental Justice 11 
 12 
Definition of Environmental Justice Populations 13 
Executive Order 12898 entitled “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 14 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations” requires each Federal agency to “make 15 
achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as 16 
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of 17 
its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.”  18 
FHWA has identified three fundamental principles of environmental justice:  19 
 20 

1. To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health or 21 
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority 22 
populations and low-income populations;  23 

2. To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 24 
transportation decision-making process; and  25 

3. To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits 26 
by minority populations and low-income populations.  27 
 28 

FHWA Order 6640.23A defines a minority as a person who is: 29 
 30 

 Black: a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa; 31 
 Hispanic or Latino: a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South 32 

American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race; 33 
 Asian American: a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far 34 

East, Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent;  35 
 American Indian and Alaska Native: a person having origins in any of the original 36 

people of North America, South America (including Central America), and who 37 
maintains cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community recognition; 38 
or 39 

 Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander: people having origins in any of the 40 
original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands. 41 
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Executive Order 12898 further defines a minority population as any readily identifiable 1 
groups of minority persons who live in geographic proximity, and if circumstances warrant, 2 
geographically dispersed/transient persons (such as migrant workers or Native Americans) 3 
who would be similarly affected by a proposed FHWA program, policy, or activity. 4 
 5 
Low-income is defined as a household income at or below the Department of Health and 6 
Human Services (DHHS) poverty guidelines.  The poverty guidelines are provided by the 7 
DHHS.  In 2015, the DHHS poverty guideline for a four-person family is $24,250. 8 
 9 
Adverse effects are defined in the FHWA Order 6640.23A as the totality of significant 10 
individual or cumulative human health or environmental effects, including interrelated social 11 
and economic effects, which may include, but are not limited to: bodily impairment, 12 
infirmity, illness or death; air, noise, and water pollution and soil contamination; destruction 13 
or disruption of man-made or natural resources; destruction or diminution of aesthetic 14 
values; destruction or disruption of community cohesion or a community’s economic 15 
vitality; destruction or disruption of the availability of public and private facilities and 16 
services; vibration; adverse employment effects; displacement of persons, businesses, 17 
farms, or nonprofit organizations; increased traffic congestion, isolation, exclusion or 18 
separation of minority or low-income individuals within a given community from the broader 19 
community; and the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of, benefits of 20 
FHWA programs, policies, or activities. 21 
 22 
Disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects are defined by 23 
FHWA as adverse effects that:  24 
 25 

1. Are predominately borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population; 26 
or  27 

2. Would be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and are 28 
appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effects that 29 
would be suffered by the non-minority population and/or non-low-income population.  30 

 31 
The potential effects of the proposed I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project have 32 
been evaluated in accordance with the requirements of EO 12898.  Population data at the 33 
census block (Census 2010) and census block group levels (2008-2012 ACS 5-Year 34 
Estimates) from the U.S. Census Bureau were used in this socioeconomic analysis.  35 
Census block data provides information at the lowest scale available for race and ethnicity 36 
analysis; census block group data provides information at the lowest scale available for 37 
household income and poverty population analyses.  Appendix A, Exhibit 2: 2010 38 
Census Geography Map illustrates the census geography boundaries from Census 2010 39 
used in this analysis. 40 
 41 
No-Build Impact 42 
Under the No-Build Alternative for the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project, no 43 
adverse impacts to environmental justice (EJ) populations are anticipated.  However, the 44 
condition of the existing facility would continue to be unsatisfactory for all adjacent and 45 
user populations, including EJ populations.  Traffic operations would not be improved, and 46 
congestion along I-35 would continue to increase over time. 47 
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Build Impact 1 
Definition of Low-income and Minority Population Study Areas 2 
The study areas for the low-income and minority population analyses differ due to the 3 
availability of census data.  The “low-income population study area” is the direct impacts 4 
study area for household income and poverty populations and includes the 35 census 5 
block groups associated with the 2008-2012 ACS 5-Year Estimates that are within or 6 
intersected by a 150-ft buffer of the existing and proposed project ROW.  The “minority 7 
population study area” includes the 180 census blocks associated with the 2010 Census 8 
that are within or intersected by a 150-ft buffer of the existing and proposed project ROW.   9 
 10 
Income Characteristics 11 
Due to the lack of income data at the census block level available from the 2008-2012 ACS 12 
5-Year Estimates, the census block groups containing the project footprint were used for 13 
this part of the analysis.  These 35 census block groups comprise the low-income 14 
population study area for the household income and poverty analysis. 15 
 16 
Median household income and poverty status for the low-income population study area are 17 
listed in Table 3-2.  The median household income of census block groups comprising the 18 
project area ranged from $17,593 to $102,865 according to the 2008-2012 ACS 5-Year 19 
Estimates.   20 
 21 
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Table 3-2: Median Household Income and Poverty Status 1 

Census 
Tract 

Census Block 
Group 

Number of 
Households 

Median Household 
Income  

2015 DHHS 
Poverty 

Guideline 
CT 1201 1 911 $61,940 

$24,250 

CT 1205.01 1 319 $49,141 
3 494 $33,889 

CT 1205.02 
1 395 $60,077 
2 378 $50,962 
3 248 $17,593 

CT 1209.02 3 544 $43,269 
4 512 $31,731 

CT 1212.03 

1 271 $27,740 
2 519 $23,368 
3 402 $49,615 
4 340 $42,700 

CT 1212.04 2 832 $35,338 
3 544 $40,224 

CT 1213 2 495 $59,528 
CT 1214.03 2 413 $59,936 

CT 1214.04 1 517 $38,750 
3 602 $28,000 

CT 1215.01 1 563 $56,962 

CT 1216.06 1 190 $53,426 
2 1,137 $47,578 

CT 1217.02 1 1,098 $93,276 
2 556 $54,722 

CT 1218.02 1 802 $83,421 
3 908 $72,778 

CT 1218.03 1 614 $63,393 
2 221 $77,083 

CT 1219.09 1 604 $66,250 
2 865 $70,737 

CT 1308 1 710 $23,194 
CT 3108.02 2 1,204 $55,088 
CT 2107.07 1 916 $58,994 
CT 2107.09 3 489 $102,865 
CT 2107.11 1 690 $84,167 
CT 2107.13 2 694 $79,907 
Low-Income Population Study 
Area Total 21,075 N/A 

Note: Census geographies are commensurate with Census 2010. 2 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2008-2012 ACS 5-Year Estimates, Tables B19001 and 3 
B19013. 4 

 5 
As shown in Table 3-2 there is variation in the rate of median household income among 6 
the census block groups that comprise the low-income population study area.  Three of the 7 
35 census block groups (CT 1205.02 BG 3, CT 1212.03 BG 2, and CT 1308 BG 1) contain 8 
median household incomes below the 2015 poverty guideline of $24,250.   9 
 10 
Minority Characteristics 11 
For purposes of the analysis, an EJ population is present when the total minority 12 
population percentage within the proposed project limits or individual census blocks 13 
exceeds 50 percent.  Data from Census 2010 for the 181 census blocks that are traversed 14 
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by or are immediately adjacent to the proposed project has been used in this analysis.  1 
Table 3-3 contains the percent minority population for each populated census block in the 2 
minority population study area.  Only 83 of the 181 census blocks are populated according 3 
to Census 2010.   4 
 5 
As previously mentioned, the minority population study area differs from the low-income 6 
population study area due to the availability of census data.  In some cases, the census 7 
blocks that fall within or are intersected by the 150-ft buffer of the existing and proposed 8 
project ROW (the minority population study area) are unpopulated while the larger census 9 
block groups that those same census blocks fall within are populated because the block 10 
groups cover a larger geographical area than the census blocks.  For example, the blocks 11 
included in the minority population study area within CT 1201 BG 1 and CT 1214.03 BG 2 12 
are unpopulated; therefore, those two block groups are not represented in Table 3-3 even 13 
though they were included in Tables 3-1 and 3-2.  Refer to Appendix A, Exhibit 2: 2010 14 
Census Geography Map to see all census blocks, including unpopulated blocks, that are 15 
in the minority population study area. 16 
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Table 3-3: Percent Minority Population Data 

Area/ 
Census 

Tract 

Census 
Block 
Group 

Census 
Block 

Total 
Population 

Not Hispanic or Latino 

Hispanic or 
Latino of 
Any Race 

Total 
Minority 

Population 
Black or 
African 

American 

American 
Indian 

and 
Alaska 
Native 

Asian 

Native 
Hawaiian 
and Other 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other 
Race 

Two or 
More 
Races 

Study Area Counties 
Bexar County 1,714,733 6.9% 0.2% 2.3% 0.1% 0.2% 1.3% 58.7% 69.7% 
Comal County 108,472 1.5% 0.3% 0.7% 0.0% 0.1% 1.1% 24.9% 28.7% 
Guadalupe County 131,533 6.1% 0.3% 1.3% 0.1% 0.1% 1.6% 35.6% 45.2% 
Census Block Groups 
1205.01 3 - 1,463 13.9% 0.4% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 53.2% 70.8% 

1209.02 3 - 1,348 27.3% 0.2% 1.9% 0.0% 0.3% 2.2% 36.9% 68.9% 
4 - 1,131 10.3% 0.1% 1.9% 0.3% 0.1% 0.4% 44.5% 57.7% 

1212.03 2 - 1,475 8.8% 0.4% 1.4% 0.3% 0.1% 1.6% 60.2% 72.9% 

1212.04 2 - 1,676 15.1% 0.2% 2.3% 0.0% 0.7% 1.2% 45.5% 65.0% 
3 - 1,303 24.8% 0.5% 4.1% 0.2% 0.1% 2.3% 36.5% 68.5% 

1213 2 - 1,277 11.9% 0.2% 2.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.9% 33.7% 49.0% 
1214.04 3 - 1,461 21.9% 0.1% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 58.6% 84.3% 
1215.01 1 - 1,261 12.1% 0.5% 6.8% 0.3% 0.5% 3.3% 31.8% 55.2% 
1217.02 1 - 2,786 8.3% 0.1% 3.9% 0.1% 0.3% 2.0% 25.2% 39.8% 
1218.02 1 - 2,287 8.3% 0.3% 6.1% 0.7% 0.0% 2.6% 44.6% 62.7% 
1308 1 - 2,571 59.9% 0.2% 0.3% 0.0% 0.4% 2.4% 29.1% 92.4% 
3108.02 2 - 3,357 2.7% 0.2% 0.7% 0.1% 0.1% 1.2% 44.3% 49.3% 
2107.07 1 - 2,184 11.4% 0.6% 3.0% 0.3% 0.1% 3.1% 24.1% 42.5% 
2107.09 3 - 1,061 5.1% 0.0% 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% 5.1% 20.9% 33.8% 

Census Block Groups 26,641 16.4% 0.3% 2.6% 0.2% 0.2% 2.1% 38.7% 60.4% 
Study Area 

1205.01 3 3000 464 20.7% 0.2% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 59.7% 84.1% 
3026 30 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 13.3% 30.0% 43.3% 

1 1005 162 27.8% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 51.9% 80.2% 

1205.02 

1 1005 32 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.1% 59.4% 62.5% 
1010 78 3.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 61.5% 65.4% 

2 2000 145 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 65.5% 69.0% 
2011 17 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.9% 47.1% 52.9% 

3 3013 637 29.0% 0.3% 0.9% 0.0% 0.3% 2.2% 52.4% 85.2% 

1209.02 3 3012 892 35.0% 0.3% 1.2% 0.0% 0.4% 2.6% 36.9% 76.5% 
3014 130 34.6% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 30.8% 67.7% 
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Area/ 
Census 

Tract 

Census 
Block 
Group 

Census 
Block 

Total 
Population 

Not Hispanic or Latino 

Hispanic or 
Latino of 
Any Race 

Total 
Minority 

Population 
Black or 
African 

American 

American 
Indian 

and 
Alaska 
Native 

Asian 

Native 
Hawaiian 
and Other 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other 
Race 

Two or 
More 
Races 

3015 31 6.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 45.2% 54.8% 

4 
4008 34 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 67.6% 67.6% 
4009 66 4.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 59.1% 63.6% 
4010 48 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 60.4% 62.5% 

1212.03 

1 1021 28 10.7% 0.0% 28.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 64.3% 
1030 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

2 

2007 388 13.1% 0.5% 3.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 58.5% 77.3% 
2014 44 4.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.5% 68.2% 77.3% 
2020 38 2.6% 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 57.9% 63.2% 
2032 63 0.0% 3.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.6% 61.9% 66.7% 
2040 5 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

3 3015 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
4 4000 123 5.7% 0.8% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 56.1% 65.9% 

1212.04 2 2007 1,053 21.9% 0.3% 2.9% 0.0% 0.4% 1.4% 44.4% 71.4% 
3 3001 1,224 26.2% 0.5% 4.2% 0.2% 0.1% 2.4% 37.7% 71.4% 

1213.00 2 
2013 211 18.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 25.1% 44.1% 
2018 5 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
2029 24 0.0% 0.0% 4.2% 0.0% 0.0% 8.3% 29.2% 41.7% 

1214.04 

1 

1002 55 0.0% 0.0% 45.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 45.5% 90.9% 
1008 7 57.1% 0.0% 0.0% 42.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
1009 39 25.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 48.7% 74.4% 
1010 90 0.0% 0.0% 32.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 45.6% 77.8% 

3 
3000 159 16.4% 0.0% 3.1% 0.0% 0.0% 3.8% 57.2% 80.5% 
3009 855 23.0% 0.1% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 57.7% 84.4% 
3015 1 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

1215.01 1 1007 3 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

1216.06 1 1003 174 4.6% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 28.7% 37.9% 
1007 196 7.1% 0.0% 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 50.5% 61.2% 

2 2015 655 16.8% 0.3% 1.2% 0.0% 0.2% 1.7% 32.4% 52.5% 

1217.02 1 

1005 408 5.9% 0.5% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 40.7% 51.0% 
1006 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 
1010 64 9.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.6% 0.0% 1.6% 50.0% 62.5% 
1017 4 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
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Area/ 
Census 
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Block 
Group 

Census 
Block 

Total 
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Black or 
African 

American 

American 
Indian 

and 
Alaska 
Native 

Asian 

Native 
Hawaiian 
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Pacific 
Islander 

Other 
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Races 

1018 105 5.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.7% 11.4% 

1218.02 1 1003 266 7.9% 0.0% 3.8% 0.4% 0.0% 3.0% 35.7% 50.8% 
3 3004 10 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

1218.03 1 1004 558 10.2% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.7% 0.5% 52.2% 64.5% 
2 2005 223 2.7% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 62.8% 67.3% 

1219.09 1 

1001 15 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 20.0% 
1005 151 6.0% 0.0% 7.3% 0.7% 0.0% 1.3% 39.1% 54.3% 
1018 518 16.0% 0.0% 4.2% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0% 31.9% 57.1% 
1021 6 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
1025 13 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 53.8% 53.8% 
1030 12 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16.7% 41.7% 
1038 12 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 83.3% 
1049 16 12.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 75.0% 87.5% 

2 2002 436 16.1% 4.1% 4.1% 0.0% 1.4% 3.2% 46.8% 71.6% 

1308 1 

1006 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 
1008 1,168 53.3% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.7% 2.5% 36.5% 93.3% 
1009 4 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
1032 1 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

2107.07 1 

1004 18 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
1018 699 12.7% 0.4% 3.6% 0.6% 0.0% 3.0% 25.5% 45.8% 
1021 298 12.8% 0.3% 2.7% 0.0% 0.3% 1.3% 26.8% 44.3% 
1022 101 5.9% 3.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.9% 19.8% 41.6% 
1023 14 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 21.4% 21.4% 
1039 19 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 36.8% 36.8% 

2107.09 3 

3005 6 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 
3012 406 7.6% 0.0% 3.4% 0.0% 0.0% 3.7% 23.9% 38.7% 
3013 24 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 25.0% 
3016 46 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 45.7% 47.8% 

2107.11 1 
1001 13 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
1003 5 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
1020 428 13.3% 0.2% 4.2% 0.0% 0.0% 4.9% 18.9% 41.6% 

2107.13 2 2018 260 6.5% 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 22.7% 33.5% 
3108.02 2 2063 30 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 20.0% 
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2068 4 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
2102 34 29.4% 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 17.6% 50.0% 
2103 135 5.2% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 21.5% 28.1% 
2110 53 3.8% 0.0% 5.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 18.9% 30.2% 
2118 27 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 51.9% 51.9% 
2131 57 0.0% 1.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.3% 14.0% 
2176 48 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 37.5% 37.5% 

Total Minority Population 
Study Area 14,930 19.4% 0.2% 2.7% 0.1% 0.2% 2.2% 40.5% 65.2% 

Note: Population percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth of a percent. 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau.  Census 2010 Redistricting Data (Public Law 94-171) Summary File, Table P2.
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The 181 census blocks comprising the minority population study area have a total 1 
population of 14,930.  Overall, minorities account for approximately 65.0 percent of the 2 
minority population study area which indicates the presence of an EJ population.  The 83 3 
census blocks which are populated exhibit minority percentages that range from 0.0 to 4 
100.0 percent.  Of the 83 census blocks that are populated within the minority population 5 
study area, 49 exhibit a minority population exceeding 50 percent.  Nine census blocks 6 
contain 100.0 percent minority population.  Each of the 9 census blocks containing 100.0 7 
percent minority population has a total population of 10 or less.   8 
 9 
The minority percentages of the comparison census block groups range from 33.8 to 92.4 10 
percent.  Ten of the fifteen comparison census block groups exhibit minority populations 11 
which exceed 50 percent.  Overall, minorities account for approximately 60.4 percent of the 12 
population of the comparison area census block groups, which is similar to the 65.0 13 
percent minority population of the minority population study area. 14 
 15 
Origin-Destination Analysis 16 
 17 
Overview 18 
Origin-destination (O&D) data was used for further analysis of “user impacts” of the Build 19 
scenario, which includes the construction of four elevated managed lanes (two in each 20 
direction) between the existing I-35 mainlanes and frontage roads along I-35 from I-410 21 
South in San Antonio to FM 1103 in Schertz, on low-income and minority populations.  22 
Studying O&D data can estimate travel patterns of traffic along a transportation facility 23 
during a typical day.  This form of analysis is useful in assessing “user impacts” as the 24 
number of trips associated with specific population characteristics can be studied to 25 
provide general travel assumptions of those specific populations.  Trips are defined as a 26 
one-way movement from where a person starts (origin) to where the person is going 27 
(destination).   28 
 29 
Assessing “user impacts” in the form of an O&D analysis is an integral component of the 30 
EJ analysis for the proposed project.  As funding mechanisms evolve, the trend towards 31 
utilization of facilities in this region would, through time, create “user impacts” as access to 32 
highway systems becomes an issue to the economically disadvantaged.  The O&D 33 
analysis compared the Build and No-Build scenarios’ anticipated users and forecasted 34 
travel patterns in 2035.  The O&D analysis also identified EJ populations in order to assess 35 
the intensity of use by those protected populations through comparison of the Build (tolled 36 
mainlanes) and No-Build scenarios. 37 
 38 
Traffic Analysis Zones, Study Area, and Data Sources 39 
The information associated with the O&D analysis is organized by traffic analysis zones 40 
(TAZs) which are small geographic units of area that are developed as a basis for estimate 41 
of travel.  TAZs may vary in size, are determined by the roadway network and 42 
homogeneity of development, and directly reflect demographic data generated by the U.S. 43 
Census Bureau.  Delineated by state and/or transportation officials for tabulating traffic-44 
related data, TAZs usually consist of one or more census blocks, block groups, or census 45 
tracts.   46 
 47 
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The study area of the O&D analysis consists of the geographic extent of Bexar, Comal, 1 
Guadalupe, Kendall, and Wilson Counties.  The O&D study area consists of 4,007 square 2 
miles and is comprised of 1,069 TAZs.  Of the total number of TAZs located within the 3 
O&D study area, 1,069 TAZs are anticipated to regularly utilize the I-35 mainlanes, 4 
frontage roads, and proposed managed lanes (from I-410 South to FM 1103) in 2035 5 
(originating at least one trip per day) in the Build scenario.  This represents approximately 6 
100.0% of the total study area TAZs.  In the No-Build scenario, 1,069 TAZs are anticipated 7 
to regularly utilize I-35 in 2035 (originating at least one trip per day).  This represents 8 
100.0% of the study area TAZs. 9 
 10 
TransCAD®, a GIS-based transportation planning software, was utilized by the project 11 
team to generate the traffic data analyzed during the O&D analysis.  The project team 12 
conducted a “select-link analysis” based on 2035 AM peak period traffic in order to 13 
generate O&D data associated with the proposed project.4   14 
 15 
Identification of Environmental Justice TAZs 16 
Analysis of the O&D trip data was concentrated on those TAZs with high proportions of 17 
low-income and/or minority populations within the study area that are anticipated to utilize 18 
the proposed facility in 2035.  The threshold for an environmental justice TAZ (“EJ TAZ”) 19 
was defined as a TAZ with an EJ population (specifically low-income or minority 20 
populations) greater than 50% of the total TAZ population.  The Alamo Area Metropolitan 21 
Planning Organization determined EJ TAZs for the O&D analysis study area based on 22 
race and ethnicity data from the 2010 Census and poverty data from the 2007-2011 ACS 23 
5-Year estimates.  A total of 542 EJ TAZs were identified within the five county O&D 24 
analysis study area; this represents 50.7% of the study area TAZs.  Of the identified EJ 25 
TAZs, all 542 are anticipated to regularly utilize the I-35 facility (originating at least one trip 26 
per day) under the Build scenario.  This represents 100.0% of the total number of EJ TAZs 27 
in the MPO.  Appendix A, Exhibit 3: TAZ and EJ Populations, Sheet 1 depicts the 28 
locations of EJ TAZs and non-EJ TAZs within the O&D analysis study area that are 29 
anticipated to use I-35 (originating at least one trip per day) in the Build scenario, and 30 
Appendix A, Exhibit 3: TAZ and EJ Populations, Sheet 2 illustrates the locations of EJ 31 
TAZs and non-EJ TAZs within the O&D analysis study area anticipated to use I-35 32 
(originating at least one trip per day) in the No-Build scenario. 33 
 34 
Analysis Assumptions and Limitations 35 
To clarify the intent of the O&D analysis, the analysis does not attempt to identify specific 36 
users (low-income or minority populations) but instead identifies the origins and intensity of 37 
trips based on collective socioeconomic characteristics at the TAZ level.  In other words, 38 
the O&D analysis predicts the potential users of I-35 in 2035 by correlating the general 39 
socioeconomic characteristics of the future users based on 2007-2011 American 40 
Community Survey (ACS) and Census 2010 data to the intensity of use quantified by the 41 
number of trips per TAZ generated by TransCAD®.   42 

                                            
 
 
4 “AM peak period traffic” represents the vehicles that pass a point on a highway during the time period of 6:30 AM and 

8:59 AM.  Note - AM peak period traffic does not reflect total ADT along I-35.  AM peak period traffic is the preferred 
form of traffic data for O&D analysis because it is the most effective means to convey daily trips linked to TAZs. 
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The Build scenario consists of the proposed improvements to I-35 (from I-410 South to FM 1 
1103).  The No-Build scenario includes the preservation of the existing transportation 2 
network and any programmed transportation improvements that are reasonably expected 3 
to occur.  The number of trips for the Build and No-Build scenarios were determined and 4 
compared using the No-Build scenario data as a baseline.  The project team conducted a 5 
“select-link analysis” based on 2035 AM peak period traffic for the Build and No-Build 6 
scenarios to generate number of trips per TAZ.  Under the Build scenario, the “toll links” 7 
are assigned a cost, vehicle trips based on user cost, trip distance, time of day, and other 8 
factors to achieve system equilibrium in the network.  9 
 10 
The correlation of 2007-2011 ACS and 2010 Census data with TransCAD® data is the 11 
best available method to identify which TAZs would originate trips anticipated to utilize the 12 
I-35 facility.  However, the vehicle trip assignment process does not consider relative 13 
income differences or the differences in relative costs to potential users in the population 14 
when making trip assignments.  Because no definitive data exists on the future users of  15 
I-35 or similar transportation facilities, the O&D analysis cannot predict the specific race, 16 
ethnicity, or economic status associated with the predicted trips on the tolled I-35 facility.   17 
 18 
Analysis Results 19 
Data analysis indicates that of approximately 182,847 total trips which originate from TAZs 20 
anticipated to utilize I-35 in the Build scenario; approximately 26.8% (48,942 trips) of the 21 
total trips originate from EJ TAZs.  For the No-Build scenario, the total number of trips 22 
generated by TAZs anticipated to utilize I-35 is approximately 176,535.  Approximately 23 
27.4%, or 48,447 trips, originating from EJ TAZs are projected to utilize the No-Build I-35 24 
facility.  The moderate EJ TAZ trip percentage for the No-Build and Build scenarios 25 
suggests that a majority of trips anticipated to utilize the proposed I-35 facility would not 26 
originate from areas identified with high concentrations of EJ populations within the study 27 
area.  The projected EJ TAZ No-Build and Build overall trip percentages indicate EJ 28 
populations may utilize I-35 in similar proportions in both scenarios.  Table 3-4 compares 29 
the No-Build and Build scenario O&D results. 30 
 31 

Table 3-4: Comparison of I-35 Northeast San Antonio Origin-Destination Data 32 

Scenario 
Total TAZs 
Anticipated 

to Utilize I-35 
Total TAZ 

Trips 
Total EJ TAZs 
Anticipated to 

Utilize I-35 

Total EJ 
TAZ 
Trips 

% EJ TAZ 
Trips of 

Total 
Trips 

I-35 (2035 Build Scenario) 1,069 182,847 542 48,942 26.8% 
I-35 (2035 No-Build Scenario) 1,069 176,535 542 48,447 27.4% 

Source: TransCAD® data for 2035 Build and No-Build scenarios.  The study area is composed of 1,069 total 33 
TAZs and 542 EJ TAZs. 34 
 35 
Appendix A, Exhibit 3: TAZ and EJ Populations, Sheet 3 illustrates the TAZs within the 36 
study area which are anticipated to use the proposed facility in the Build scenario, the 37 
number of trips anticipated to be generated from those TAZs, and those TAZs identified as 38 
areas with high concentrations of low-income and/or minority populations.  Appendix A, 39 
Exhibit 3: TAZ and EJ Populations, Sheet 4 portrays the range of trips originating from 40 
TAZs containing a majority of EJ populations. 41 
 42 

43 
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Summary of Environmental Justice Impacts 1 
Based on the analyses provided in this section, the focus area for potential environmental 2 
justice impacts appears to be the general area associated with CT 1205.01 BG 1, CT 3 
1205.01 BG 3, CT 1205.02 BG 1, CT 1205.02 BG 3, CT 1212.03 BG 2, CT 1214.04 BG 3, 4 
and CT 1308 BG 1 (Census 2010 geography).  These census geographies represent the 5 
Willowood Estates Neighborhood, part of the City of San Antonio adjacent to the I-35/I-410 6 
South interchange, the East Terrell Hills Neighborhood, the General Krueger 7 
Neighborhood, the Park Village Neighborhood, and Starlight Terrace Neighborhood.  The 8 
census data in these areas reflect a predominantly low-income and minority population.   9 
 10 
The traffic noise analysis (see Section 3.8 Traffic Noise) examined potential impacts to 11 
22 noise receivers (see Appendix C: Corridor Map) that are representative of the various 12 
land uses adjacent to the proposed project.  Based on the noise modeling analysis, 18 of 13 
the 22 noise receiver locations are anticipated to be impacted, including all 13 noise 14 
receivers in residential areas.  Four of the thirteen noise receivers located in residential 15 
areas are within the focus area for potential environmental justice impacts.  Potential traffic 16 
noise impacts are anticipated for residents of CT 1205.01 BG 1, CT 1205.01 BG 3, and CT 17 
1205.02 BG 1 in the East Terrell Hills and General Krueger Neighborhoods west of I-35 18 
near the Eisenhauer Road intersection.  The traffic noise impacts anticipated for the 19 
residents of the East Terrell Hills and General Krueger Neighborhoods are consistent with 20 
the traffic noise impacts anticipated for all modeled residential areas adjacent to the 21 
proposed project and are not disproportionately high. Noise abatement is proposed for 22 
Receivers 1 and 3-6 (see Appendix C: Corridor Map).  A noise workshop would be held 23 
to determine if abatement measures are desired by adjacent property owners. 24 
 25 
Changes in access are anticipated for the residents of CT 1308 BG 1 and CT 1214.04 BG 26 
3 due to proposed ramp reconfigurations in the vicinity of the I-35/I-410 South 27 
interchange.  Changes in access are also anticipated for residents of CT 1205.01 BG 1, 28 
CT 1205.01 BG 3, and CT 1205.02 BG 1 in the East Terrell Hills and General Krueger 29 
Neighborhoods due to a proposed northbound exit ramp removal just south of Rittiman 30 
Road.  These changes could make access to some public facilities more or less 31 
convenient for residents in the area.  Residents may experience some inconvenience 32 
and may need to adjust their travel routes due to changes in access to public facilities in 33 
the area.  It is anticipated that access to these public facilities could be enhanced after 34 
the completion of the proposed project due to overall reduced traffic congestion and 35 
improved mobility along the I-35 corridor. 36 
 37 
Changes in visual aesthetics are anticipated for the residents who live immediately 38 
adjacent to I-35 and the census data reflect a predominantly low-income and minority 39 
population in these areas.  A resident of the Starlight Terrace Neighborhood (CT 1212.03 40 
BG 2) submitted a comment at the October 2013 public meetings expressing a concern 41 
about the potential visual impacts of the proposed project to the Starlight Terrace 42 
Neighborhood.  Based on this input, Starlight Terrace in the Starlight Terrace 43 
Neighborhood was included as of the 14 key views analyzed in the I-35 Northeast San 44 
Antonio Expansion Project Aesthetic Considerations Technical Report (see Appendix D: 45 
Supplemental Data).  The aesthetic analysis concluded that the visual resource change at 46 
this location would be low but that the visual sensitivity in this location was high, resulting in 47 
a noticeable but not dominant impact to visual resources.    48 
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There would potentially be one residential and two commercial displacements as a result 1 
of this project, but those displacements are not within the focus area for potential 2 
environmental justice impacts.  In the case that displacement did occur, acquisition and 3 
relocation assistance would be in accordance with the TxDOT Right-of-Way Acquisition 4 
and Relocation Assistance Program.  The TxDOT Relocation Office would provide 5 
assistance to all individuals, families, businesses, and non-profit organizations displaced 6 
as a result of the proposed improvements.  Consistent with the United States Department 7 
of Transportation (USDOT) policy, as mandated by the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 8 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (URARPAPA), as amended in 1987, TxDOT would 9 
provide relocation resources (including any applicable special provisions or programs) to 10 
all displaced persons without discrimination.  As described in Section 3.1.6 ROW 11 
Acquisition, Easements, Displacements, and Relocations, assistance would be 12 
provided should the local existing housing market be insufficient for relocation.  13 
Additionally, the TxDOT Relocation Office would provide assistance to the displaced 14 
businesses and non-profit organization to aid in their satisfactory relocation with a 15 
minimum of delay and loss in earnings. 16 
 17 
When considering the totality of effects of this project, the overall benefits provided for all 18 
adjacent communities, including low-income and minority populations, outweigh the 19 
specific concerns about environmental justice within CT 1205.01 BG 1, CT 1205.01 BG 20 
3, CT 1205.02 BG 1, CT 1205.02 BG 3, CT 1212.03 BG 2, CT 1214.04 BG 3, and CT 21 
1308 BG 1CT.  Over the long term, the residents of all communities adjacent to the 22 
proposed project, the non-driving public, and users of the I-35 facility would benefit from 23 
the proposed project as a result of improved mobility in the area resulting from improved 24 
traffic operations, air quality, and management of traffic congestion.  The condition of the 25 
existing facilities would continue to be unsatisfactory for all adjacent and user populations 26 
under the No-Build Alternative.  As discussed in Section 3.1.7 Project Level Tolling 27 
Analysis, the proposed improvements would result in an improved LOS for the 28 
mainlanes and would result in an acceptable LOS on the managed lanes, resulting in an 29 
improved corridor for all populations, including environmental justice populations.  No 30 
concerns regarding environmental justice were documented through the public 31 
involvement efforts associated with the proposed project.  There does not appear to be 32 
any disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority or low-income populations 33 
associated with the proposed project. 34 
 35 

3.1.5 Public Facilities and Services 36 
 37 
No-Build Impact   38 
Under the No-Build Alternative for the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project, 39 
additional ROW and access changes would not be required; therefore, no impacts to public 40 
facilities or services are anticipated. 41 
 42 
Build Impact 43 
The proposed improvements would not impact, prevent access to, or prevent use of any 44 
public facilities within the project limits.  Public facilities along the proposed project limits 45 
include:  46 
 47 

 San Antonio Military Medical Center located at 3851 Roger Brooke Drive #3600; 48 
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 Northeast Methodist Hospital located at 12412 Judson Road;  1 
 Baptist Emergency Hospital at 16977 I-35 North in Schertz;  2 
 Eight churches;  3 
 Three cemeteries;  4 
 Six schools;  5 
 Four parks; and  6 
 One greenway trail.   7 

 8 
Proposed ramp reconfigurations in the vicinity of the I-35/I-410 South interchange and 9 
between Schertz Parkway and the northern project terminus and a proposed northbound 10 
exit ramp removal just south of Rittiman Road would result in changes in access to public 11 
facilities.  These changes could make access to some public facilities more or less 12 
convenient for drivers in the area.  Motorists may experience some inconvenience and 13 
may need to adjust their travel routes due to changes in access to public facilities in the 14 
area.  It is anticipated that access to these public facilities could be enhanced after the 15 
completion of the proposed project due to overall reduced traffic congestion and 16 
improved mobility along the I-35 corridor. 17 
 18 
The delivery of public services, including fire, police, and other emergency vehicles, 19 
would not be substantially impacted as a result of the proposed project.  In the case of a 20 
lane closure on the proposed managed lanes, it is anticipated that congestion would 21 
increase and travel speeds would decrease as a result of vehicles being relegated to a 22 
single travel lane.  In the event of a double lanes closure, vehicles would be able to use 23 
the 10-ft wide outside shoulder to bypass the closed lanes.     24 
 25 

3.1.6 ROW Acquisition, Easements, Displacements, and Relocations 26 
 27 
No-Build Impact   28 
Under the No-Build Alternative for the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion project, 29 
additional ROW would not be acquired; therefore, no ROW acquisitions, easements, or 30 
displacements would be required.   31 
 32 
Build Impact 33 
The Build Alternative would require acquisition of approximately 21.6 acres of ROW.  34 
Locations of proposed ROW acquisition are generally in the vicinity of the I-410 West 35 
interchange, the Loop 1604 interchange, N. Evans Road, and the project end north of FM 36 
3009.  The Build Alternative would also require a construction easement (1.05 acres) at the 37 
UP Railroad at the I-35/I-410 West interchange.  Additional temporary construction and 38 
drainage easements may also be required; however, their locations would not be 39 
determined until the design stage of project development.  The Build Alternative would 40 
require an estimated 19 displacements.  41 
 42 
Methodology 43 
For the purpose of this assessment, a structure was determined to be displaced if it was 44 
anticipated to be intersected or clipped by the proposed ROW and if more than 50 percent 45 
of a business’s parking lot was within the proposed ROW to be acquired.   46 
 47 
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Summary of Potential Displacements 1 
A summary of the anticipated displacements are listed in Table 3-5.  The displacement 2 
information is based upon the proposed ROW line as depicted in Appendix C: Corridor 3 
Map. 4 
 5 

Table 3-5: Summary of Potential Displacements 6 
Residences 1 
Businesses 2 

Signs 2 
Billboards 11 

Parking Facilities 2 
Sewage Lift Station 1 

Total 19 
  Source: Project Team Staff, 2014. 7 

 8 
The total number of displacements is based on the individual business or residence.  No 9 
places of worship or public facilities would be displaced within the project limits.  The 10 
displacement information presented is based upon the proposed ROW line as depicted in 11 
Appendix C: Corridor Map.  A total of 1 residence, 2 businesses, portions of 2 parking 12 
facilities, 2 signs, 11 billboards, and 1 sewage lift station are anticipated to be displaced by 13 
the proposed project.  Table 3-6 lists the location of each of the potential displacements.  14 
The Constraints Map ID Number corresponds to locations identified on Appendix C: 15 
Corridor Map.  Appendix F: Project Photographs, Photos 25-29 and 43 show the 16 
potential residential and business displacements and the sewage lift station that would 17 
potentially be displaced.  18 
 19 

20 
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Table 3-6: Location of Potential Displacements 1 

Corridor 
Map ID 

Potential Displacement 
Description Location  

Appendix C: 
Corridor Map 

Sheet No. 

1 
Parking Facility 

(approximately 35 parking 
spaces) 

San Antonio Men’s Club  
8244 Interchange Parkway,  

San Antonio, TX 78218 
4 

2 Sign for Forum Shopping 
Center 

I-35 northbound frontage road 
approximately 475 ft north of Forum 

Parkway 
8 

3 Sign for Forum Shopping 
Center 

I-35 northbound frontage road 
approximately 800 ft north of Forum 

Parkway 
8 

4 Residence 15861 N I-35, Selma, TX 78154 10 

5 Billboard 
I-35 southbound frontage road 

approximately 475 ft south of North Evans 
Road 

10 

6 Business J.D. Glass and Tinting Inc. 
15913 N I-35, Selma, TX 78154 10 

7 Business Salon Hideaway 
15921 N I-35 Selma, Texas 78154 10 

8 
Parking Facility 

(approximately 5 parking 
spaces) 

Parking lot at intersection of southbound  
I-35 frontage road and North Evans Road 

15943 N I-35 Selma, Texas 78154 
10 

9 Billboard I-35 northbound frontage road 
approximately 1,500 ft north of FM 3009 11/12 

10 Billboard I-35 northbound frontage road 
approximately 2,000 ft north of FM 3009 11/12 

11 Billboard 
I-35 northbound frontage road 

approximately 2,000 ft south of Old 
Wiederstein Road 

11/12 

12 Billboard 
I-35 northbound frontage road 

approximately 1,550 ft south of Old 
Wiederstein Road 

11/12 

13 Billboard 
I-35 northbound frontage road 

approximately 150 ft north of Old 
Wiederstein Road 

12 

14 Billboard 
I-35 northbound frontage road 

approximately 1,750 ft south of Old 
Wiederstein Road 

12 

15 Billboard 
I-35 northbound frontage road 

approximately 400 ft north of Forester 
Peak 

12 

16 Billboard I-35 southbound frontage road 
approximately 2,500 ft south of FM 1103 13 

17 Billboard I-35 southbound frontage road 
approximately 1,700 ft south of FM 1103 13 

18 Sewage Lift Station I-35 northbound frontage road 
approximately 1,575 ft south of FM 1103 13 

19 Billboard I-35 southbound frontage road 
approximately 1,000 ft south of FM 1103 13 

  Source: Project Team Staff, 2014. 2 
 3 

4 
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Residential Displacements  1 
One single family housing unit is anticipated to be displaced on the southbound side of I-35 2 
southwest of the intersection with N. Evans Road.  Because of the limited number of 3 
potentially displaced households, information regarding race, ethnicity, income, or other 4 
demographic details was not researched to protect the privacy of those affected.  However 5 
the residential displacement is not located in an area identified as an Environmental 6 
Justice community.  The market value of the parcel of the potentially displaced single 7 
family home is approximately $139,500 (Bexar Central Appraisal District 2013).  The 8 
square footage of the home is 1,815.  The current market value and square footage was 9 
used to identify the number of available homes within the same ZIP code (78154).  As of 10 
May 2014 three homes ranging from $125,000 to $145,000 between 1,800 and 2,100 11 
square feet (sq ft) were listed on a San Antonio local Multiple Listing Service (MLS) 12 
website (http://realestate.sabor.com/).  Based on this current available market data, 13 
comparable housing in cost and size appears to be available for the potential residential 14 
displacement.   15 
 16 
As mandated by the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 17 
Act (URARPAPA), as amended in 1987, residential replacement structures must be 18 
located in the same type of neighborhood and be equally accessible to public services and 19 
places of employment.  TxDOT would complete a survey of the housing market and 20 
provide housing supplements to displaced residents, if necessary.  Additionally, TxDOT 21 
would relocate residents up to 50 miles. 22 
 23 
Housing of Last Resort 24 
Assistance would be provided should the local existing housing market be insufficient for 25 
relocation.  This assistance could apply to the potential residential displacees given the 26 
lower than average value of the potentially displaced homes.   27 
 28 
Commercial/Billboard Displacements 29 
A total of 2 commercial establishments, portions of 2 parking facilities, 11 billboards, and 2 30 
signs are anticipated to be displaced by the proposed project.   31 
 32 
There are two potential commercial building displacements located on a single parcel, both 33 
currently in use.  One building is an automotive glass and window tint business of 34 
approximately 1,900 sq ft with a 600 sq ft canopy, and the second is a hair salon of 35 
approximately 1,200 sq ft.  The market value for the entire 58,980 sq ft parcel is $337,190.  36 
The parcel is zoned as commercial land use.  As of May 2014, available MLS information 37 
(http://realestate.sabor.com/) indicated there were three commercially zoned properties 38 
between 1,600 and 2,700 sq ft available for sale in the same ZIP code (78154).  Based on 39 
this current available market data, comparable commercial properties in cost and size 40 
appear to be available for the potential commercial displacement.  41 
  42 
The hair salon is estimated to have between 1 and 4 employees according to 43 
www.manta.com (accessed May 2014).  No estimate was available for the number of 44 
employees at the glass and window tint business on www.manta.com. 45 
 46 
Employees of the two businesses could be impacted by the displacement of the 47 
commercial establishments.  If the businesses are able to relocate within the immediate 48 
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vicinity or community and remain viable, any potential employment effects would be 1 
temporary.  A higher degree of impact could occur if the businesses cannot relocate or 2 
must do so outside of the general vicinity of their current location.  It is possible that one or 3 
both commercial entities may not be able to relocate within the immediate vicinity of their 4 
present location or current service areas due to the availability of commercial real estate, 5 
undeveloped parcels, or required zoning.   6 
 7 
The billboards displacements would likely be relocated with new leasing agreements along 8 
the future I-35 ROW post-construction and remain in the same general area.  The two 9 
signs would likely be relocated on the same parcel.  The parking facility at the San Antonio 10 
Men’s club would potentially lose approximately 35 out of approximately 170 total parking 11 
spaces.  The parking facility located at the intersection of the southbound I-35 frontage 12 
road and N. Evans Road would potentially lose approximately 5 out of approximately 40 13 
total parking spaces. 14 
 15 
Other Displacements 16 
One sewage lift station would be displaced due to the proposed project, but would likely be 17 
relocated within close proximity to the existing location.  18 
 19 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Properties Acquisitions Act  20 
TxDOT would be responsible for the ROW acquisitions.  Acquisition and relocation 21 
assistance would be in accordance with the TxDOT Right-of-Way Acquisition and 22 
Relocation Assistance Program.  Consistent with the USDOT policy, as mandated by the 23 
URARPAPA, as amended in 1987, TxDOT would provide relocation resources (including 24 
any applicable special provisions or programs) to all displaced persons without 25 
discrimination.  The available structures must also be open to persons regardless of race, 26 
color, religion, or nationality and be within the financial means of those individuals affected.  27 
All property owners from whom property is needed are entitled to receive just 28 
compensation for their land and property.  Just compensation is based upon the fair 29 
market value of the property.  TxDOT also provides through its Relocation Assistance 30 
Program, payment and services to aid in movement to a new location. 31 
 32 
Relocation assistance is available to all individuals, families, businesses, farmers, and non-33 
profit organizations displaced as a result of a state highway project or other transportation 34 
project.  Thus assistance applies to tenants as well as owners occupying the real property 35 
needed for the project.  Residential replacement structures must be located in the same 36 
type of neighborhood and be equally accessible to public services and places of 37 
employment.  As stated previously, assistance would be provided should the local existing 38 
housing market be insufficient for relocation.  TxDOT would complete a survey of the 39 
housing market and provide housing supplements to displaced residents, if necessary.  40 
Additionally, TxDOT would relocate businesses and residents up to 50 miles.  The TxDOT 41 
Relocation Office would also provide assistance to displaced businesses and non-profit 42 
organizations to aid in their satisfactory relocation with a minimum of delay and loss in 43 
earnings.  The proposed project would proceed to construction only when all displaced 44 
residents have been provided the opportunity to be relocated to adequate replacement 45 
sites.  No special relocation considerations or measures to resolve relocation concerns 46 
have been identified to date. 47 
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3.1.7 Project Level Tolling Analysis 1 
 2 
No-Build Impact   3 
Under the No-Build Alternative for the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project, the 4 
proposed managed lanes would not be constructed; therefore, no project level tolling 5 
impacts are anticipated. 6 
 7 
Build Impact 8 
 9 
Access 10 
Access to the mainlanes of I-35 would remain available to all users.  Direct connectors at 11 
the major interchanges along the proposed project (I-410 South, I-410 West, and Loop 12 
1604) and ramping at FM 3009 would provide access to and from the managed lanes 13 
facility for those who elect to pay applicable tolls.  Access to the managed lanes would also 14 
be provided by ramps from the mainlanes at either end of the project.  Existing direct 15 
connectors and ramps providing access to the I-35 mainlanes at the I-410 South, I-410 16 
West, and Loop 1604 interchanges would remain available to all users as a non-tolled 17 
facility.  The existing I-35 facility would provide a non-toll alternative for motorists who do 18 
not elect or can only on an occasional basis afford to travel the tolled managed lanes.   19 
 20 
Non-Toll Alternatives 21 
Throughout the project length, the existing I-35 facility would remain non-tolled.  This 22 
provides a non-toll alternative for motorists not wanting to pay or not able to afford to travel 23 
on the managed facility.  All users of the I-35 corridor would have the option of using the 24 
non-tolled mainlanes and frontage roads as an alternative to the managed lanes.  In 25 
general, the proposed improvements include the addition of two elevated, managed lanes 26 
in each direction.   27 
 28 
The existing I-35 facility would continue in both the north and south directions outside the 29 
project limits as non-tolled lanes.  Additionally, the I-35 mainlanes and frontage roads 30 
connect to the non-tolled mainlanes and frontage roads of all intersecting highways.  Non-31 
toll alternatives would be provided throughout the project (6 to 10 non-tolled mainlanes, or 32 
3 to 5 in each direction, and continuous frontage roads).   33 
 34 
The proposed project would result in some changes in access on the existing facility due to 35 
proposed ramp reconfigurations in the vicinity of the I-35/I-410 South interchange and 36 
between Schertz Parkway and the northern project terminus and also due to removal of a 37 
northbound exit ramp just south of Rittiman Road.  Residents and patrons of businesses in 38 
these areas may experience some inconvenience and may need to adjust their travel 39 
routes due to changes in access.  Improved mobility resulting from improved traffic 40 
operations and better management of traffic congestion is also anticipated as a result of 41 
the proposed project and would benefit residents and patrons of businesses along the I-35 42 
corridor in this same area.   43 
 44 
Transit Usage 45 
The proposed project is not expected to adversely affect transit usage.  Transit service on 46 
I-35, within the proposed project limits, is provided by VIA.  Express bus service along I-35 47 
is provided by the VIA #17 route that runs from downtown San Antonio to the Randolph 48 
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Park & Ride near the I-35/I-410 West interchange in Windcrest.  Bus service is also 1 
provided along sections of the proposed project by the VIA routes #21, #550, #551, and 2 
#502.  The current toll policy in place for the proposed project area was adopted by the 3 
Alamo RMA on October 10, 2007 and amended April 12, 2012.  The Alamo RMA toll policy 4 
exempts public transit vehicles from paying a toll on Alamo RMA managed lane facilities, 5 
which has the potential to allow transit riders to take advantage of the managed lanes’ 6 
reliability and predictability.  7 
 8 
TxDOT has coordinated with VIA during both the IH 35 PEL Study and development of the 9 
I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project.  VIA has indicated an interest in enhancing 10 
and extending transit service in the I-35 corridor (see Appendix D: Supplemental Data).  11 
TxDOT will continue coordinating with VIA to ensure that the proposed project does not 12 
preclude future enhanced transit service along I-35 within the proposed project corridor. 13 
 14 
Economic Impacts of Tolling 15 
 16 
Toll rate 17 
According to the current Alamo RMA toll policy, initial toll rates may be set in the range of 18 
$0.17 to $0.50 per mile depending on a project-specific financial plan and approval by the 19 
Alamo RMA Board of Directors.  Toll rates would increase annually during the first 10 20 
years of operation by a minimum of 2.75 percent or the Consumer Price Index for the 21 
immediate preceding year, whichever is greater.  Beginning in year 11, the minimum toll 22 
rate increase would be 3 percent or the Consumer Price Index for the immediate preceding 23 
year, whichever is greater.  As described previously, mainlanes and frontage roads would 24 
remain as non-tolled options for all users. 25 
 26 
Methods of Toll Charge Collections 27 
 28 
Electronic Toll Collection (ETC) Systems 29 
The toll collection system for the proposed project is anticipated to operate under a fully 30 
electronic format known as an electronic toll collection (ETC) system.  The ETC system 31 
relies primarily on Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) technology.  In Texas, most of the 32 
AVI applications to date are based on installation of Radio Frequency Identification (RFID) 33 
tags inside vehicles, such as the TxTag® used by TxDOT, TollTag® used by NTTA,  and 34 
EZ TAG® used by the Harris County Toll Road Authority (HCTRA).  All of the Texas tags 35 
are interoperable, meaning a Texas driver need only maintain one tag to use all of the 36 
Texas agency toll roads and managed lane systems.  Vehicles would not have to stop to 37 
pay a toll, rather vehicles would pass through electronic readers and be assessed a toll 38 
charge to their account.  39 
 40 
ETC systems are also able to accommodate non-tagged vehicles.  In this method, license 41 
plates are photographed and scanned by computers.  The registered vehicle owners are 42 
then sent a monthly billing statement based on activity, with an additional fee included for 43 
billing and handling.  Toll rates for non-tagged vehicles may be higher than for tagged 44 
vehicles.  This program allows motorists to travel the tolled lanes without needing a 45 
transponder and without needing to stop and pay (see Video Billing Payment Methods). 46 
 47 

48 
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The toll collection system for the proposed I-35 managed lanes would be interoperable 1 
with other toll facilities in the State.  The TxDOT TxTag®, the TollTag® (Dallas area), and 2 
the HCTRA EZ TAG® (Houston area) would be accepted.5 Toll charges could be 3 
automatically deducted from one of these prepaid credit accounts when the managed 4 
lanes are used.  If the driver does not have one of these interoperable transponders, a 5 
monthly statement of toll use charges would be mailed to the driver through the video 6 
billing system.  Bilingual (English and Spanish) information on payment methods is 7 
available on the TxDOT (www.TxTag.org) website, over the phone (Customer Service 8 
Centers), or in person at one of the store locations. 9 
 10 
TxDOT TxTag® Account Payment Methods 11 
With a TxTag® “AutoPay” account, the user would pay a minimum installment of $20 12 
through a credit or debit card.  The account would then be established with a $20 credit, 13 
which would be reduced each time the transponder passes through an operating toll 14 
gantry.  The account holder’s credit or debit card would be automatically charged when the 15 
funds in the “AutoPay” account exceed a pre-set threshold value.  There is no fee for this 16 
service.  A user can enroll for “AutoPay” by accessing the account online (www.TxTag.org) 17 
and providing credit or debit card information; or by calling the TxTag® Customer Service 18 
Center located in Austin, Texas (1-888-468-9824). 19 
 20 
Users who choose to maintain a prepaid TxTag® “Manual Pay” account would pay a 21 
minimum initial installment of $33.85 ($20 credit and a $13.85 one-time fee for the 22 
TxTag®) through a credit card, debit card, cash, or check/money order.  The account 23 
would then be established with a $20 credit, which would be reduced each time the 24 
transponder passes through an operating toll gantry.  The user would be responsible for 25 
maintaining sufficient funds in the account to cover incurred toll charges.  Toll rates would 26 
be the same as the “AutoPay” account toll rates.  “Manual Pay” accounts could be 27 
replenished via credit card, debit card, cash, or check/money order.  Paying by credit or 28 
debit card could be handled online (www.TxTag.org), via the phone (1-888-468-9824), or 29 
at the TxTag® Customer Service Center located in Austin, Texas.  Cash payments must 30 
be made at the TxTag® Customer Service Center in Austin.  Check or money orders can 31 
be taken or mailed to the TxTag® Customer Service Center in Austin.  32 
 33 
The TxTag® sticker must be permanently placed on the windshield and cannot be moved 34 
between vehicles without damaging the toll transponder.  If a user has more than one 35 
vehicle, the user can order more transponders and manage them all through the same 36 
account.  Regardless of the type, TxTag® accounts may be monitored free of charge via 37 
the internet.  Should the user request a mailed monthly statement or bill, a $1.15 charge 38 
would be incurred each month.  Users can receive a monthly statement or bill through  39 
e-mail at no charge. 40 
 41 
Video Billing Payment Methods 42 
Through video billing, it would still be possible to utilize the managed lanes without an 43 
electronic toll transponder or prepaid user account.  The user’s license plate would be 44 
                                            
 
 
5 The costs and amounts discussed are subject to change as TxDOT, NTTA, and HCTRA policies may vary. 



I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project  
Environmental Assessment    I-35: I-410 South to FM 1103   
 

CSJs: 0016-05-111, etc.                                                                                                                               59  

recorded and matched to the State’s vehicle registration file, and a monthly bill would be 1 
mailed to the registered owner of the vehicle for the accumulated toll charges.   2 
 3 
The owner of the vehicle traveling on the proposed I-35 managed lanes may be charged 4 
an estimated toll rate premium of 33 - 50 percent according to the current Alamo RMA toll 5 
policy, which is to offset the costs related to processing license plate information.  In 6 
addition to this premium, incidental administrative fees would be incurred.  These would 7 
include the costs to prepare and mail the monthly statements.   8 
 9 
Toll rates for the proposed I-35 managed lanes would be determined prior to the facility 10 
opening.  Potential impacts from the proposed project can be illustrated using the following 11 
scenarios, which assume that the average household would make 250 round trips per 12 
year6 along the tolled managed lanes.  The length of a trip for an individual traveling the full 13 
length of the proposed managed lane facility within the proposed project limits would total 14 
approximately 15 miles, equating to 30 miles round trip.  The economic impacts of each 15 
scenario are provided in Table 3-7. 16 
 17 

Table 3-7: Economic Impacts of Tolling 18 

Scenario Toll 
Rate  

Toll 
Cost 
per 

Year 

Video 
Billing 
Charge 
(33%) 

Total 
Cost 
per 

Year 

Median 
Household 
Income – 

Bexar 
County 

($49,874) 

Median 
Household 
Income – 

Comal 
County 

($56,251) 

Median 
Household 
Income – 

Guadalupe 
County 

($63,608) 

Poverty 
Guideline  
4-person 

Household 
($24,250) 

ETC 
Low $0.17 $1,275 N/A $1,275 2.6% 2.3% 2.0% 5.3% 
Mid $0.34 $2,550 N/A $2,550 5.1% 4.5% 4.0% 10.5% 
High $0.50 $3,750 N/A $3,750 7.5% 6.7% 5.9% 15.5% 

Video 
Billing 

Low $0.17 $1,275 $421 $1,696 3.4% 3.0% 2.7% 7.0% 
Mid $0.34 $2,550 $842 $3,392 6.8% 6.0% 5.3% 14.0% 
High $0.50 $3,750 $1,218 $4,988 10.0% 8.9% 7.8% 20.6% 

Source: Project Team Staff, 2015 19 
 20 
Managed lane users might decide to reduce their personal economic impact of tolls by 21 
carpooling or using transit, where tolls would be divided among many travelers or waived 22 
for the transit provider. 23 

 24 
The scenarios above demonstrate that not maintaining a pre-paid TxTag®, TollTag®, or 25 
EZ TAG® account results in higher costs for those who utilize the video billing option.  26 
There is no interest charged on unpaid tolls; however, there are delinquent penalty fees 27 
associated with an unpaid or delinquent bill.  Common penalties are as follows: 28 
 29 

   Returned Check (Insufficient Funds) .............................................................. $  25.00 30 
   Administrative Fee – Violation Notice ............................................................ $    5.00 31 

                                            
 
 
6 FHWA and TxDOT Joint Guidance for Project and Network Level Environmental Justice, Regional Network Land Use, 

and Air Quality Analyses for Toll Roads.  April 23, 2009. 
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   Administrative Fee – Violation Transferred to Collections ............................. $  25.00 1 
   Administrative Fee – Violation Transferred to Court ............................. Up to $350.00 2 
 3 

If the registered owner does not have a toll transponder, he/she would receive a bill every 4 
month for the balance.  There is no minimum threshold for video billing to occur.  As with 5 
the prepaid account, video billing would allow for cash/money order, credit, or debit 6 
payments. 7 
 8 
Comparison of Payment Methods 9 
In summary, toll rates are generally 33 percent higher for drivers who do not have an 10 
electronic toll transponder to offset the costs related to processing the license plate 11 
information associated with video billing.  Although certain toll transponder account holders 12 
are required to pay up-front fees or deposits for toll transponders ($13.85 fee per 13 
transponder for TxTag® “cash users” accounts), the toll transponder account holders 14 
would benefit from lower toll rates compared to the total toll rates associated with video 15 
billing.  In other words, the up-front fees associated with toll transponders may be offset 16 
through time when considering the premium and processing fees affiliated with the video 17 
billing method of payment. 18 
 19 
Not maintaining a pre-paid account would impact any user, including low-income users, 20 
because the cost of paying the accumulated toll charges without an account would 21 
represent a higher toll rate than toll charges affiliated with a prepaid account.  Cash 22 
payment options are available for each payment method; however, only those users who 23 
maintain automatic and manual pay prepaid accounts would benefit from reduced toll rates 24 
compared to the video billing policy.   25 
 26 
The proposed project would not evenly distribute the benefits of time cost savings 27 
associated with the managed lanes among all income groups because lower income 28 
groups would pay a higher proportion of their income for tolls as compared to middle and 29 
higher income groups.  However, alternative project-specific, non-toll options, including 30 
transit (i.e., VIA) and non-toll alternatives (on I-35 mainlanes and frontage roads) would be 31 
available.  These project-specific non-toll options are available to all groups, including low-32 
income populations, and would assist in offsetting the unequal distribution of travel time 33 
cost savings benefits based on income, regardless of toll collection method. 34 
 35 
Traffic Operations 36 
The construction of the proposed project includes the addition of four tolled managed lanes 37 
(two in each direction).  It is anticipated that the increased capacity would improve the 38 
performance of the local roadway system.  A traffic operations study was conducted to 39 
analyze corridor performance under both the existing conditions and the future No-build 40 
and Build scenarios in the I-35 corridor.  41 
 42 
The most common indicator of roadway performance is LOS.  LOS is a qualitative 43 
measure that describes operational conditions along a roadway section, considering 44 
factors such as speed, travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, comfort, 45 
convenience, and safety.  LOS is designated on a scale of A through F, with LOS A 46 
indicating free-flow travel conditions and LOS F indicating very congested travel conditions 47 
with considerable delays.  Table 3-8 provides a comparison of the existing LOS in the 48 
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corridor with the future 2035 LOS under the Build and No-Build scenarios. 1 
 2 

Table 3-8: AM Peak Hour Levels of Service for I-35 Proposed Project Corridor 3 

Traffic Analysis Area Existing LOS 2035 No-Build 
Scenario LOS 

2035 Build 
Scenario LOS 
(Mainlanes) 

2035 Build 
Scenario LOS 

(Managed 
Lanes) 

Just north of Salado Creek C D D A 

Just south of Walzem Road E F E C 
Just south of Thousand Oaks 

Drive E F F D 

Just south of FM 1518 D E D C 
Source: Draft I-35 Managed Lanes Traffic operations Analysis Memorandum and Project Team Staff, 2014 4 
 5 
The results of the traffic operations study suggest an improved overall corridor LOS for the 6 
general purpose lanes and managed lanes in the build scenario.  Using the non-toll 7 
general purpose lanes would likely result in increased travel times compared to the tolled 8 
managed lanes.  The build condition would still have general purpose segments within the 9 
same LOS range as the no-build scenario just north of Salado Creek and just South of 10 
Thousand Oaks Drive.  In these segments, the general purpose lanes in the 2035 build 11 
scenario would perform better (exhibiting lower density of passenger-cars per mile per 12 
lane) than in the no-build scenario, but the difference in operational conditions would not 13 
be great enough to cross the threshold to the higher-performing LOS range.  14 
 15 

3.2 Section 4(f) and 6(f) Properties 16 
 17 
No-Build Impact 18 
Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed project would not be constructed; therefore, 19 
no impacts to Section 4(f) or 6(f) properties would occur. 20 
 21 
Build Impact 22 
 23 
Section 4(f) Properties 24 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (49 USC 303) prevents the FHWA 25 
from approving the use of land from a publicly-owned park, recreational area, wildlife and 26 
waterfowl refuge, or historical site of national, state, or local significance unless there is no 27 
feasible and prudent alternative and the action has undergone all possible planning to 28 
minimize harm to the resource.  Four parks and one trail are located adjacent to the 29 
proposed project.  30 
 31 
Stage Stop Park and the Selma Stage Stop   32 
The City of Selma’s Stage Stop Park is located southeast of I-35 and west of Cibolo 33 
Creek.  Within the park are a new visitors center, the recently restored historic Selma 34 
Stage Stop (State Antiquities Landmark (SAL) designated in 2000), and the Selma Stage 35 
Stop Official Texas Historical Marker (OTHM) erected on July 4, 2013, near the Selma 36 
Stage Stop (shown in Appendix F: Project Photographs, Photos 21-24).  The park land 37 
is adjacent to I-35 ROW but the historic stage stop, OTHM, and visitors center are located 38 
outside the historic resources area of potential effect (APE).  The City of Selma proposes 39 
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renovation of the John S. Harrison House (and associated outbuildings) located south of 1 
the Stage Stop Park on a city-owned 12.8-acre site near Cibolo Creek.  The City’s plan is 2 
to develop the John S. Harrison parcel into restored historic resources with an associated 3 
park and trail facilities to connect with the Stage Stop Park.  The John S. Harrison House 4 
was listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) in 2006 and designated as a 5 
SAL in 2009; however, the 12.8-acre site that contains the historic resource is outside the 6 
Study Area and not yet connected to the Stage Stop Park (Appendix C: Corridor Map, 7 
Sheet 10).  8 
 9 
Jack White Park  10 
This City of San Antonio Park is located near Binz-Engleman Road near the southern 11 
project terminus.  The park includes a City of San Antonio Historic Landmark 12 
Archeological Site; the City of San Antonio is a Certified Local Government (Appendix C: 13 
Corridor Map, Sheet 1). 14 
 15 
John James Park  16 
This City of San Antonio Park is located approximately 1,800 ft west of I-35 between the  17 
I-410 South interchange and Rittiman Road (Appendix C: Corridor Map, Sheet 3). 18 
 19 
Morrison Kallison Park  20 
This City of San Antonio Park is located approximately 2,300 ft west of I-35 between 21 
Thousand Oaks Drive and the I-410 West interchange (Appendix C: Corridor Map, 22 
Sheet 6). 23 
 24 
Salado Creek Greenway 25 
This trail is a 5.6-mile, 10-ft wide paved, multi-use path between Jack White Park and 26 
Covington Park that crosses under I-35 near Seguin Road (Appendix C: Corridor Map, 27 
Sheet 1). 28 
 29 
No ROW would be acquired from the Stage Stop Park or any other 4(f) resources and the 30 
project would not require use of land from any 4(f) resources.  As a result, no Section 4(f) 31 
impacts are anticipated.  The proposed project is not anticipated to impact any 32 
recreational area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or historic sites of national, state, or local 33 
significance; therefore, no Section 4(f) evaluations are anticipated. 34 
 35 
Section 6(f) Properties 36 
When parkland has been acquired or developed with funds provided by the Land and 37 
Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act of 1965 (16 USC 4601-4 to 4601-11), and this land 38 
is required for highway ROW, a Section 6(f) evaluation process must be followed.  Section 39 
6(f) of the LWCF Act is concerned with transportation projects that propose impacts or the 40 
permanent conversion of outdoor recreational property that was acquired or developed 41 
with LWCF Act grant assistance, which is administered by the Texas Parks and Wildlife 42 
Department (TPWD) through the Texas Recreation Park Account.   43 
 44 
Desktop review of potential Section 6(f) properties in or near the project area was 45 
conducted and no Section 6(f) resources were identified.  Coordination with TPWD to 46 
further investigate the potential presence of any LWCF-funded parkland within the 47 
proposed project limits was conducted in December 2013 and the TPWD coordination 48 
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letter is available in Appendix E: Agency Coordination.  TPWD responded in February 1 
2014 that there is only one fund assisted site in proximity to the proposed project, Bexar 2 
County Pletz Park.  No ROW would be acquired from Pletz Park and no Section 6(f) 3 
impacts are anticipated and the TPWD response is available in Appendix E: Agency 4 
Coordination. 5 
 6 
Based on coordination with TPWD, the proposed project would not affect any Section 6(f) 7 
funded property; therefore, a Section 6(f) evaluation would not be required. 8 
 9 

3.3 Aesthetic Considerations 10 
 11 
Section 136 of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-605) requires 12 
consideration of aesthetic values in the highway planning process.  This visual impacts 13 
evaluation for the proposed project uses a process consistent with the FHWA’s Visual 14 
Impact Assessment for Highway Projects (FHWA 1988).   15 
 16 
The visual impacts of project alternatives are determined by assessing the visual resource 17 
change due to the proposed project and predicting viewer response to that change.  18 
Visual resource change is the sum of the change in visual character and change in visual 19 
quality.   20 
 21 
The visual environment for the I-35 corridor within the proposed project limits consists 22 
primarily of urban and developing suburban commercial and residential areas.  Small 23 
areas of landscaped vegetation occur within the existing I-35 ROW near the project end at 24 
FM 1103.  Generally, visual and aesthetic resources along the proposed project corridor 25 
include historic structures, parklands, and natural areas.  Several transportation and utility 26 
infrastructure crossings are dominantly visible within the proposed project limits, and a 27 
major electric utility line parallels the west side of I-35 between the I-35/I-410 South and  28 
I-35/I-410 West interchanges.  29 
 30 
For the purpose of this assessment, the following key viewpoints listed in Table 3-9 were 31 
identified along the limits of the proposed project corridor in order to compare the existing 32 
visual character and quality of the landscape to the projected visual character and quality 33 
of the landscape after construction of the proposed project.  The I-35 Northeast San 34 
Antonio Expansion Project Aesthetic Considerations Technical Report provided in 35 
Appendix D: Supplemental Data provides additional information about the key 36 
viewpoints, including a table with descriptions of each of the viewpoints, photo renderings, 37 
and the methodology, parameters, and results of the analysis.  Locations of the key 38 
viewpoints are identified in Appendix C: Corridor Map.  39 
 40 

41 
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Table 3-9: Key Viewpoints 1 

Key View Appendix C 
Sheet No. 

1.  Salado Creek Greenway South 1 
2.  George Beach Avenue Intersection 2 
3.  East Terrell Hills Neighborhood 3/4 
4.  Walzem Elementary School 4/5 
5.  New Creation Christian Fellowship 4/6 
6.  Starlight Terrace Neighborhood 6 
7.  Northeast Methodist Hospital 8 
8.  Jordan Ford Car Dealership 8 
9.  I-35/Loop 1604 Interchange 8 
10. Old Selma City Hall 10 
11. Our Lady of Perpetual Peace Church and School 10 
12. Selma Stage Stop and Visitors Center 10 
13. Selma/Schertz City Limits 11 
14. Schertz Parkway Intersection 11 

Source: Project Team Staff, 2014 2 
 3 

No-Build Impact 4 
Under the No-Build Alternative for the proposed project, no impacts to visual resources 5 
are anticipated.  However, traffic operations on the existing facility would not be improved 6 
and congestion along I-35 would continue to increase over time.  This increase in 7 
congestion, characterized by heavy traffic traveling at slow speeds for extended periods of 8 
time, could impact visual quality at locations along the proposed project limits from which 9 
the existing mainlanes are visible. 10 
 11 
Build Impact 12 
Elevated managed lanes are proposed from Seguin Road to north of FM 3009 and vertical 13 
clearances would be necessary.  The height of the proposed elevated managed lanes 14 
would be greatest at the major interchanges, ranging from approximately 65 ft at the I-35/I-15 
410 South interchange to approximately 109 ft at the I-35/Loop 1604 interchange.  The 16 
vertical change of this lane structure would change the current forms throughout the 17 
corridor bringing greater prominence to the roadway infrastructure.  The linear patterns 18 
would parallel the existing lanes and additional multi-level ramping would be prevalent at 19 
the I-35/I-410 South, I-35/I-410 West, and I-35/Loop 1604 interchanges.  Introducing 20 
elevated lanes would reduce the grassy areas along the corridor and some large trees may 21 
require removal during construction.  Because the elevated lanes are proposed in between 22 
or above the existing mainlanes and frontage roads, shading should not be a major 23 
concern for the viability of landscaping within neighboring properties.  However, any utility 24 
improvements near the ROW edges have the potential to negatively impact street yard 25 
vegetation that is located within a few feet of the property line. 26 
 27 
Visual intrusion and privacy concerns exist for residential neighborhoods with corridor 28 
views.  The placement of the ramps may provide a bird’s eye view to some residential 29 
properties, but the intent of these managed lanes is to provide continuous traffic flow 30 
which would limit viewer exposure from the elevated managed lanes to the offset 31 
residential properties.  In various locations, elevated structures may limit views of 32 
signage from the mainlanes; however, views of signage may be enhanced in other areas, 33 
like from the elevated managed lanes.    34 
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 1 
The visual analysis indicated that the project would introduce new visual elements within 2 
the proposed project limits.  These new elements are predominantly located in proximity to 3 
commercial and residential areas adjacent to the existing I-35 facility within the project 4 
limits.   5 
 6 

3.4 Cultural Resources 7 
 8 
Cultural resources are structures, buildings, archeological sites, districts (a collection of 9 
related structures, buildings, and/or archeological sites), cemeteries, and objects.  Both 10 
federal and state laws require consideration of cultural resources during project planning.  11 
At the federal level, NEPA and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, 12 
among others, apply to transportation projects such as this one.  In addition, state laws 13 
such as the Antiquities Code of Texas apply to these projects.  Compliance with these laws 14 
often requires consultation with the Texas Historical Commission (THC)/Texas State 15 
Historic Preservation Officer (TSHPO) and/or federally-recognized tribes to determine the 16 
project’s effects on cultural resources.  Review and coordination of this project followed 17 
approved procedures for compliance with federal and state laws. 18 
 19 

3.4.1 Non-Archeological Historic-Age Properties 20 
 21 
No-Build Impact 22 
Under the No-Build Alternative, the improvements associated with the I-35 Northeast San 23 
Antonio Expansion Project would not occur; therefore, no impacts to non-archeological 24 
historic-age properties are anticipated. 25 
 26 
Build Impact 27 
A review of the NRHP, the THC survey files, the THC Texas Historic Sites Atlas, the list of 28 
SALs, and the list of Recorded Texas Historic Landmarks (RTHL) was completed during 29 
the preparation of a Draft Non-Archeological Historic-Age Resource Research Design 30 
(Draft Research Design), delivered to TxDOT Environmental Affairs Division (ENV) on 31 
December 17, 2013.  This process was repeated in April 2014, to determine if any new 32 
resources had been designated and no additional resources were identified in the THC 33 
Historic Sites Atlas.  Also during the preparation of the Draft Research Design, the 34 
architectural historian reviewed seven non-archeological historic-age resource surveys 35 
from previous TxDOT projects within the project limits in order to identify previously 36 
surveyed resources located within the APE of the proposed project.  Two of the previously 37 
surveyed resources were determined to be NRHP-eligible:  38 
 39 

 Harrison and McCulloch Stage Stop (Appendix C: Corridor Map, Sheet 10, and 40 
shown in Appendix F: Project Photographs, Photos 21-24)  41 

 Old Selma City Hall/WOAI Radio building (Appendix C: Corridor Map, Sheet 10) 42 
 43 

Both resources listed above are located on the east side of I-35 in the City of Selma.  The 44 
Harrison and McCulloch Stage Stop was designated as a SAL in 2000.  On April 27, 2007, 45 
both resources listed above were determined eligible for listing in the NRHP during 46 
coordination with THC for another TxDOT project.  47 
 48 
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Properties surveyed in 2007 for the Historic Resources Survey, Loop 1604, Bexar and 1 
Guadalupe Counties (CSJ No. 24-01-021, 2452-01-074, etc.)  (Loop 1604 HRSR – 2007) 2 
included the seven properties (eight resources) along the I-35 southbound frontage road 3 
near North Evans Road.  In that report, the properties were numbered as 136, 137, 138, 4 
139A, 139B, 145, 146, and 147 as illustrated in Figure 3, Sheet 58 of the Loop 1604 HRSR 5 
– 2007, shown in Appendix D: Supplemental Data.  On April 27, 2007, each of these 6 
properties was determined not eligible for the NRHP.  The coordination letter that 7 
documents that decision is included in Appendix E: Agency Coordination.  Due to this 8 
previous determination, these properties were not re-surveyed for the I-35 Northeast San 9 
Antonio Expansion Project. 10 
 11 
On January 9, 2014, TxDOT ENV Historical Studies Branch approved the I-35 Northeast 12 
San Antonio Expansion Project Non-Archeological Historic-Age Resource Research 13 
Design (Research Design – January 2014) which prescribed a reconnaissance level 14 
survey to be completed for a list of specific resources in a table titled “Proposed Resources 15 
to Survey.”  In addition to the Proposed Resources to Survey, both TxDOT and THC 16 
requested in January 2014 that the historian would drive through two additional 17 
neighborhoods, Camelot and Windcrest, both located outside the APE.  If, in the historian’s 18 
professional opinion, Camelot and Windcrest appeared to be better examples of 1955-19 
1960s neighborhoods than the neighborhood listed in the Proposed Resources to Survey, 20 
the historian would then take representative photographs to use for the purpose of 21 
comparison.   22 
 23 
Due to the proposed elevated managed lanes, the approved Research Design – January 24 
2014 defined the APE to include the entirety of all parcels located wholly or partially within 25 
150 ft of the existing or proposed ROW, whichever is greater; furthermore it defined the 26 
historic-age cut-off date for the project as 1975 (i.e. properties constructed in 1975 or 27 
earlier were considered to be historic-age).   28 
 29 
Several of the Proposed Resources to Survey were included, not because of any 30 
anticipated historic significance, but simply because the 30 percent schematic design 31 
included proposed ROW from those parcels and the resources were historic-age.  32 
Subsequent to the approval of the Research Design – January 2014, the schematic design 33 
was refined upon which the Non-Archeological Historic-Age Resource Reconnaissance 34 
Survey Report (HRSR) was based.  Due to schematic design refinements, proposed ROW 35 
was no longer required from 1143 or 1159 AT&T Center Parkway (RD-1 and RD-2).  All 36 
other resources listed in the Proposed Resources to Survey in the Research Design – 37 
January 2014 were surveyed for the HRSR.  Historic-age resources were added to the 38 
survey based on additional proposed ROW associated with the refined schematic that was 39 
not identified at the time Research Design – January 2014 was prepared.  Also, because 40 
the refined schematic extended north of FM 1103, the Hansmann Farm parcel was within 41 
the revised APE and was therefore included in the survey.  The Hansmann Farm was 42 
specified as a property of concern by the Comal County Historical Commission. 43 
 44 
A total of 44 properties (some with multiple resources) were surveyed for the HRSR.  In 45 
addition, two properties were previously identified as eligible for listing in the NRHP and 46 
labeled on the map, but not re-surveyed.  Of the properties surveyed or previously 47 
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identified, the following (Table 3-10: Non-Archeological Historic Properties within the 1 
APE) were identified as eligible for listing in the NRHP within the APE of this project: 2 

 3 
Table 3-10: Non-Archeological Historic Properties within the APE 4 

Map ID 
No. 

Resource Name Resource Location Significance 

Historic Properties Identified During the Reconnaissance Survey 
001 Seguin Road Bridge Seguin Road over 

Salado Creek 
Recommended as NRHP-Eligible under 
Criterion A: Community Planning and 
Development;  local level of significance 

034 Dixie Form & Steel 
Company 

10635 I-35 North, San 
Antonio, TX 78233 

Recommended as NRHP-Eligible under 
Criterion C: Good Example of Mid-Century 
Modern Architecture; Local level of 
significance. Also, because it is currently 
used as a church, it was evaluated under  
Criteria Consideration A and is 
recommended as NRHP-Eligible under 
Criteria Consideration A for architectural 
merit. 

042   
(a-e) 

Hansmann Farm 7205 FM 482, New 
Braunfels, Texas 78132 

Concurrence with Recommendation as 
NRHP-eligible under Criterion A: 
Settlement and Agriculture in the Comal 
County Historic Resources Survey, Partial 
Inventory of Zones 1, 2 and 4 prepared in 
2013 by HHM, Inc. 

Previously Identified Historic Properties 
Labeled 
on Map 

Old Selma City 
Hall/WOAI Radio 
building 

15412 I-35 North, Selma, 
Texas 78154 

Determined NRHP-eligible 4/27/2007 
under Criterion A: Community 
Development Patterns 

Labeled 
on Map 

Harrison and 
McCulloch Stage Stop 

Just west of 9374 
Valhalla, Selma, Texas 
78154 

Determined NRHP-eligible 4/27/2007 
under Criterion A, B, C: Early Settlement 

Source: Non-Archeological Historic-Age Resource Reconnaissance Survey Report: I-35: I-410 South to FM 5 
1103 6 

TxDOT carried out environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by 7 
applicable laws pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding dated 8 
December 16, 2014 and executed by FHWA and TxDOT. Furthermore, TxDOT in 9 
accordance with 36 CFR 800 and the First Amended Programmatic Agreement Regarding 10 
the Implementation of Transportation Undertakings (PA-TU 2005), determined that the 11 
proposed project would have no adverse effect to any historic properties on January 15, 12 
2015 and THC concurred with that determination on February 6, 2015. The coordination 13 
letter is included in Appendix E: Agency Coordination.  14 
 15 
Encroachment-Alteration Effects to Historic Resources  16 
No ROW is required from any of the historic resources identified for the proposed project 17 
and therefore no direct effects to any historic resources are anticipated.  Also, no adverse 18 
visual effect or other indirect effects to any historic properties from the proposed project are 19 
anticipated. 20 
 21 

22 
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3.4.2 Archeological Resources 1 
 2 
No-Build Impact 3 
Under the No-Build Alternative for the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project, 4 
additional ROW would not be acquired; therefore, no impacts to archeological resources 5 
would be anticipated. 6 
 7 
Build Impact 8 
An Archeological Background Study was conducted for the proposed project (see 9 
Appendix D: Supplemental Data).  TxDOT archeologists reviewed the proposed project 10 
internally and determined that no survey was needed as a result of a low probability of 11 
encountering archeological historic properties and State Archeological Landmarks.  The 12 
project was included in the September 11, 2014 Memo (see Appendix E: Agency 13 
Coordination).  As provided under the First Amended Programmatic Agreement Among 14 
the Federal Highway Administration, the Texas Department of Transportation, the Texas 15 
State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 16 
Regarding the Implementation of Transportation Undertakings, consultation with the 17 
Texas State Historic Preservation Officer is not necessary for the proposed project.  As 18 
provided under the Memorandum of Understanding Between the Texas Historical 19 
Commission and the Texas Department of Transportation, the proposed project does not 20 
require individual coordination with the Texas Historical Commission.  Section 106 21 
consultation with federally recognized tribes with an interest in the project area was 22 
initiated June 26, 2014, on behalf of the Federal Highway Administration.  None of the 23 
responses raised objections to the proposed project (see Appendix E: Agency 24 
Coordination).  Based upon the results of public involvement for the project, no 25 
controversy exists regarding project effects on archeological sites and cemeteries. 26 
 27 

3.5 Air Quality 28 
 29 
No-Build Impact 30 
The No-Build Alternative would not conform to local transportation plans and programs.  It 31 
would be inconsistent with the financially constrained Mobility 2040 which contains specific 32 
projects, programs, and policies intended to improve mobility, access, and air quality in the 33 
Alamo Area MPO region.  34 
 35 
Build Impact 36 
The project is located in Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties, which are in an 37 
attainment or unclassifiable area for all national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS); 38 
therefore, the transportation conformity rules do not apply.  The proposed project is 39 
consistent with the Alamo Area MPO’s financially constrained long-range MTP Plan, 40 
Mobility 2040, and the 2015-2018 TIP.  Copies of the MTP and TIP pages are included in 41 
Appendix D: Supplemental Data. 42 
 43 
Traffic Air Quality Analysis (TAQA) 44 
Design year traffic for this project is 286,000 vpd therefore triggering the need for a traffic 45 
air quality analysis (TAQA).   46 
 47 

48 
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Topography and meteorology of the area in which the project is located would not seriously 1 
restrict dispersion of the air pollutants.  The traffic data used in the analysis was obtained 2 
from the TxDOT TP&P Division.  The ADT is projected to range from 147,240 to 239,270 3 
vpd in 2025 (ETC) and from 176,000 to 286,000 vpd in (horizon year) 2035. 4 
 5 
Carbon monoxide concentrations for the proposed action were modeled using CALINE3 6 
and MOVES and factoring in adverse meteorological conditions and sensitive receptors at 7 
the ROW line in accordance with the TxDOT Air Quality Guidelines.  Local concentrations 8 
of carbon monoxide are not expected to exceed national standards at any time.  The 9 
results of the analysis are summarized in Table 3-11. 10 
 11 

Table 3-11: Carbon Monoxide Concentrations 12 

Year Location Description 1-HR CO 
(ppm)* 

1-HR 
 % NAAQS 

8-HR CO 
(ppm)* 

8-HR 
 % NAAQS 

2025 I-35 between I-410W and 
Thousand Oaks 

3.00 8.57% 1.88 20.89% 

2035 3.10 8.86% 1.94 21.56% 
Source: Project Team Staff, 2014. 13 
Notes: The NAAQS for CO is 35 ppm for 1-hour and 9 ppm for 8-hours.  Analysis includes a 1-14 
hour background concentration of 1.7 ppm and an 8-hour background concentration of 1.1 15 
ppm.  16 
The MOVES2010b emission factors used in the analysis were provided by TxDOT-ENV. 17 

 18 
Congestion Management Process (CMP) 19 
This project is located in an attainment or unclassifiable area for all NAAQS; therefore, a 20 
congestion management process (CMP) analysis is not required. 21 
 22 
Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) Background 23 
Controlling air toxic emissions became a national priority with the passage of the Clean 24 
Air Act (CAA) Amendments of 1990, whereby Congress mandated that the EPA regulate 25 
188 air toxics, also known as hazardous air pollutants.  The EPA has assessed this 26 
expansive list in their latest rule on the Control of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile 27 
Sources (Federal Register, Vol. 72, No. 37, page 8430, February 26, 2007) and identified 28 
a group of 93 compounds emitted from mobile sources that are listed in their Integrated 29 
Risk Information System (IRIS) (http://www.epa.gov/ncea/iris/index.html).  In addition, 30 
EPA identified seven compounds with significant contributions from mobile sources that 31 
are among the national and regional-scale cancer risk drivers from their 1999 National Air 32 
Toxics Assessment (NATA) (http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/nata1999/).  These are acrolein, 33 
benzene, 1,3-butadiene, diesel particulate matter plus diesel exhaust organic gases 34 
(DPM), formaldehyde, naphthalene, and polycyclic organic matter.  While FHWA 35 
considers these the priority MSAT, the list is subject to change and may be adjusted in 36 
consideration of future EPA rules.  37 
 38 
The 2007 EPA MSAT rule mentioned above requires controls that will dramatically 39 
decrease MSAT emissions through cleaner fuels and cleaner engines.  Based on an 40 
FHWA analysis using EPA’s MOVES2010b model, as shown in Graph 3-1 and Table 3-41 
12, even if vehicle-miles travelled (VMT) increases by 102 percent as assumed from 42 
2010 to 2050, a combined reduction of 83 percent in the total annual emissions for the 43 
priority MSAT is projected for the same time period. 44 
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 1 
Graph 3-1: Projected National MSAT Emission Trends 2010-2050 for Vehicles 2 

Operating on Roadways Using EPA’s MOVES2010b Model 3 
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Source: Table 3-13 on following page. 5 
Note: Trends for specific locations may be different, depending on locally derived information 6 
representing vehicle-miles travelled, vehicle speeds, vehicle mix, fuels, emission control programs, 7 
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Table 3-12: Projected National MSAT Emission Trends 2010-2050 for Vehicles Operating on Roadways Using EPA’s 1 
MOVES2010b Model 2 

Pollutant / VMT 
Pollutant Emissions (tons) and Vehicle-Miles Traveled (VMT) by Calendar Year Percent 

Change 
2010 to 

2050 
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 

Acrolein 1,244 805 476 318 258 247 264 292 322 -74% 
Benzene 18,995 10,195 6,765 5,669 5,386 5,696 6,216 6,840 7,525 -60% 
Butadiene 3,157 1,783 1,163 951 890 934 1,017 1,119 1,231 -61% 
Diesel PM 128,847 79,158 40,694 21,155 12,667 10,027 9,978 10,942 11,992 -91% 
Formaldehyde 17,848 11,943 7,778 5,938 5,329 5,407 5,847 6,463 7,141 -60% 
Naphthalene 2,366 1,502 939 693 607 611 659 727 802 -66% 
Polycyclics 1,102 705 414 274 218 207 219 240 262 -76% 
Trillions VMT 2.96 3.19 3.5 3.85 4.16 4.58 5.01 5.49 6 102% 

Source: EPA MOVES2010b model runs conducted during May – June 2012 by FHWA. 3 
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Air toxics analysis is a continuing area of research.  While much work has been done to 1 
assess the overall health risk of air toxics, many questions remain unanswered.  In 2 
particular, the tools and techniques for assessing project-specific health outcomes as a 3 
result of lifetime MSAT exposure remain limited.  These limitations impede the ability to 4 
evaluate how the potential health risks posed by MSAT exposure should be factored into 5 
project-level decision-making within the context of the NEPA.  The FHWA, EPA, the 6 
Health Effects Institute, and others have funded and conducted research studies to try to 7 
more clearly define potential risks from MSAT emissions associated with highway 8 
projects.  The FHWA will continue to monitor the developing research in this emerging 9 
field. 10 
 11 
Project Specific MSAT Assessment 12 
Numerous technical shortcomings of emissions and dispersion models and uncertain 13 
science with respect to health effects prevent meaningful or reliable estimates of MSAT 14 
health effects of this project (see “Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project-15 
Specific MSAT Health Impacts Analysis” at the end of this section for more information).  16 
In Chapter 3 of its Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) for the 2007 MSAT rules, EPA states 17 
that there are a number of additional significant uncertainties associated with the air 18 
quality, exposure and risk modeling.  The modeling also has certain key limitations such 19 
as the results are most accurate for large geographic areas, exposure modeling does not 20 
fully reflect variation among individuals, and non-inhalation exposure pathways and 21 
indoor sources are not taken into account.  Chapter 3 of the RIA is found at: 22 
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/regs/toxics/fr-ria-sections.htm 23 
 24 
However, it is possible to quantitatively assess the “relative” levels of future MSAT 25 
emissions for the Build and No-Build Alternatives.  Although a quantitative assessment 26 
cannot identify and measure health impacts from MSATs, it can give a basis for 27 
identifying and comparing the potential differences among MSAT emissions, if any, from 28 
the various alternatives.  The quantitative assessment presented below is derived in part 29 
from a study conducted by FHWA titled A Methodology for Evaluating Mobile Source Air 30 
Toxic Emissions among Transportation Project Alternatives found at:  31 
www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/airtoxic/msatcompare/msatemissions.htm  32 
  33 
Project specific MSAT information 34 
For each alternative in this document, the amount of MSAT emitted would be proportional 35 
to the vehicle miles traveled, or VMT, assuming that other variables such as fleet mix are 36 
the same for each alternative.  The VMT estimated for the Build Alternative is slightly 37 
higher than that for the No-Build Alternative, because the additional capacity increases the 38 
efficiency of the roadway and attracts rerouted trips from elsewhere in the transportation 39 
network.  This increase in VMT would lead to higher MSAT emissions for the preferred 40 
action alternative along the highway corridor, along with a corresponding decrease in 41 
MSAT emissions along the parallel routes.  The emissions increase is offset somewhat by 42 
lower MSAT emission rates due to increased speeds; according to EPA's MOVES2010b 43 
model, emissions of all of the priority MSAT decrease as speed increases.  Also, 44 
regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions will likely be lower than present levels in 45 
the design year as a result of EPA's national control programs that are projected to reduce 46 
annual MSAT emissions by over 80 percent between 2010 and 2050.  Local conditions 47 
may differ from these national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth 48 
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rates, and local control measures.  However, the magnitude of the EPA-projected 1 
reductions is so great (even after accounting for VMT growth) that MSAT emissions in the 2 
study area are likely to be lower in the future in nearly all cases. 3 
 4 
The additional travel lanes contemplated as part of the project alternatives will have the 5 
effect of moving some traffic closer to nearby homes, schools, and businesses; therefore, 6 
under each alternative there may be localized areas where ambient concentrations of 7 
MSAT could be higher under certain Build Alternatives than the No Build Alternative.  The 8 
localized increases in MSAT concentrations would likely be most pronounced along the 9 
expanded roadway sections that would be built.  However, the magnitude and the duration 10 
of these potential increases compared to the No-Build alternative cannot be reliably 11 
quantified due to incomplete or unavailable information in forecasting project-specific 12 
MSAT health impacts.  In sum, when a highway is widened, the localized level of MSAT 13 
emissions for the Build Alternative could be higher relative to the No Build Alternative, but 14 
this could be offset due to increases in speeds and reductions in congestion (which are 15 
associated with lower MSAT emissions).  Also, MSAT will be lower in other locations when 16 
traffic shifts away from them.  However, on a regional basis, EPA's vehicle and fuel 17 
regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause substantial reductions that, in 18 
almost all cases, will cause region-wide MSAT levels to be significantly lower than today. 19 
 20 
Quantitative MSAT analysis 21 
EPA's Office of Transportation and Air Quality has developed MOVES.  This emission 22 
modeling system estimates emissions for mobile sources covering a broad range of 23 
pollutants and allows multiple scale analysis.  MOVES currently estimates emissions 24 
from cars, trucks & motorcycles.  25 
 26 
A quantitative analysis of the mass of air toxic emissions in the travel study area containing 27 
the proposed project was completed using the latest version of the EPA’s mobile emission 28 
factor model (MOVES2010b).   29 
 30 
The MSAT study area for the quantitative analysis is composed of the model area located 31 
within the Alamo Area MPO.  The MSAT model area is composed of the affected 32 
transportation network determined by the plus or minus 5 percent change in traffic 33 
threshold for the proposed project.  The plus or minus 5 percent threshold and other 34 
modeling parameters (i.e., scenario years) were determined per coordination among 35 
FHWA, TxDOT, and the Alamo Area MPO on November 7, 2013.   36 
 37 
Because the 2008 base year scenario represents the existing condition, the model area for 38 
2008 is composed of those links determined to change plus or minus 5 percent or greater 39 
in 2035 and which currently exist in the 2008 network.  The resulting model area for 40 
scenario year 2035 includes those links determined to change plus or minus 5 percent or 41 
greater in 2035 as depicted in Appendix A, Exhibit 4: MSAT Affected Transportation 42 
Network.  The parameters used to characterize the travel activity utilized in the analysis 43 
included directional speeds and traffic volumes for the AM peak period, PM peak period, 44 
midnight and nighttime periods.  For the purpose of this analysis three scenarios were 45 
modeled: 46 
  47 



I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project  
Environmental Assessment    I-35: I-410 South to FM 1103  
 

CSJs: 0016-05-111, etc.                                                                                                                               74  

 “Base” or existing condition (2008);  1 
 “Build 2035” scenario; and 2 
 “No-Build 2035” scenario 3 

 4 
Total emission of MSATs for the Build and No-Build scenarios 5 
Specific data from the MSAT study area of the Alamo Area MPO Regional Transportation 6 
Model were used to determine the mass of MSAT emissions associated with the Build 7 
(proposed project), and No-Build scenarios.  In addition, the base or existing conditions 8 
mass of MSATs was also modeled.  The total mass of MSAT emissions in the year 2008 9 
(base) was higher than either the Build or No-Build scenarios in the year 2035.  This is 10 
reflective of the overall national trend in MSATs as previously described.  The mass of 11 
emissions associated with the base scenario and Build year are shown in Table 3-13 and 12 
graphically represented in Graph 3-2. 13 
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Table 3-13: Mass of MSAT Emissions in Tons/Year and Percent Reduction Compared to the 2008 Base Scenario 
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2008 3,833,326 7.519 --- 1.395 --- 7.082 --- 0.468 --- 44.011 --- 0.3449 --- 0.956 --- 61.776 --- 
Build 
2035 7,188,668 5.000 34% 0.865 38% 4.587 35% 0.210 55% 7.806 82% 0.1257 64% 0.555 42% 19.149 69% 

No-
Build 
2035 

6,980,912 4.397 42% 0.758 46% 4.089 42% 0.187 60% 6.675 85% 0.1079 69% 0.493 48% 16.708 73% 

*2013 MSAT emission factors were utilized for the base scenario (year 2008).  Using 2013 MSAT emission rates is considered to be a conservative approach 
because emission rates generally decrease over time.  
Source: EPA MOVES2010b, TxDOT Look Up Tables, and Project Team Staff, 2014. 
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Graph 3-2: Total Mass of MSAT Emissions in Tons/Year 1 

 2 
Source: EPA MOVES2010b, TxDOT Look Up Tables, and Project Team Staff, 2014. 3 

 4 
The MSAT analysis indicates that a decrease in emissions can be expected for both the 5 
Build and No-Build scenarios for the Build year 2035 versus the 2008 base year.  6 
Emissions of total MSAT are predicted to decrease by 69 percent in 2035 for the Build 7 
scenario when compared with 2008 levels.  If emissions are plotted over time, a 8 
decreasing level of MSAT emissions can be seen on Graph 3-3; however, overall VMT 9 
continues to rise. 10 
 11 
Of the seven priority MSAT compounds, DPM, benzene, and formaldehyde contribute the 12 
most to the emissions total (Table 3-13 and Graph 3-2).  In future years a decline in 13 
benzene and formaldehyde is anticipated (34 percent reduction for benzene and 35 14 
percent reduction for formaldehyde) from 2008 to 2035, under the Build scenario.  An 15 
even larger reduction in DPM emissions is predicted (82 percent decrease from 2008 to 16 
2035, under the Build scenario). 17 
 18 
 19 

 20 
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Graph 3-3: Project Links VMT over Time per Scenario 1 

 2 
Source: EPA MOVES2010b, TxDOT Look Up Tables, and Project Team Staff, 2014. 3 

 4 
The estimated emission levels are for all MSATs evaluated and are based on the 5 
projected total VMT.  The reasons for these dramatic improvements are twofold, a 6 
change in vehicle fuels, both gasoline and diesel fuel, and a change in emission 7 
standards that both light-duty and heavy-duty on-highway motor vehicles must meet.  8 
The EPA predicts substantial future air emission reductions as the agency’s new light-9 
duty and heavy-duty on-highway fuel and vehicle rules come into effect (Tier 2, light-duty 10 
vehicle standard, Heavy-Duty Diesel Vehicle and (HDDV) standards and low sulfur diesel 11 
fuel, and the EPA’s proposed Off-Road Diesel Engine and Fuel Standard).  These 12 
projected air emission reductions will be realized even with the predicted continued 13 
growth in VMT.7   14 
 15 

16 

                                            
 
 
7 See EPA's Tier II RIA (EPA, 1999).  Regulatory Impact Analysis Control of Air Pollution from New Motor Vehicles: Tier 2 

Motor Vehicle Emissions Standards and Gasoline Sulfur Control Requirements.  Engine Programs and Compliance 
Division, Office of Mobile Sources.  Publication No. (EPA420-R-99-24 023) and EPA’s HDDV RIA; Regulatory Impact 
Analysis (U.S. EPA.  2001). Final Rule for Controlling Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources (66 
FR 17229.  March 29, 2001). 



I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project  
Environmental Assessment    I-35: I-410 South to FM 1103   
 
 

CSJs: 0016-05-111, etc.                                                                                                                               78  
 

Discussion of modeling results 1 
Although the VMT for the proposed project Build scenario would increase approximately 2 
88 percent by 2035 when compared to 2008, total MSAT emission for the same scenario 3 
would decrease an estimated 69 percent by 2035.  In 2035, total MSAT loads for the 4 
Build scenario is 2.44 tons/year higher than the No-Build scenario.  5 
 6 
Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project-Specific MSAT Health Impacts Analysis  7 
In FHWA’s view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the project-8 
specific health impacts due to changes in MSAT emissions associated with a proposed 9 
set of highway alternatives.  The outcome of such an assessment, adverse or not, would 10 
be influenced more by the uncertainty introduced into the process through assumption 11 
and speculation rather than any genuine insight into the actual health impacts directly 12 
attributable to MSAT exposure associated with a proposed action. 13 

EPA is responsible for protecting the public health and welfare from any known or 14 
anticipated effect of an air pollutant.  They are the lead authority for administering the 15 
CAA and its amendments and have specific statutory obligations with respect to 16 
hazardous air pollutants and MSAT.  The EPA is in the continual process of assessing 17 
human health effects, exposures, and risks posed by air pollutants.  They maintain the 18 
IRIS, which is “a compilation of electronic reports on specific substances found in the 19 
environment and their potential to cause human health effects” (EPA, 20 
http://www.epa.gov/iris/).  Each report contains assessments of non-cancerous and 21 
cancerous effects for individual compounds and quantitative estimates of risk levels from 22 
lifetime oral and inhalation exposures with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of 23 
magnitude. 24 

Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health 25 
effects of MSAT, including the Health Effects Institute (HEI).  Two HEI studies are 26 
summarized in Appendix D of FHWA’s Interim Guidance Update on Mobile source Air 27 
Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents.  Among the adverse health effects linked to MSAT 28 
compounds at high exposures are; cancer in humans in occupational settings; cancer in 29 
animals; and irritation to the respiratory tract, including the exacerbation of asthma.  Less 30 
obvious is the adverse human health effects of MSAT compounds at current 31 
environmental concentrations (HEI, http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282) or in 32 
the future as vehicle emissions substantially decrease (HEI, 33 
http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=306). 34 

The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling; dispersion 35 
modeling; exposure modeling; and then final determination of health impacts – each step 36 
in the process building on the model predictions obtained in the previous step.  All are 37 
encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more 38 
complete differentiation of the MSAT health impacts among a set of project alternatives.  39 
These difficulties are magnified for lifetime (i.e., 70 year) assessments, particularly 40 
because unsupportable assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel 41 
patterns and vehicle technology (which affects emissions rates) over that time frame, 42 
since such information is unavailable. 43 
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It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast 70-year lifetime MSAT concentrations and 1 
exposure near roadways; to determine the portion of time that people are actually 2 
exposed at a specific location; and to establish the extent attributable to a proposed 3 
action, especially given that some of the information needed is unavailable. 4 

There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of 5 
the various MSAT, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of 6 
occupational exposure data to the general population, a concern expressed by HEI 7 
(http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282).  As a result, there is no national 8 
consensus on air dose-response values assumed to protect the public health and welfare 9 
for MSAT compounds, and in particular for diesel PM.  The EPA 10 
(http://www.epa.gov/risk/basicinformation.htm#g) and the HEI 11 
(http://pubs.healtheffects.org/getfile.php?u=395) have not established a basis for 12 
quantitative risk assessment of diesel PM in ambient settings. 13 

There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk.  The current 14 
context is the process used by the EPA as provided by the CAA to determine whether 15 
more stringent controls are required in order to provide an ample margin of safety to 16 
protect public health or to prevent an adverse environmental effect for industrial sources 17 
subject to the maximum achievable control technology standards, such as benzene 18 
emissions from refineries.  The decision framework is a two-step process.  The first step 19 
requires EPA to determine an “acceptable” level of risk due to emissions from a source, 20 
which is generally no greater than approximately 100 in a million.  Additional factors are 21 
considered in the second step, the goal of which is to maximize the number of people 22 
with risks less than 1 in a million due to emissions from a source.  The results of this 23 
statutory two-step process do not guarantee that cancer risks from exposure to air toxics 24 
are less than 1 in a million; in some cases, the residual risk determination could result in 25 
maximum individual cancer risks that are as high as approximately 100 in a million.  In a 26 
June 2008 decision, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit upheld 27 
EPA’s approach to addressing risk in its two step decision framework. 28 

Information is incomplete or unavailable to establish that even the largest of highway 29 
projects would result in levels of risk greater than deemed acceptable.  Because of the 30 
limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts described, any predicted 31 
difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than the 32 
uncertainties associated with predicting the impacts.  Consequently, the results of such 33 
assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to weigh this 34 
information against project benefits, such as reducing traffic congestion, accident rates, 35 
and fatalities plus improved access for emergency response, that are better suited for 36 
quantitative analysis.   37 

In this document, a quantitative MSAT assessment has been provided relative to the 38 
various alternatives of MSAT emissions and has acknowledged that the Build scenario 39 
may result in increased exposure to MSAT emissions in certain locations, although the 40 
concentrations and duration of exposures are uncertain, and because of this uncertainty, 41 
the health effects from these emissions cannot be estimated. 42 
 43 
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Summary 1 
The ability to discern differences in MSAT emissions among transportation alternatives is 2 
difficult given the uncertainties associated with forecasting travel activity and air 3 
emissions 21 years or more into the future.  The main analytical tool for predicting 4 
emissions from on-road motor vehicles is the EPA’s MOVES2010b model.  The 5 
MOVES2010b model is regional in scope and has limited applicability to a project-level 6 
analysis.  However, the effects of a major transportation project extend beyond its 7 
corridor and an evaluation within the context of a model area can be accomplished. 8 
 9 
When evaluating the future options for improving a transportation corridor, the major 10 
mitigating factor in reducing MSAT emissions is the implementation of the EPA's new 11 
motor vehicle emission control standards.  Decreases in MSAT emissions will be realized 12 
from the base year for a planned project and its design year some 27 years in the future.  13 
Accounting for anticipated increases in VMT and varying degrees of efficiency of vehicle 14 
operation, total MSAT emissions are predicted to decline approximately 69 percent from 15 
2008 to 2035.  While benzene and formaldehyde emissions are predicted to decline 34 16 
and 35 percent respectively, emissions of DPM are predicted to decline 82 percent. 17 
 18 
The MSATs from mobile sources, especially benzene, have dropped dramatically since 19 
1995, and are expected to continue dropping.  The introduction of reformulated gasoline 20 
has led to a substantial part of this improvement.  In addition, Tier 2 automobiles 21 
introduced in model year 2004 will continue to help reduce MSATs.  Diesel exhaust 22 
emissions have been falling since the early 1990s with the passage of the CAA 23 
Amendment.  The CAA Amendment provided for improvement in diesel fuel through 24 
reductions in sulfur and other diesel fuel improvements.  In addition, the EPA has further 25 
reduced the sulfur level in diesel fuel, effective in 2006.  The EPA also has called for 26 
dramatic reductions in NOX emissions, and particulate matter from on-road and off-road 27 
diesel engines.  MSAT emissions related to the proposed project are not expected to 28 
increase overall air toxics levels in the study area in the future years investigated.  MSAT 29 
emissions decreases from the base year are substantial even with the associated 30 
increase in VMT in the travel study area.   31 
 32 

3.6 Biological Resources 33 
 34 
The study area for biological resources encompasses the areas that could incur temporary 35 
and permanent impacts resulting from the construction of the proposed project.  The study 36 
area for biological resources includes the existing and proposed ROW/easement 37 
encompassing 1,073.45 acres.   38 
 39 
A new memorandum of understanding (MOU) between TxDOT and Texas Parks and 40 
Wildlife Department (TPWD) went into effect on September 1, 2013.  All projects, except 41 
maintenance projects for which a programmatic environmental review is conducted, are 42 
required to be evaluated under this MOU.  As part of this evaluation, an Environmental 43 
Compliance Oversight System (ECOS) TPWD Analysis Form – Tier 1 Site Assessment 44 
would be required for all projects to determine if further coordination would be necessary 45 
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with TPWD.  The following sections provide information based on the requirements of the 1 
new MOU.  2 
 3 

3.6.1 Threatened and Endangered Species 4 
 5 
No-Build Impact 6 
Under the No-Build Alternative, additional ROW would not be acquired and altered by 7 
construction activities; therefore, no impacts and/or no effect to threatened/endangered 8 
species or wildlife habitat would be anticipated. 9 
 10 
Build Impact 11 
The limits for this proposed project are situated within the San Antonio East, Schertz, 12 
Longhorn, Marion, and New Braunfels West U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic 13 
quadrangle maps as depicted in Appendix A, Exhibit 5: FEMA Floodplain and USGS 14 
Quadrangle Map.  The proposed project is located primarily within the existing TxDOT 15 
ROW which is routinely maintained by mowing and selective removal of woody vegetation.  16 
Outside of the study area, the area exhibits urban development of various types such as 17 
commercial, industrial, and residential development, with some isolated pockets of 18 
undeveloped land. 19 
 20 
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) affords protection for federally-listed threatened and 21 
endangered species and, where designated, critical habitat for these species.  The U.S. 22 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) maintains a list of federally threatened and endangered 23 
species of potential occurrence for each Texas county.  TPWD maintains a list of 24 
threatened and endangered species (both state and federally-listed) and state species of 25 
concern for each Texas county.  TPWD also maintains special species lists through the 26 
Texas Natural Diversity Database (TXNDD) by county.  The TXNDD is a geo-referenced 27 
database of documented sightings of rare, threatened, and endangered species of Texas 28 
maintained by TPWD.  Data were obtained from TPWD on January 24, 2014 and reviewed 29 
on May 12, 2014 along with the USFWS list.  The TXNDD review met all the requirements 30 
of the TxDOT-TPWD Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for sharing and maintaining 31 
TXNDD information.  The search radius was 10 miles from the study area.  There are 21 32 
known element occurrences of state or federally-listed species or managed areas within 10 33 
miles of which 6 are recorded within 1.5 miles of the proposed study area. 34 
 35 
Table 3-14 provides the USFWS and TPWD threatened, endangered, and species of 36 
concern for Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties.  Table 3-15 provides the TXNDD 37 
element occurrences within 10 miles of the proposed project.  The TXNDD is a potential 38 
presence database that cannot be interpreted as presence/absence data.  The TXNDD 39 
database search is available for review in Appendix D: Supplemental Data. 40 
  41 
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Table 3-14: Federal, State, Listed Threatened/Endangered Species, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department’s List of Rare Species, Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties 

Species 
Federal 
Status 
(Listed 
County) 

State Status 
(Listed 
County) 

Description of Habitat Habitat 
Present 

Species 
Effect/ 
Impact 

Justification 

Amphibians 

Cascade Caverns Salamander 
Eurycea latitans complex -- 

T 
(Bexar, 
Comal) 

Endemic, subaquatic.  Found in springs and caves in Medina River, Guadalupe River, and Cibolo 
Creek watersheds within Edwards Aquifer area. No No impact 

While the project does cross the Cibolo Creek and 
other waterways in the Cibolo Creek watershed, 

there are no springs or caves within the study area. 

Comal Blind Salamander 
Eurycea tridentifera -- 

T 
(Bexar, 
Comal) 

Endemic, semi-troglobitic and found in springs and waters of caves. No No impact While the project does cross several waterways, 
there are no springs or caves within the study area. 

Comal Springs Salamander 
Eurycea sp 8 -- R 

(Comal) Endemic, Comal Springs No No impact Comal Springs is not within the study area. 

Edwards Plateau Spring 
Eurycea sp 7 -- R 

(Comal) Endemic, found in springs and waters of some caves of the region. No No impact There are no springs or caves within the study area. 

San Marcos Salamander 
Eurycea nana 

T 
(Bexar, 
Comal) 

-- 
Found in shallow alkaline springs in limestone with sand/gravel substrates and in pools and 

streambeds with large limestone boulders.  Surface of water covered with moss and thick mats of 
coarse, blue-green algae. 

No No effect 
Limited range within the San Marcos Springs, 

Spring Lake, and San Marcos River.  None of these 
waterbodies are within the study area. 

Texas Blind Salamander 
Typhlomolge rathbuni 

E 
(Bexar, 
Comal) 

-- Endemic to the limestone caverns of the Edwards plateau.  Sensitive to changes in water quality.  
Known only to occur in the Edwards Aquifer in San Marcos but could occur elsewhere. No No effect 

The only known population is in San Marcos.  
Although populations could occur in unexplored 
caverns, new caverns are unlikely to occur in the 

developed study area. 
Texas salamander 
Eurycea neotenes -- R 

(Bexar) 
Endemic; troglobitic; springs, seeps, cave streams, and creek headwaters; often hides under 

rocks and leaves in water; restricted to Helotes and Leon Creek drainages No No impact Only occurs in Helotes and Leon Creek drainages, 
neither of which is within the study area. 

Arachnids 

Braken Bat Cave Meshweaver 
Cicurina venii 

E 
(Bexar [CH]) 

R 
(Bexar) 

North and northwest Karsts in Bexar County with the closest CH being approximately 19 miles 
from the project study area.  Previously known in one cave filled by construction of a home in 

1990 in northwest Bexar County.  Five miles from above occurrence, a second location was found 
at Loop 1604 and Texas 151 in August of 2013. 

No No effect/ 
No impact 

Both known occurrences are well outside of study 
area.  Karst zones within the study area are zones 3 
(probably do not contain listed karst species) and 5 

(do not contain listed karst species). 

Cokendolpher Cave Harvestman 
Texella cokendolpheri 

E 
(Bexar [CH]) 

R 
(Bexar) 

Karsts in north and northwest Bexar County with the closest CH being approximately 2 miles from 
the project study area. No No effect/ 

No impact 

Known to occur in only one cave in Alamo Heights 
on private property.  Site is approximately 2 miles 

outside of study area. 

Government Canyon Bat Cave 
Meshweaver 
Cicurina vespera 

E 
(Bexar [CH]) 

R 
(Bexar) 

Karsts in north and northwest Bexar County with the closest CH being approximately 21 miles 
from the project study area. No No effect/ 

No impact 

Known to occur in one cave in Government 
Canyon, Helotes.  Occurrence is well outside study 
area.  Karst zones within the study area are zones 3 

and 5. 

Government Canyon Bat Cave Spider 
Neoleptoneta microps 

E 
(Bexar [CH]) 

R 
(Bexar) 

Karsts in north and northwest Bexar County with the closest CH being approximately 21 miles 
from the project study area. No No effect/ 

No impact 

Known to occur in two caves in Government 
Canyon, Helotes.  Occurrence is well outside study 
area.  Karst zones within the study area are zones 3 

and 5. 

Madla’s Cave Meshweaver 
Cicurina madla 

E 
(Bexar [CH]) 

R 
(Bexar) 

Karsts in north and northwest Bexar County with the closest CH being approximately 12 miles 
from the project study area. No No effect/ 

No impact 

Known to occur in eight caves in or near 
Government Canyon, Helotes.  Occurrences are 
well outside study area.  Karst zones within the 

study area are zones 3 and 5. 

Robber Barron Cave Meshweaver 
Cicurina baronia 

E 
(Bexar [CH]) 

R 
(Bexar) 

Karsts in north and northwest Bexar County with the closest CH being approximately 2 miles from 
the project study area. No No effect/ 

No impact 

Known to occur in only one cave in Alamo Heights 
on private property.  Site is approximately 2 miles 

outside of study area. 
Birds 

American Peregrine Falcon 
Falco peregrinus anatum -- 

T 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Year-round resident and local breeder in west Texas, nests in tall cliff eyries; also, migrant across 
state from more northern breeding areas in U.S. and Canada, winters along coast and farther 
south; occupies wide range of habitats during migration, including urban, concentrations along 

coast and barrier islands; low-altitude migrant, stopovers at leading landscape edges such as lake 
shores, coastlines, and barrier islands. 

No No impact 
Potential migrant through the study area, but any 

use would be considered incidental.  Bird BMPs are 
recommended to be implemented per TPWD MOU. 

Arctic Peregrine Falcon 
Falco peregrinus tundrius -- 

R 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Migrant throughout state from subspecies’ far northern breeding range, winters along coast and 
farther south; occupies wide range of habitats during migration, including urban, concentrations 

along coast and barrier islands; low-altitude migrant, stopovers at leading landscape edges such 
as lake shores, coastlines, and barrier islands. 

No No impact Potential migrant through the study area, but any 
use would be considered incidental. 
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Species 
Federal 
Status 
(Listed 
County) 

State Status 
(Listed 
County) 

Description of Habitat Habitat 
Present 

Species 
Effect/ 
Impact 

Justification 

Bald Eagle 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus -- 

T 
(Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Found primarily near rivers and large lakes; nests in tall trees or on cliffs near water; communally 
roosts, especially in winter; hunts live prey, scavenges, and pirates food from other birds. No No impact. 

No suitable habitat consisting of tall trees on cliffs or 
near water is within the proposed study area.  .  Bird 

BMPs are recommended to be implemented per 
TPWD MOU. 

Black-capped Vireo 
Vireo atricapilla 

E 
(Bexar, 
Comal) 

E 
(Bexar, 
Comal) 

Oak-juniper woodlands with distinctive patchy, two-layered aspect; shrub and tree layer with 
open, grassy spaces; requires foliage reaching to ground level for nesting cover; return to same 
territory, or one nearby, year after year; deciduous and broad-leaved shrubs and trees provide 

insects for feeding; species composition less important than presence of adequate broad-leaved 
shrubs, foliage to ground level, and required structure; nesting season March-late summer. 

No No effect/ 
No impact 

No suitable habitat containing oak-juniper 
woodlands with the required two layered aspect 
were observed within the proposed study area.  

Closest reported sitings are noted at the Warbler 
Woods Bird Sanctuary, approximately 0.75 mile 

from proposed project. 

Golden-cheeked Warbler 
Setophaga chrysoparia 

E 
(Bexar, 
Comal) 

E 
(Bexar, 
Comal) 

Juniper-oak woodlands; dependent on Ashe juniper (also known as cedar) for long fine bark 
strips, only available from mature trees, used in nest construction; nests are placed in various 

trees other than Ashe juniper; only a few mature junipers or nearby cedar brakes can provide the 
necessary nest material; forage for insects in broad-leaved trees and shrubs; nesting late March-

early summer. 

No No effect/ 
No impact 

No suitable habitat containing juniper-oak or ashe 
juniper woodlands were observed within the 

proposed study area.  Closest reported sitings are 
noted at the Warbler Woods Bird Sanctuary, 

approximately 0.75 mile from proposed project. 

Interior Least Tern 
Sterna antillarum athalassos -- 

E 
(Bexar, 

Guadalupe) 

Listed only when inland (more than 50 miles from a coastline); nests along sand and gravel bars 
within braided streams, rivers; also known to nest on man-made structures (inland beaches, 

wastewater treatment plants, gravel mines, etc.); eats small fish and crustaceans, when breeding 
forages within a few hundred ft of the colony. 

No No effect No suitable habitat containing sand or gravel bars 
are present within the proposed study area. 

Mountain Plover 
Charadrius montanus -- 

SGCN 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

During breeding season can be found in nests on high plains or shortgrass prairies on the ground 
in shallow depressions.  Outside of breeding season, can be found on shortgrass plains and bare 

fields that have just been plowed. 
No No impact 

No suitable habitat with open plains or plowed fields 
within the urban study area. Bird BMPs are 

recommended to be implemented per TPWD MOU. 

Peregrine Falcon 
Falco peregrinus -- 

T 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Both subspecies migrate across the state from more northern breeding areas in U.S. and Canada 
to winter along coast and farther south; subspecies (F. p. anatum) is also a resident breeder in 
west Texas; the two subspecies’ listing statuses differ, F.p. tundrius is no longer listed in Texas, 
but because the subspecies are not easily distinguishable at a distance, reference is generally 

made only to the species level.  See subspecies for habitat. 

No No impact 
Potential migrant through the study area, but any 

use would be considered incidental.  Bird BMPs are 
recommended to be implemented per TPWD MOU. 

Sprague’s Pipit 
Anthus spragueii 

C1 

(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

R 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Only in Texas during migration and winter, mid-September to early April; short to medium 
distance, diurnal migrant; strongly tied to native upland prairie, can be locally common in coastal 

grasslands, uncommon to rare further west; sensitive to patch size and avoids edges. 
No No effect/ 

No impact 

No suitable habitat containing upland prairies or 
coastal grasslands present within the proposed 

study area. 

Western Burrowing Owl 
Athene cunicularia hypugaea -- 

SGCN 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Open grasslands, especially prairie, plains, and savanna, sometimes in open areas such as 
vacant lots near human habitation or airports; nests and roosts in abandoned burrows. No No impact. 

No suitable habitat containing preferred nesting or 
roosting areas, such as abandoned burrows, were 
observed within the proposed study area.  BMPs 
are recommended to be implemented per TPWD 

MOU. 

White-faced Ibis 
Plegadis chihi -- T 

(Bexar) 

Prefers freshwater marshes, sloughs, and irrigated rice fields, but will attend brackish and 
saltwater habitats; nests in marshes, in low trees, on the ground in bulrushes or reeds, or on 

floating mats. 
No No impact 

Suitable foraging and nesting areas were not 
observed within the proposed study area.  No 

rookeries within 300 meters of the project.  Bird 
BMPs are recommended to be implemented per 

TPWD MOU. 

Whooping Crane 
Grus americana 

E 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

E 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Potential migrant via plains throughout most of the state to the coast; winters in coastal marshes 
of Aransas, Calhoun, and Refugio counties. No No effect/ 

No impact 
Potential migrant through the study area, but any 

use would be considered incidental. 

Wood Stork 
Mycteria americana -- 

T 
(Bexar, 

Guadalupe) 

Forages in prairie ponds, flooded pastures or fields, ditches, and other shallow standing water, 
including salt-water; usually roosts communally in tall snags, sometimes in association with other 

wading birds (i.e., active heronries); breeds in Mexico and birds move into Gulf States in search of 
mud flats and other wetlands, even those associated with forested areas; formerly nested in 

Texas, but no breeding records since 1960. 

No No impact 

While some ditches and drains within the study area 
may contain standing water for forage purposes, 
water is not available long-term and no nesting 

areas are within the project area.  Bird BMPs are 
recommended to be implemented per TPWD MOU. 
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Species 
Federal 
Status 
(Listed 
County) 

State Status 
(Listed 
County) 

Description of Habitat Habitat 
Present 

Species 
Effect/ 
Impact 

Justification 

Zone-tailed Hawk 
Buteo albonotatus -- 

T 
(Bexar, 
Comal) 

Found in arid open country, including open deciduous or pine-oak woodland, mesa or mountain 
county, often near watercourses, and wooded canyons and tree-lined rivers along middle-slopes 
of desert mountains; nests in various habitats and sites, ranging from small trees in lower desert, 

giant cottonwoods in riparian areas, to mature conifers in high mountain regions. 

No No impact 

No suitable habitat containing open deciduous or 
pine-oak woodlands was observed within the study 
area.  The species has the potential to occur during 
migration, but is unlikely to remain in the area.  Bird 

BMPs are recommended to be implemented per 
TPWD MOU. 

Crustaceans 

A Cave Obligate Crustacean 
Monodella texana -- R 

(Bexar) Subaquatic, subterranean obligate found in underground, freshwater aquifers. No No impact 
Project occurs over artesian zone of Edwards 

Aquifer; species habitat would not be affected by 
proposed project. 

Ezell’s Cave Amphipod 
Stygobromus flagellates -- R 

(Comal) Known only to occur in artesian wells. No No impact No artesian wells are within the study area. 

Long-legged Cave Amphipod 
Stygobromus longipes -- R 

(Comal) Subaquatic crustacean.  Subterranean obligate, found in subterranean streams. No No impact 
No known subterranean streams existing within the 
study area; this habitat type would not be affected 

by proposed project 

Peck’s Cave Amphipod 
Stygobromus pecki 

E 
(Bexar,  

Comal [CH]) 

E 
(Comal) 

Subterranean; found in crevices in rocks and gravel in orifices.  Found in permanent darkness in 
the Edwards Aquifer close to the origin of the spring, but rarely found at the surface of the springs.  

The closest CH is approximately 8.5 miles northeast of the project study area in Comal County. 
No No effect/ 

No impact 

While historically found in other springs, such as 
San Pedro and San Antonio Springs, now only 

found in Comal and Hueco Springs, far outside of 
study area. 

Fishes 

Fountain Darter 
Etheostoma fonticola 

E 
(Bexar, 
Comal) 

E 
(Comal) 

Prefers clear, quiet backwaters with a bottom growth of plants and matted algae.  Found in the 
San Marcos and Comal Rivers. No No effect/ 

No impact 
Historical range is limited to the San Marcos and 

Comal Rivers.  Neither river is within the study area. 

Guadalupe Bass 
Micropterus treculii -- 

SGCN 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Endemic to perennial streams of the Edward's Plateau region and introduced in Nueces River 
system. Yes May impact 

Only intermittent and ephemeral streams are within 
the study area; however, TXNDD has one reported 

occurrence of the species in Cibolo Creek 1977.  
Fish BMPs are recommended to be implemented 

per TPWD MOU. 

Guadalupe Darter 
Percina sciera apristis -- 

R 
(Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Occurs in the Guadalupe River basin, most commonly over gravel or gravel and sand raceways 
of large streams and rivers. No No impact 

Large streams or rivers with consistent water flow 
occur within the study area; therefore, no habitat is 

present within the study area. 

Toothless Blindcat 
Trogloglanis pattersoni -- T 

(Bexar) Troglobitic, blind catfish endemic to the San Antonio Pool of the Edward's Aquifer. No No impact 

Although project occurs over the San Antonio Pool 
in the Edwards Aquifer artesian zone, this species 
occurs in deep subterranean aquifer pools and is 

known only from artesian well outlets which do not 
occur in the study area. 

Widemouth Blindcat 
Satan eurystomus -- T 

(Bexar) Troglobitic, blind catfish endemic to the San Antonio Pool of the Edward's Aquifer. No No impact 

Although project occurs over the San Antonio Pool 
in the Edwards Aquifer artesian zone, this species 
occurs in deep subterranean aquifer pools and is 

known only from artesian well outlets which do not 
occur in the study area. 

Insects 

A mayfly 
Pseudocentroptiloides morihari -- 

R 
(Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Species of mayflies distinguished by aquatic larval stage.  Adult stage generally found in shoreline 
vegetation. Yes May impact 

Several waterways occur within the study area but 
rarely have flowing water present.  Species not 

known from Bexar or Guadalupe Counties   
Encountering the species is unlikely. 

Comal Springs Diving Beetle 
Comaldessus stygius -- R 

(Comal) 
Only known to occur from the outflows at Comal Springs.  Aquatic diving beetles generally inhabit 

the water column. No No impact Comal Springs, the only known occurrence of the 
species, is outside of the study area. 

Comal Springs Dryopid Beetle 
Stygoparnus comalensis 

E 
(Bexar,  

Comal [CH]) 

E 
(Comal) 

Flowing, uncontaminated waters.  Typically occur in air filled voids, or orifices in the springs.  The 
closest CH is approximately 8.5 miles northeast of the project study area in Comal County. No No effect/ 

No impact 

Occurrence is mainly in the Comal Spring but has 
been found in another location in Hays County.  

Both locations well outside of study area. 

Comal Springs Riffle Beetle 
Heterelmis comalensis 

E 
(Bexar,  

Comal [CH]) 

E 
(Comal) 

Gravel substrates and shallow riffles of the springs.  Water depth of 2 to 10 centimeters but can 
be slightly deeper.  The closest CH is approximately 8.5 miles northeast of the project study area 

in Comal County. 
No No effect/ 

No impact 

Known only to occur within the Comal Springs and 
San Marcos Springs which are well outside the 

study area. 
Edwards Aquifer Diving Beetle 
Haideoporus texanus -- R 

(Comal) 
Habitat requirements are poorly known.  Currently only known from an artesian well in Hays 

County. No No impact No artesian wells are known within the study area. 
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Species 
Federal 
Status 
(Listed 
County) 
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(Listed 
County) 

Description of Habitat Habitat 
Present 

Species 
Effect/ 
Impact 

Justification 

[Unnamed] Ground Beetle 
Rhadine exilis 

E 
(Bexar [CH]) 

R 
(Bexar) 

Karst formations in zones 1 (contain listed karst species) and 2 (high probability of listed karst 
species habitat) in north and northwest Bexar County, preferably the dark zone deep into the 

caves.  The closest CH is approximately 6.7 miles northwest of the project study area in Bexar 
County. 

No No effect/ 
No impact 

Current range is outside study area.  Karst zones 
within the study area are zones 3 (probably do not 
contain listed karst species) and 5 (do not contain 

listed karst species) 

[Unnamed] Ground Beetle 
Rhadine infernalis 

E 
(Bexar [CH]) 

R 
(Bexar) 

Karsts formations in zones 1 (contain listed karst species) and 2 (high probability of listed karst 
species habitat) in north and northwest Bexar County.  The closest CH is approximately 8.0 miles 

northwest of the project study area in Bexar County. 
No No effect/ 

No impact 

Current range is generally in the north and 
northwest of the county.  Karst zones within the 

study area are zones 3 and 5. 

Helotes Mold Beetle 
Batrisodes venyivi 

E 
(Bexar [CH]) 

R 
(Bexar) 

Karsts formations in zones 1 (contain listed karst species) and 2 (high probability of listed karst 
species habitat) in north and northwest Bexar County.  The closest CH is approximately 16.7 

miles northwest of the project study area in Bexar County. 
No No effect/ 

No impact 

Current range is in 8 caves near Helotes, far outside 
study area.  Karst zones within the study area are 

zones 3 and 5. 

Manfreda Giant-skipper 
Stallingsia maculosus -- R 

(Bexar) 
Subtropical thorn and pine forests.  The larval host plant is the Texas tuberose (Manfreda 

maculosa). No No impact 
No thorn and pine forests exist within the study 

area; therefore, there is no suitable habitat within 
the study area. 

Rawson’s Metalmark 
Calephelis rawsoni -- 

SGCN 
(Bexar, 
Comal) 

Found in moist areas in shaded limestone outcrops in central Texas, desert scrub or oak 
woodland in foothills, or along rivers elsewhere.  Larval hosts are mistflower species Eupatorium 

havanense, and E. greggii. 
No No impact 

Preferred habitat of desert scrub or oak woodlands 
in foothills was not observed within the study area.  
Until habitat relationship defined, no coordination 

required per TPWD MOU. 
Mammals 

Black Bear 
Ursus americanus -- 

T 
(Bexar, 
Comal) 

Found in bottomland hardwoods and large tracts of inaccessible forested areas. No No impact Large tracks of undeveloped forests are not present 
within the study area. 

Cave Myotis Bat 
Myotis velifer -- 

SGCN 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Colonial and cave-dwelling; also roosts in rock crevices, old buildings, carports, under bridges, 
and even in abandoned Cliff Swallow (Hirundo pyrrhonota) nests.  Roosts in clusters of up to 

thousands of individuals; hibernates in limestone caves of Edwards Plateau and gypsum cave of 
Panhandle during winter.  It is an opportunistic insectivore. 

Yes May impact 

Suitable habitat may be present at bridges located 
within the proposed study area.  Bridge Bat BMPs 
and Cave/Cliff Bat BMPs are recommended to be 

implemented per TPWD MOU. 

Ghost-faced Bat 
Mormoops megalophylla -- SGCN 

(Bexar) 
Colonially roosts in caves, crevices, abandoned mines, and buildings.  Species is insectivorous 

and breeds late winter-early spring; single offspring born per year. Yes May impact 

The ghost-faced bat is unlikely to be found under 
bridges, but does have the potential to occur.  

Suitable habitat may be present at bridges located 
within the proposed study area.  Cave/Cliff Bat 

BMPs are recommended to be implemented per 
TPWD MOU. 

Gray Wolf 
Canis lupus -- E 

(Bexar) 
Extirpated, or no natural occurrence in the geographic area.  Formerly known throughout the 

western two-thirds of the state in forests, brushlands, or grasslands. No No impact No suitable habitat is present due to the project 
being within a mostly urban developed corridor. 

Jaguarundi 
Herpailurus yaguarondi -- E 

(Comal) Found in thick brushlands, usually near water. No No impact 

Only a small portion of the study area is within 
Comal County and the area does not contain 

suitable habitat of brushland near water.  Species is 
currently known only from far south Texas. 

Plains Spotted Skunk 
Spilogale putorius interrupta -- 

SGCN 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Found in open fields, prairies, croplands, fence rows, farmyards, forest edges, and woodlands.  
Prefers wooded, brushy areas and tallgrass prairie. Yes May impact 

Suitable habitat is present within the proposed study 
area.  Contractors are recommended to be advised 
of potential occurrence in the project area, and to 
avoid harming the species if encountered, and to 
avoid unnecessary impacts to dens per TPWD 

MOU. 

Red Wolf 
Canis rufus -- 

E 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Extirpated, or no natural occurrence in the geographic area.  Formerly known throughout eastern 
half of Texas in brushy and forested areas, as well as coastal prairies. No No impact No suitable habitat is present due to the project 

being within a mostly urban developed corridor. 

Mollusks 

Creeper (Squawfoot) 
Strophitus undulatus -- 

SGCN 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Small to large streams, prefers gravel or gravel and mud in flowing water such as the Colorado, 
Guadalupe, San Antonio, Neches (historic), and Trinity (historic) River basins. Yes No impact 

Consistent flowing water is not present within study 
area since streams are intermittent and ephemeral.  
TXNDD has occurrence observed in 2000 in Beitel 

Creek approximately 0.4 mile east of I- 410/I-35 
North interchange within the study area.  Design will 
span creeks and streams with no impacts.  Mussel 

BMPs indicate water quality BMPs are 
recommended to be implemented per TPWD MOU. 
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Species 
Federal 
Status 
(Listed 
County) 

State Status 
(Listed 
County) 

Description of Habitat Habitat 
Present 

Species 
Effect/ 
Impact 

Justification 

False Spike Mussel 
Quadrula mitchelli -- 

T 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Possibly extirpated in Texas.  Probably in medium to large rivers; substrates varying from mud 
through mixtures of sand, gravel and cobble; one study indicated water lilies were present at the 

site; Rio Grande, Brazos, Colorado, and Guadalupe (historic) river basins. 
No No impact 

No medium to large rivers are present within the 
study area and therefore, no preferred habitat exists 

in the study area.  Design will span creeks and 
streams with no impacts.  Mussel BMPs indicate 

water quality BMPs are recommended to be 
implemented per TPWD MOU. 

Golden Orb 
Quadrula aurea 

C1 

(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

T 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Found in sand and gravel in some locations and mud at others.  Found in lentic and lotic settings; 
Guadalupe, San Antonio, Lower San Marcos, and Nueces River basins. Yes No effect/ 

No impact 

Suitable habitat may be present at Salado Creek.  
Design will span Salado Creek with no impacts.  
Mussel BMPs indicate water quality BMPs are 

recommended to be implemented per TPWD MOU. 
Horseshoe Liptooth Snail 
Daedalochila hippocrepis -- R 

(Comal) Terrestrial snail known only from the steep, wooded hillsides of Landa Park in New Braunfels. No No impact Only known area of occurrence is well outside of the 
study area. 

Mimic Cavesnail 
Phreatodrobia imitata -- R 

(Bexar) Species is subaquatic and only known from two wells penetrating the Edwards Aquifer. No No impact 

Because the study area is within the existing ROW 
and mainly commercially developed corridor, 

suitable well habitat does not exist within the study 
area. 

Texas Fatmucket 
Lampsilis bracteata 

C1 

(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

T 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Species found in streams and rivers on sand, mud, and gravel substrates, broken bedrock, and 
course gravel or sand in moderately flowing water in the Colorado and Guadalupe River basins.  

Intolerant of impoundments. 
Yes No effect/ 

No impact 

Suitable habitat may be present at Salado Creek.  
Design will span Salado Creek with no impacts.  
Mussel BMPs indicate water quality BMPs are 

recommended to be implemented per TPWD MOU. 

Texas Pimpleback 
Quadrula petrina 

C1 

(Bexar, 
Guadalupe) 

T 
(Bexar, 

Guadalupe) 

Found in mud, gravel, and sand substrates, generally in areas with slow flow rates; Colorado and 
Guadalupe river basins. Yes No effect/ 

No impact 

Suitable habitat may be present at Salado Creek.  
Design will span Salado Creek with no impacts.  
Mussel BMPs indicate water quality BMPs are 

recommended to be implemented per TPWD MOU. 
Reptiles 

Cagle’s Map Turtle 
Graptemys caglei -- 

T 
(Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Endemic; Guadalupe River System in shallow water with swift to moderate flow and gravel or 
cobble bottom, connected by deeper pools with a slower flow rate and a silt or mud bottom.  
Gravel bar riffles and transition areas between riffles and pools are especially important in 

providing insect prey items.  Turtle nests on gently sloping sand banks within 30 ft of water's 
edge. 

No No impact 

Only northernmost study area is in Guadalupe River 
Basin; no stream crossings occur in this section; No 
portion of the study area within Comal or Guadalupe 
Counties has a water body with suitable habitat as 

described. 

Spot-tailed Earless Lizard 
Holbrookia lacerate -- 

SGCN 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

In central and southern Texas and adjacent Mexico.  Found in moderately open prairie-brushland, 
fairly flat areas free of vegetation or other obstructions, including disturbed areas.  Eats small 

invertebrates; eggs laid underground. 
Yes May impact 

Preferred habitat of open prairie-brushland and 
areas free of vegetation and other obstructions was 

observed within the study area.  Contractors are 
recommended to be advised of potential occurrence 

in the project area, and to avoid harming the 
species if encountered per TPWD MOU. 

Texas Garter Snake 
Thamnophis sirtalis annectens -- 

SGCN 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Wet or moist microhabitats are conducive to the species occurrence, but are not necessarily 
restricted to them.  Hibernates underground or in or under surface cover; breeds March-August. Yes May impact 

Suitable habitat may be present at various locations 
within the proposed study area.  Contractors are 

recommended to be advised of potential occurrence 
in the project area, and to avoid harming the 

species if encountered per TPWD MOU. 

Texas Horned Lizard 
Phrynosoma cornutum -- 

T 
(Bexar, 
Comal, 

Guadalupe) 

Open, arid and semi-arid regions with sparse vegetation, including grass, cactus, scattered brush 
or scrubby trees; soil may vary in texture from sandy to rocky; burrows into soil, enters rodent 

burrows, or hides under rock when inactive; breeds March-September. 
Yes May impact 

Suitable habitat containing open areas that are dry 
with scattered vegetation were found within the 

proposed study area.  Per TPWD MOU, contractors 
are recommended to be advised of potential 

occurrence in the project area, and to avoid harming 
the species if encountered.  This should include 

avoiding harvester ant mounds in the selection of 
Project Specific Locations (PSLs) where feasible. 

Texas Indigo Snake 
Drymarchon melanurus erebennus -- T 

(Bexar) 

Found in Texas south of the Guadalupe River and Balcones Escarpment in thornbush-chaparral 
woodlands of south Texas, in particular dense riparian corridors.  It can do well in suburban and 

irrigated croplands if not molested or indirectly poisoned.  It requires moist microhabitats, such as 
rodent burrows, for shelter. 

No No impact 

No known occurrence in study area.  No suitable 
habitat containing dense riparian corridors with 

thornbush-chapparal woodlands were found within 
the proposed study area.  Per TPWD MOU, 

contractors are recommended to be advised of 
potential occurrence in the project area, and to 

avoid harming the species if encountered. 
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Species 
Federal 
Status 
(Listed 
County) 

State Status 
(Listed 
County) 

Description of Habitat Habitat 
Present 

Species 
Effect/ 
Impact 

Justification 

Texas Tortoise 
Gopherus berlandieri -- 

T 
(Bexar, 

Guadalupe) 

Open brush with a grass understory is preferred whereas open grass and bare ground are 
avoided.  When inactive occupies shallow depressions at base of bush or cactus, sometimes in 

underground burrows or under objects.  Longevity greater than 50 years; active March-November 
and breeds April-November. 

No No impact 

No known occurrence in study area.  No suitable 
habitat of open brush with grass understory is 
present in the study area.  Per TPWD MOU, 

contractors are recommended to be advised of 
potential occurrence in the project area, and to 
avoid harming the species if encountered; utility 
trenches should be covered overnight to prevent 
tortoises from being trapped; and utility trenches 
should be visually inspected before filling to avoid 

burial of the species. 

Timber/Canebrake Rattlesnake 
Crotalus horridus -- 

T 
(Bexar, 

Guadalupe) 

Swamps, floodplains, upland pine and deciduous woodlands, riparian zones, abandoned 
farmland, with limestone bluffs, sandy soil, or black clay.  Prefers dense ground cover, i.e., 

grapevines or palmetto. 
Yes May impact 

Potential suitable habitat is present within the 
proposed study area at Cibolo Creek and other 

small water bodies.  Per TPWD MOU, contractors 
are recommended to be advised of potential 

occurrence in the project area, and to avoid harming 
the species if encountered. 

Plants 

Big Red Sage 
Salvia pentstemonoides -- 

R 
(Bexar, 

Guadalupe) 

Texas endemic; moist to seasonally wet, steep limestone outcrops on seeps within canyons or 
along creek banks; occasionally on clayey to silty soils of creek banks and terraces, in partial 

shade to full sun; basal leaves conspicuous for much of the year; flowering June-October. 
No No impact No known occurrence in the study area. ROW is 

maintained and within a primarily urban area.   

Bracted Twistflower 
Streptanthus bracteatus 

C1 

(Bexar, 
Comal) 

R 
(Bexar, 
Comal) 

Texas endemic; shallow, well-drained gravelly clays and clay loams over limestone in oak juniper 
woodlands and associated openings, on steep to moderate slopes and in canyon bottoms.  

Several known soils include Tarrant, Brackett, or Speck over Edwards, Glen Rose, and Walnut 
geologic formations.  Populations fluctuate widely from year to year, depending on winter rainfall.  

Flowering mid-April to late May, fruit matures and foliage withers by early summer. 

No No effect/ 
No impact 

No known occurrence in the study area.  Suitable 
geologic formation and habitat of oak juniper 

woodlands on steep slopes and canyons does not 
occur within the study area. 

Comal Snakewood 
Colubrina stricta -- R 

(Comal) 

Found in a patch of thorny shrubs in colluvial deposits and sandy soils at the base of an 
igneous rock outcrop in El Paso County.  The historic Comal County record does not describe the 
habitat.  In Mexico, found in shrublands on calcareous, gravelly, clay soils with woody associates; 

flowering late spring or early summer. 

No No impact 
No known occurrence in the study area.  Suitable 

habitat consisting of thorny shrubs/shrublands is not 
present within the study area. 

Correll’s False Dragon-head 
Physostegia correllii -- R 

(Bexar) 

Wet, silty clay loams on streamsides, in creek beds, irrigation channels and roadside drainage 
ditches, or seepy, mucky, sometimes gravelly soils along riverbanks or small islands in the Rio 
Grande; or underlain by Austin Chalk limestone along gently flowing spring-fed creek in central 

Texas; flowering May-September. 

No No impact 

While soils and streamsides occur within the study 
area, none of the waterways are flowing spring-fed 
creeks; Moreover, Austin Chalk geology does not 
occur.  As a result, e, no habitat occurs within the 

study area. 

Elmendorf’s Onion 
Allium elmendorfii -- 

R 
(Bexar, 

Guadalupe) 

Texas endemic.  Occurs in grassland openings in oak woodlands on deep, loose, well-drained 
sands; in Coastal Bend, on Pleistocene barrier island ridges and Holocene Sand Sheet that 

support live oak woodlands; to the north it occurs in post oak-black hickory-live oak woodlands 
over Queen City and similar Eocene formations; one anomalous specimen found on Llano Uplift 

in wet pockets of granitic loam; flowering March-April, May. 

No No impact No known occurrence in the study area.  Suitable 
geology/soils do not occur. 

Green Beebalm 
Monarda viridissima -- R 

(Guadalupe) 
Endemic perennial herb of the Carrizo Sands found in deep, well-drained sandy soils in openings 

of post oak woodlands.  Flowers are white. No No impact 
Suitable habitat consisting of sandy soils in post oak 

woodlands does not occur within the developed 
study area. 

Hill Country Wild-mercury 
Argythamnia aphoroides -- 

R 
(Bexar, 
Comal) 

Texas endemic.  Occurs mostly in bluestem-grama grasslands associated with plateau live oak 
woodlands on shallow to moderately deep clays and clay loams over limestone on rolling uplands, 

also in partial shade of oak-juniper woodlands in gravelly soils on rocky limestone slopes.  
Flowers April-May with fruit persisting until midsummer. 

No No impact Suitable habitat of grasslands on within live oak 
woodlands does not occur within the study area. 

Parks’ Jointweed 
Polygonella parksii -- 

R 
(Bexar, 

Guadalupe) 

Texas endemic.  Mostly found on deep, loose, whitish sand blowouts (unstable, deep, xeric, 
sandhill barrens) in Post Oak Savanna landscapes over the Carrizo and Sparta formations.  Also 

occurs in early successional grasslands, along right-of-ways, and on mechanically disturbed 
areas.  Flowers June-late October or September-November. 

No No impact No known occurrence in the study area. ROW is 
maintained and within a primarily urban area.   

Sandhill Woolywhite 
Hymenopappus carrizoanus -- 

R 
(Bexar, 

Guadalupe) 

Texas endemic.  Found on disturbed or open areas in grasslands and post oak woodlands on 
deep sands derived from the Carrizo Sand and similar Eocene formations.  Flowers April-June. No No impact Sandy soils do not occur within the study area.  

(See Soils table in section below.) 

Texas Mock-orange 
Philadelphus texensis -- R 

(Comal) 

Limestone outcrops on cliffs and rocky slopes, on boulders in mesic canyon bottoms, usually in 
shade of mixed evergreen-deciduous slope woodland forest.  Flowering April-May, but readily 

recognizable throughout the growing season. 
No No impact 

No known occurrence in the study area.  Small 
portion of Comal County that is within the study 

area does not contain limestone cliffs, rocky slopes, 
or boulder areas with evergreen-deciduous forests. 
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Species 
Federal 
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Description of Habitat Habitat 
Present 

Species 
Effect/ 
Impact 

Justification 

Texas Wild-Rice 
Zizania texana 

E 
(Bexar, 
Comal) 

-- Forms in large masses that root in shallow gravel waters near the middle of the river.  Adapted to 
high-quality, fast flowing water with constant year-round temperatures. No No effect 

The plant only occurs within a 4-mile reach of the 
San Marcos river, within and just outside the City of 

San Marcos. 
E – State or Federal Listed Endangered 
T – State or Federal Listed Threatened 
C – Federal Candidate for Listing 
CH – Critical Habitat 
“–“ –  No designation occurring within identified county 
“R“ – Rare, but with no regulatory listing status 
SGCN – Species of Greatest Conservation Need 

Note: For federal candidate species or species in the post-delisting monitoring period, the species was evaluated as if it were listed, but no consultation is required.  
1Species listed as a Federal Candidate species per Federal Register, Volume 76, No. 194, Thursday October 6, 2011. 
Sources:  U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (May 13, 2014); Texas Parks & Wildlife Department County Lists of Texas Special Species (May 8, 2014); and Project Team Field Visit (March 4 and August 13, 2013) 
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 Table 3-15: Texas Parks and Wildlife Natural Diversity Database Results 
ID Occurrence Federal/State Status Distance Species Impact 

672  Bat Roost -- Within 10 miles, but not within 1.5 miles of the proposed study 
area (7.4 miles northwest). No impact 

1595 Correll’s false dragon-head 
(Physostegia correllii) None/R Within ROW of the proposed study area. May impact 

1684 Texas Amorpha (Amorpha 
roemeriana) None/R Within 10 miles, but not within 1.5 miles of the proposed study 

area (2.9 miles northeast). No impact 

2056  Fountain Darter 
(Etheostoma fonticola) E/E Within 10 miles, but not within 1.5 miles of the proposed study 

area (7.4 miles northeast). No effect/No impact 

2186  Guadalupe Bass 
(Micropterus treculi) None/SGCN Within ROW of the proposed study area. May impact 

2210  Bracted twistflower 
(Streptanthus bracteatus) C/R Within 10 miles, but not within 1.5 miles of the proposed study 

area (2.9 miles northeast). No effect/No impact 

2352  Cokendolpher Cave Harvestman 
(Texella cokendolpheri) E/R Within 10 miles, but not within 1.5 miles of the proposed study 

area (2.1 miles west). No effect/No impact 

3161  Widemouth Blindcat 
(Satan eurystomus) None/T Within 1.5 miles of the proposed study area (0.6 mile south). May impact 

3387  Robber Baron Cave 
Meshweaver (Cicurina baronia) E/R Within 10 miles, but not within 1.5 miles of the proposed study 

area (2.1 miles west). No effect/No impact 

3844  Toothless Blindcat 
(Trogloglanis pattersoni) None/T Within 1.5 miles of the proposed study area (0.6 mile south). May impact 

4417 Cow-tongue Prickly-pear (Opuntia 
Iindheimeri var. Iinguiformis) None/R Within 1.5 miles of the proposed study area (1.1 mile south) May impact 

5046  Comal Springs Riffle Beetle 
(Heterelmis comalensis) E/E Within 10 miles, but not within 1.5 miles of the proposed study 

area (7.4 miles northeast). No effect/No impact 

5323 Buckley Tridens (Tridens 
buckleyanus) None/R Within 10 miles, but not within 1.5 miles of the proposed study 

area (2.9 miles northeast). No impact 

6904  Rookery -- Within 10 miles, but not within 1.5 miles of the proposed study 
area (2.1 miles west). No impact 

7298  Texas Salamander 
(Eurycea neotenes) None/R Within 10 miles, but not within 1.5 miles of the proposed study 

area (7.2 miles northeast). No impact 

8523 Lindheimer’s Tickseed 
(Desmodium Iindheimeri) None/R Within 10 miles, but not within 1.5 miles of the proposed study 

area (7.3 miles northeast). No impact 

8524 Tall Dodder (Cuscuta exaltata) None/R Within 10 miles, but not within 1.5 miles of the proposed study 
area (8.8 miles northeast). No impact 

8535  Horseshoe Liptooth 
(Daedalochila hippocrepis) None/R Within 10 miles, but not within 1.5 miles of the proposed study 

area (7.3 miles northeast). No impact 

8536 Texas Amorpha (Amorpha None/R Within 10 miles, but not within 1.5 miles of the proposed study No impact 
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roemeriana) area (2.9 miles northeast). 

9319  Texas Blind Salamander 
(Eurycea rathbuni) E/None Within 10 miles, but not within 1.5 miles of the proposed study 

area (6.3 miles northeast). No effect 

9437  
Creeper (Squawfoot) 
(Strophitus undulates) None/SGCN Within ROW of the proposed study area. No impact 

E – State or Federal Listed Endangered 
T – State or Federal Listed Threatened 
C – Federal Candidate for Listing 
“R“ – Rare, but with no regulatory listing status  
SGCN – Species of Greatest Conservation Need 
Note: For federal candidate species or species in the post-delisting monitoring period, the species was evaluated as if it were listed, but no consultation is required. 
Source:  Texas Parks & Wildlife Department, Wildlife Division, Diversity and Habitat Assessment Program (May 12, 2014).
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Suitable habitat for the federal candidate species of Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe 1 
Counties may be present within the study area at Salado Creek for the golden orb, Texas 2 
fatmucket, and Texas pimpleback.  USFWS species information and field reconnaissance 3 
were utilized to determine the presence of suitable habitat for the listed species in the 4 
study area.  A presence/absence survey for mussels was not completed because the 5 
bridge design would span Salado Creek with no direct effects anticipated to the waterway.  6 
The proposed project is currently in schematic design and the construction means and 7 
methods have not been determined.  Based on the schematic design, temporary impacts 8 
such as temporary haul roads, cofferdams, and localized dewatering are not anticipated.  If 9 
the elected construction methods of the contractor would result in temporary impacts, 10 
TxDOT would be responsible for conducting a presence/absence survey and relocation of 11 
mussel species, if needed.  Appropriate TPWD permits would be obtained by TxDOT.  Per 12 
the TPWD MOU, mussel best management practices (BMPs), specifically the water quality 13 
BMPs, are recommended for the false spike mussel, and are required for the creeper 14 
(squawfoot), golden orb, Texas fatmucket, and Texas pimpleback to reduce stormwater 15 
runoff into streams in order to minimize turbidity and sedimentation.   16 
 17 
All four of the federally-listed avian species are considered migratory and as such, are also 18 
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).  They include the black-capped 19 
vireo, golden-cheeked warbler, Sprague’s pipit, and the whooping crane.  20 
 21 
As shown in Table 3-14, the proposed project would have no effect on any federally-listed 22 
species. 23 
 24 
Potential habitat may be present within the proposed study area for the state-listed 25 
threatened Texas horned lizard and timber canebrake rattlesnake.  Potential habitat was 26 
also observed for the following state species of greatest conservation need (SGCN) or rare 27 
species: Guadalupe bass, a mayfly, cave myotis bat, ghost-faced bat, plains spotted 28 
skunk, creeper (squawfoot), spot-tailed earless lizard, Texas garter snake, big red sage, 29 
and Parks’ jointweed.  30 
 31 
Suitable habitat containing open areas that are dry with scattered vegetation were found 32 
within the proposed study area for the Texas horned lizard.  Due to extensive development 33 
of the project study area, the permanent and temporary impacts to the areas within the 34 
proposed study area would not adversely impact the species.  No adverse impact to the 35 
species is anticipated to occur as a result of construction activities.  Per TPWD MOU, it is 36 
required that contractors be advised of potential occurrence in the project area, and to 37 
avoid harming the species if encountered.  This should include avoiding harvester ant 38 
mounds in the selection of Project Specific Locations (PSLs) where feasible.  39 
 40 
Riparian habitat is present with potential for occurrence of the state-listed threatened 41 
timber canebrake rattlesnake and the SGCN Texas garter snake within the proposed study 42 
area.  The riparian areas are frequently maintained by mowing.  Due to extensive 43 
development of the project study area, the permanent and temporary impacts to the 44 
riparian areas within the proposed study area would not adversely impact the species.  No 45 
adverse impacts to these species are anticipated to occur as a result of construction 46 
activities.  Per the TPWD MOU, contractors would be advised of potential occurrence in 47 
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the project area, and to avoid harming the species if encountered for the timber canebrake 1 
rattlesnake and the Texas garter snake. 2 
 3 
Urban habitat containing wooded and open areas is present with potential of the state-4 
listed SGCN plains spotted skunk and spot-tailed earless lizard.  Due to extensive 5 
development of the project study area, the permanent and temporary impacts to the urban 6 
areas within the proposed study area would not adversely impact the species.  No adverse 7 
impacts to these species are anticipated to occur as a result of construction activities.  Per 8 
the TPWD MOU, contractors would be advised of potential occurrence in the project area, 9 
and to avoid harming the species if encountered for the plains spotted skunk and the spot-10 
tailed earless lizard.  It is also required that contractors avoid unnecessary impacts to dens 11 
of the plains spotted skunk.  12 
 13 
Minimal habitat is present for the rare state species a mayfly, and the SGCN species 14 
Guadalupe bass and creeper (squawfoot).  The bridge design would span stream 15 
crossings resulting in no adverse direct impacts to streams.  Due to general lack of suitable 16 
habitat and project design, no adverse impacts to these species are anticipated to occur 17 
from the proposed project.  Per the TPWD MOU, fish BMPs are required for the 18 
Guadalupe bass and mussel BMPs, specifically the water quality BMPs, are required for 19 
the creeper (squawfoot).  No mussel presense/absence survey has been performed 20 
because the proposed project is currently in schematic design and the construction means 21 
and methods have not been determined.  Based on the schematic design, temporary 22 
impacts such as temporary haul roads, cofferdams, and localized dewatering are not 23 
anticipated.  If the elected construction methods of the contractor would result in temporary 24 
impacts, TxDOT would be responsible for conducting a presence/absence survey and 25 
relocation of mussel species, if needed.  Appropriate TPWD permits would be obtained by 26 
TxDOT. 27 
 28 
The cave myotis bat and ghost-faced bat are listed as SGCN by the state of Texas.  These 29 
species roost in rock crevices, old buildings, carports, under bridges, and even in 30 
abandoned cliff swallow nests.  Suitable roosting habitat may be present at bridges located 31 
within the proposed study area.  The ghost-faced bat is unlikely to be found under bridges, 32 
but does have the potential to be found there.  No individuals of the species were observed 33 
during the site visit.  Due to the abundance of available habitat within the proposed study 34 
area, no adverse impacts to these species are anticipated to occur as a result of 35 
construction activities as species were not observed and any potential bridge demolition 36 
would occur outside of nesting season.  Per the TPWD MOU, bridge bat and cave/cliff bat 37 
BMPs are required for the cave myotis bat and cave/cliff bat BMPs are required for the 38 
ghost-faced bat. 39 
 40 
Minimal habitat may be present for big red sage and Parks’ jointweed which are listed by 41 
TPWD as rare species.  However, because the ROW is maintained, the project is in a 42 
primarily urban area, and the species was not observed within the proposed study area, no 43 
impacts to these species are anticipated to occur as a result of construction activities. 44 
 45 

46 
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3.6.2 Migratory Bird Treaty Act 1 
 2 
No-Build Impact 3 
Under the No-Build Alternative, no impacts to migratory birds would be anticipated. 4 
 5 
Build Impact 6 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 states that it is unlawful to kill, capture, collect, 7 
possess, buy, sell, trade, or transport any migratory bird, nest, young, feather, or egg in 8 
part or in whole, without a federal permit issued in accordance within the Act's policies and 9 
regulations.  The proposed project would result in permanent vegetation loss within 10 
proposed ROW, with associated loss of potential nesting habitat.  Structural habitat, such 11 
as bridges and culverts, would also be impacted.  In the event that migratory birds are 12 
encountered on-site during project construction, adverse impacts on protected birds, active 13 
nests, eggs, and/or young would be avoided. 14 
 15 

3.6.3 Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat 16 
 17 
No-Build Impact 18 
Under the No-Build Alternative, no impacts to vegetation or wildlife would be anticipated. 19 
 20 
Build Impact 21 
The proposed project is located in the Blackland Prairie region at the boundary of the 22 
Edwards Plateau.  According to TPWD’s Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) 23 
and the Ecological Systems to MOU Types Crosswalk Table, the project is located in the 24 
following vegetation types: Agriculture; Disturbed Prairie; Edwards Plateau Savannah, 25 
Woodland, and Shrubland; Floodplain; Post Oak Savanna; Riparian; Tallgrass Prairie, 26 
Grassland; and Urban.  27 
 28 
The “Urban” physiognomic region does not address specific plant species.  The 29 
“Agriculture” physiognomic region includes cultivated cover crops or row crops used for the 30 
purpose of producing food and/or fiber for either man or domestic animals.  Appendix F: 31 
Project Photographs shows vegetation in the project area.  32 
 33 
Field reconnaissance was conducted on March 4 and August 13, 2013 to verify the habitat 34 
types listed by TPWD and identify habitat types adjacent to the study area.  The dominant 35 
habitat type found within the study area was the “Urban” vegetative type with commercial 36 
and residential development and some isolated pockets of undeveloped land.  The areas 37 
mapped by the EMST as Agriculture, Disturbed Prairie, Floodplain, Post Oak Savanna, 38 
and Tallgrass Prairie, Grassland were adjusted to be classified as Edwards Plateau 39 
Savanna, Woodland, and Shrubland; Riparian; and Urban based on field observations. 40 
 41 
The following sections describe the habitat types observed in and adjacent to the study 42 
area during the field reconnaissance 43 
 44 
Agriculture 45 
The agriculture areas are outside and adjacent to the study area.  Agriculture areas include 46 
crop lands and also provide grazing opportunities for livestock.  The agriculture areas 47 
mapped by the EMST within the proposed study area may generally be characterized as 48 
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“managed” because these areas are routinely maintained.  They are comprised of short 1 
native and introduced grasses and forbs, and occasional scattered trees.  Grass species 2 
observed within the proposed study area include switchgrass (Panicum virgatum), Johnson 3 
grass (Sorghum halepense), Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), buffalograss (Bouteloua 4 
dactyloides) and dallisgrass (Paspalum dilatatum).  Forb species observed include giant 5 
ragweed (Ambrosia trifida), cocklebur (Xanthium strumarium), common yarrow (Achillea 6 
millefolium), and Texas thistle (Cirsium texanum). 7 
 8 
Edwards Plateau Savannah, Woodland, and Shrubland 9 
Edwards Plateau Savannah, Woodland, and Shrubland areas contain trees, shrubs, and 10 
grasses associated with undeveloped sites.  These areas have potential to provide habitat 11 
for various wildlife species.  However, due to urban fragmentation, certain species that 12 
have adapted more readily to co-exist with an urban environment can utilize some of these 13 
vegetated woodland areas for foraging and habitat.  Vegetation observed included Ashe 14 
juniper (Juniperus ashei), honey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa), huisache (Acacia 15 
farnesiana), live oak (Quercus virginiana), sugar hackberry (Celtis laevigata), chinaberry 16 
(Melia azedarach), agarita (Mahonia trifoliolata) Bermuda grass, dallisgrass, and various 17 
forbs. 18 
 19 
Riparian and Floodplain 20 
The TPWD EMST Mapper identified Riparian and Floodplain habitat types separately.  21 
Based on field observations, only the Riparian habitat type is present.  Riparian habitat is 22 
limited to vegetation associated with 5 of the 20 waterways located within the proposed 23 
study area that are mapped on USGS topographical maps (Section 3.7.1 Lakes, Rivers, 24 
and Streams).  The riparian areas are at Cibolo Creek, Beitel Creek, Salado Creek, 25 
Selma Creek, and a Salitrillo Creek tributary.  Vegetation associated with these areas is 26 
limited to the aquatic feature margins and banks due to urban development and mowing.  27 
The corridors range from approximately 35 to 150 feet wide with trees ranging in height 28 
from approximately 10 to 40 feet.  Riparian habitat comprises 2.64 acres of the study area.  29 
This habitat type provides soil conservation, habitat biodiversity, and influences food and 30 
cover for fish, reptiles, resident and migratory birds, small mammals, invertebrates, and the 31 
predators that feed on the other species.  These areas can provide important nesting and 32 
foraging habitat for birds and waterfowl.  33 
 34 
Vegetation observed along the waterways included black willow (Salix nigra), bald cypress 35 
(Taxodium distichum), green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), American elm (Ulmus 36 
americana), cedar elm (Ulmus crassifolia), eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides), pecan 37 
(Carya illinoinensis), chinaberry, huisache, Chinese tallow tree (Triadica sebifera), and 38 
various grasses and forbs.  39 
 40 
Urban and Disturbed Prairie 41 
Urban areas contain trees, shrubs, and grasses associated with unmaintained adjacent 42 
properties.  These areas provide minimal habitat for wildlife; however, certain species that 43 
have adapted more readily to co-exist with an urban environment can utilize some of these 44 
vegetated urban areas for foraging and habitat.  Vegetation observed included live oak, red 45 
oak (Quercus texana), Arizona ash (Fraxinus velutina) sugar hackberry, chinaberry, 46 
Bermuda grass, dallisgrass, and various forbs. 47 
 48 



I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project  
Environmental Assessment    I-35: I-410 South to FM 1103                                     I-35: I-410 South to FM 1103 
  

CSJs: 0016-05-111, etc.                                                                                                                              95 

TPWD MOU habitat types and associated acreages, based on the TPWD EMST Mapper, 1 
within the existing and proposed ROW limits are shown in Table 3-16.  2 

 3 
Table 3-16: Habitat Types within the Proposed Study Area 4 

Habitat Type 
Total Existing 
and Proposed 

ROW 
(acres) 

*Adjusted Total 
Existing and 

Proposed ROW 
(acres) 

Agriculture 22.55 0 
Disturbed Prairie 18.53 0 
Edwards Plateau Savannah, Woodland, and Shrubland 6.80 12.29 
Floodplain 2.99 0 
Post Oak Savanna 0.14 0 
Riparian 0.13 2.64 
Tallgrass Prairie, Grassland 23.90 0 
Urban 998.41 1058.52 
Total 1073.45 1073.45 

Source:  EMST, May 2014; *Adjusted acreages are the actual field verified acreages.  The non-adjusted 5 
acreages are the EMST mapped acreages.   6 

  7 
Based on the field surveys conducted on March 4 and August 13, 2013, there is 8 
approximately 1,058.52 acres of urban habitat, 2.64 acres of riparian habitat, 12.29 acres 9 
of Edwards Plateau Savanna, Woodland, and Shrubland habitat within the study area.  10 
These acreages were updated April 2015 due to revisions to the proposed project design.  11 
There are 37 locations containing fenceline vegetation adjacent to an undeveloped field or 12 
lot, five locations of riparian vegetation, and 42 large trees located within the study area.   13 
 14 
The locations of fenceline vegetation vary throughout the study area with greater 15 
concentrations in the northern portion of the study area.  Areas of fenceline vegetation are 16 
dominated by mesquite, hackberry, huisache and agarita.  Fields adjacent to fenceline 17 
vegetation are mostly pasture lands that were once primarily wooded and cleared in order 18 
to enhance grazing opportunities for livestock.  Some fenceline areas are adjacent to 19 
vacant lots available for development.   20 
 21 
Table 3-17 contains the locations, type, and size of the 42 large trees and mapped 22 
locations are shown in Appendix C: Corridor Map. 23 
 24 

25 
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Table 3-17: Individual Large Trees within the Proposed Study area 1 

Location Type Quantity 
Approximate 

DBH* 
(in inches) 

Approximate 
Height 

(range in ft) 

Corridor 
Map Sheet 

No. 

Corridor 
Map 

ID No. 

South of Salado Creek 
between southbound 
frontage road and 
mainlanes. 

Shumard Oak 1 23 
25-35 1 1 

Bald Cypress 1 18 

South of Salado Creek 
between northbound 
frontage road and 
mainlanes. 

Bald Cypress 2 16 and 20 30-40 1 2 

North of Salado Creek 
between southbound 
frontage road and 
mainlanes. 

Sycamore 1 24 45-55 1/2 3 

South of Seguin Road 
and north of Salado 
Creek between 
southbound frontage 
road and mainlanes. 

Arizona Ash 5 20-25 30-40 2 4 

South of W.W. White 
Road between 
northbound frontage 
road and mainlanes. 

Sycamore 4 15-24 35-45 2 5 

South of Binz 
Engleman Road and 
north of Seguin Road 
between southbound 
frontage road and 
mainlanes. 

Cottonwood 2 24 40-50 2 6 

South of Binz 
Engleman Road and 
north of W.W. White 
Road between 
northbound frontage 
road and mainlanes. 

Cottonwood 3 22 

35-45 2 7 
Chinese tallow 1 25 

South of Space 
Center Drive and 
north of Greatfare 
between southbound 
and northbound I-410 
mainlanes. 

Chinese tallow 1 24 

35-40 2/3 8 
Arizona Ash 1 21 

South of Rittiman 
Road and north of 
Petroleum Drive 
between southbound 
frontage road and 
mainlanes. 

Arizona Ash 5 22-28 30-40 3 9 
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Location Type Quantity 
Approximate 

DBH* 
(in inches) 

Approximate 
Height 

(range in ft) 

Corridor 
Map Sheet 

No. 

Corridor 
Map 

ID No. 
South of Galahad 
Drive and north of 
Eisenhauer Road 
between northbound 
frontage road and 
mainlanes. 

Arizona Ash 3 22 25-35 4 10 

South of Randolph 
Boulevard and north 
of I-410 West between 
southbound I-35 
frontage road and 
mainlanes. 

Loblolly Pine 2 18 and 22 

35-45 6 11 
Live Oak 1 21 

South of Pat Booker 
Road and north of 
Shin Oak Drive 
between southbound 
frontage road and 
mainlanes. 

Cottonwood 3 16-20 35-40 8 12 

South of Mid Cities 
Parkway and north of 
Schertz Parkway 
along southbound 
frontage road ROW. 

Live Oak 6 20-24 30-40 11 13, 14 

Total 42 -- -- --  
*DBH=diameter at breast height. 1 
Source:  Project Team Staff, August 2013. 2 

 3 
Riparian habitat is limited to vegetation associated with five waterways.  The trees range in 4 
height from approximately 10 to 40 ft and contain a DBH from 1 to 28 inches.  The average 5 
DBH is approximately 8 inches and the percent canopy cover is approximately 65 percent.  6 
  7 
Several smaller areas of riparian habitat are dominated by scrub and shrub vegetation, 8 
primarily honey mesquite and huisache.  Because the adjacent areas are maintained, the 9 
riparian vegetation is not able to expand further.  The entire 2.64 acres of riparian habitat 10 
could be removed as a result of the construction of the proposed project.   11 
  12 
Based on the current level of design, approximately 28 large trees and the 2.64 acres of 13 
riparian habitat would be impacted by the proposed construction activities.  Efforts to 14 
protect the trees during construction would occur as it may be possible to preserve those 15 
located near the edge of the construction areas.   16 
 17 
Riparian vegetation associated with the water features are located within 5 of the 20 18 
identified waters features.  After construction is completed, the areas of bare ground 19 
resulting from the construction activity would be reseeded/revegetated.   20 
 21 
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Wildlife 1 
Overall, there is little habitat for wildlife species beyond the limits of most of the proposed 2 
study area due to urban development.    3 
 4 
Warbler Woods Bird Sanctuary is located approximately 0.75 mile southeast of the 5 
proposed project.  This sanctuary encompasses 124-acres on private property and is set 6 
aside as a 501(c)(3) organization to be managed as a bird and wildlife refuge and 7 
preserve.  Sanctuary bird lists indicate migratory and endangered bird species, such as the 8 
Golden-cheeked Warbler and the Black-capped Vireo, utilize the property.  Due to the 9 
existing development and traffic surrounding the Warbler Woods Bird Sanctuary, the 10 
proposed project is not anticipated to interrupt species migration or use of the property.  11 
 12 
However, remaining adjacent undeveloped properties do contain a diverse amount of 13 
wildlife habitat.  Mammalian species like coyote (Canis latrans), opossum (Didelphis 14 
virginiana), raccoon (Procyon lotor), and the white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) are 15 
better able to adapt to urban development and continue to utilize the available habitat.  16 
Numerous amphibian and reptilian species would also utilize the different wildlife habitats.  17 
The species would include various snakes, turtles, lizards, and frogs native to south-central 18 
Texas.  Examples would be the Texas rat snake (Elaphe obsolete lindheimen), red-eared 19 
slider (Trachemys scripta elegans), six-lined racerunner (Cnemidophorus sexlineatus), and 20 
the Texas toad (Bufo speciosus).  Various waterfowl species could utilize the aquatic 21 
habitat.  The riparian woodlands and large trees would provide habitat for raptors and other 22 
migratory avian species.  The pastures still serve as foraging areas for resident and 23 
migratory species.   24 
 25 
Wildlife species observed during field reconnaissance include turkey vulture (Cathartes 26 
aura), American crow (Corvus barchyrhynchos), great egret (Ardea alba), northern cardinal 27 
(Cardinalis cardinalis), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), white-winged dove 28 
(Zenaida asiatica) and mourning dove (Zenaida macroura).  Swallow nests were observed 29 
under all I-35 bridge structures.  30 
 31 
No long-term impacts to wildlife populations are anticipated as a result of the proposed 32 
project.  In areas temporarily impacted, wildlife species adapted to urban areas would likely 33 
re-colonize the available habitat areas after construction.  Burrowing species or less mobile 34 
species would be more susceptible to impacts from construction activity.  Between October 35 
1 and February 15, the contractor would remove all old migratory bird nests from any 36 
structures that would be affected by the proposed project, and complete any bridge work 37 
and/or vegetation clearing.  In addition, the contractor would be prepared to prevent 38 
migratory birds from building nests between February 15 and October 1, per the EPIC 39 
plans.  In the event that migratory birds are encountered on-site during project 40 
construction, adverse impacts on protected birds, active nests, eggs, and/or young would 41 
be avoided.  Due to overall lack of available habitat within the proposed study area, the 42 
impacts to wildlife would be considered minor.   43 
 44 
An Environmental Compliance Oversight System (ECOS) TPWD Analysis Form--Tier 1 45 
Site Assessment was completed.  It is determined that coordination with TPWD is required 46 
per the 2013 TPWD/TxDOT Memorandum of Understanding.  The Tier 1 Site Assessment 47 
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has been uploaded to ECOS for the proposed project. Coordination with TPWD was 1 
initiated on September 23, 2014 and completed on January 15, 2015. 2 
 3 

3.6.4 Invasive Species and Beneficial Landscaping Practices 4 
 5 
No-Build Impact 6 
Under the No-Build Alternative, no impacts to existing vegetation resulting in an increase of 7 
invasive species would be anticipated. 8 
 9 
Build Impact 10 
Permanent soil erosion control features would be constructed as soon as feasible during 11 
the early stages of construction through proper sodding and/or seeding techniques.  12 
Disturbed areas would be restored and stabilized as soon as the construction schedule 13 
permits and temporary sodding would be considered where large areas of disturbed 14 
ground would be left bare for a considerable length of time.  In accordance with EO 13112 15 
on Invasive Species and the Executive Memorandum on Beneficial Landscaping, seeding 16 
and replanting with TxDOT approved seeding specifications that is in compliance with EO 17 
13112 would be done where possible.  Moreover, abutting turf grasses within the ROW 18 
would re-establish throughout the proposed project limits.  Soil disturbance would be 19 
minimized to ensure that invasive species would not establish in the ROW. 20 
 21 

3.6.5 Topography and Soils 22 
 23 
No-Build Impact 24 
Under the No-Build Alternative, additional ROW would not be acquired; therefore, no 25 
impacts to topography or soils would be anticipated. 26 
 27 
Build Impact 28 
According to the San Antonio East, Schertz, Longhorn, Marion, and New Braunfels West 29 
USGS topographic quadrangles, the elevations in the proposed project study area vary 30 
from approximately 650 to 900 ft above mean sea level.  According to the Natural 31 
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey of Bexar, Comal (and Hays), and 32 
Guadalupe Counties, Texas, the proposed project area encompasses 31 different soil 33 
types ranging from thin, rock covered soils to hydric river basins.  The project is along a 34 
natural landscape border between the Blackland Prairies and the Edwards Plateau region.  35 
The project area soils are mostly composed of Houston Black-Heiden-Wilson soils and 36 
abut the Brackett-Eckrant-Real soils.  The Houston Black-Heiden soils are found mainly in 37 
the Texas Blackland Prairies and are level to gently rolling plains.  These soils have a high 38 
clay content which results in the soils having a high shrink-swell potential.  The Wilson soils 39 
found in the area are typically loamy soils within the Blackland Prairies with a level 40 
topography.  The Brackett-Eckrant-Real soils are located within the Edwards Plateau 41 
region and have varying textures, but usually consist of shallow soils with limestone 42 
bedrock.   43 
 44 
There are six hydric soils within the proposed project area.  Four of the soils are located 45 
within Bexar County, one within Comal County, and one within Guadalupe County.  Table 46 
3-18 contains the soil descriptions of the hydric soils within the project limits.  47 
 48 
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Table 3-18: Hydric Soil Descriptions within Proposed Project Area 1 

Soil Unit Soil Description Soil Unit County 
Occurrence 

Bosque and Seguin 
soils, frequently 
flooded 

Bosque (50%): Loam soil from 0-62 inches found on floodplains 
of plains and river valleys with no restrictive layer.  Soil is well 
drained and frequently flooded.  Shrink-swell potential is low. 
Seguin (25%): Silty clay loam soil from 0-62 inches found on 
floodplains of plains and river valleys with no restrictive layer.  
Soil is well drained and frequently flooded.  Shrink-swell potential 
is moderate. 

Bo Guadalupe 

Loire clay loam, 0 to 
2 percent slopes, 
occasionally flooded 

Clay loam soil from roughly 0-35 inches, underlain with loam at 
35-56 inches and fine sandy loam from 56-80 inches in depth.  
Depth to the restrictive layer is greater than 60 inches.  Soil is 
well drained that is occasionally flooded but not ponded.  Shrink-
swell potential is low.   

Fr Bexar 

Branyon clay, 0 to 1 
percent slopes 

Clay soil from 0-62 inches with no restrictive layer found on 
stream terraces in river valleys.  Soil is well drained with no 
flooding and has a very high shrink-swell potential. 

HtA Bexar 

Branyon clay, 1 to 3 
percent slopes 

Clay soil from 0-62 inches with no restrictive layer found on 
stream terraces in river valleys.  Soil is well drained with no 
flooding and has a very high shrink-swell potential. 

HtB Bexar 

Tinn and Frio soils, 
0 to 1 percent 
slopes, frequently 
flooded 

Tinn (60%): Clay soil from 0-80 inches found on floodplains of 
plains with no restrictive layer.  Soil is moderately well drained, 
occasionally flooded, and has a very high shrink-swell potential. 
Frio (39%): Silty clay loam soil from 0-50 inches and clay loam 
from 50-80 inches found in floodplains with no restrictive layer.  
Soil is well drained, frequently flooded, and has a moderate 
shrink-swell potential. 

Tf Bexar 

Tinn clay, 0 to 1 
percent slopes, 
frequently flooded 

Clay soil from 0-80 inches found on floodplains of plains with no 
restrictive layer.  Soil is moderately well drained and frequently 
flooded and has a very high shrink-swell potential. 

Tn Comal 

Source: 2013 NRCS Map Unit Descriptions for Bexar County, Guadalupe County, and Comal/Hays Counties. 2 
 3 
Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) 4 
Prime farmland soils occupy approximately 682 acres (65 percent) of the study area.  5 
Prime farmland soils that are within the existing roadway ROW or zoned for urban use are 6 
not subject to the requirements of the FPPA.  The additional ROW required for the 7 
proposed project is within an urban area.  Although the proposed project area contains 8 
prime farmland soils, the project is exempt because the study area is zoned for urban use.   9 
 10 

3.6.6 Karst Features 11 
 12 
Karst is the term applied to landscapes formed over soluble bedrock--most commonly 13 
limestone and dolomite.  Typical karst landscapes are characterized by sinkholes, caves, 14 
and abrupt interchanges between surface water and groundwater.  Groundwater in karst 15 
systems flows primarily through conduits (i.e. caverns), with lesser contributions from 16 
smaller pores associated with the rock matrix and from other openings8.  17 
 18 
Karst dissolution features occur across an enormous range of scales, with some karst 19 
features being cavernous while others are tiny.  These karst features also possess a 20 
geological aspect tied to location, so that one feature may be effectively isolated and 21 
                                            
 
 
8 Quinlan, J.F., 1985.  Recommended procedure for evaluating the effects of spills of hazardous materials on ground 
water quality in karst terranes: Environmental problems in karst terrains and their solutions: Conference Proceedings, 
October 28-30, 1986, Bowling Green, Kentucky, p. 183-196. 
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inactive in a hydrologic context, whereas a nearby feature may be a key site for 1 
groundwater recharge.  In short, even large caves may not be hydrologically connected to 2 
the subjacent water table, whereas zones of smaller voids may possess special 3 
environmental importance, because of direct connections to groundwater.  Some karst 4 
features are also critical habitat for multiple threatened and endangered species within the 5 
area.  Bexar County is classified into five karst zones consisting of the following: 6 
 7 

 Karst Zone 1: Areas known to contain endangered karst invertebrate species. 8 
 Karst Zone 2: Areas having a high probability of containing suitable habitat for 9 

endangered karst invertebrate species. 10 
 Karst Zone 3: Areas that probably do not contain endangered karst invertebrate 11 

species. 12 
 Karst Zone 4: Areas that require further research but are generally equivalent to 13 

Zone 3, although they may include sections that could be classified as Zone 2 or 14 
Zone 5 as more information becomes available. 15 

 Karst Zone 5: Areas both cavernous and non-cavernous that do not contain 16 
endangered karst invertebrate species. 17 

 18 
Comal and Guadalupe Counties do not have karst zone classifications.  19 
 20 
No-Build Impact  21 
Under the No-Build Alternative, no impacts to potential karst features are anticipated. 22 
 23 
Build Impact  24 
The proposed project limits fall within Karst Zones 3 and 5.  The southernmost construction 25 
limits from north of AT&T Center Parkway, going north to approximately 0.41 mile north of 26 
Eisenhauer Road lie within Karst Zone 5.  Karst Zone 3 begins approximately 0.41 mile 27 
north of Eisenhauer Road and extends north to FM 1518 which is the Bexar County 28 
boundary line.  When a project is located within Karst Zone 3, USFWS (2011) 29 
recommends conducting a visual inspection of the area for karst features.  On March 4 and 30 
5, August 13, and November 26, 2013, project biologists conducted site investigations 31 
within the entire project limits and found no evidence of karst features.  A detailed survey 32 
will not be completed for the project unless it is determined that surface drainage patterns 33 
would be altered and storm water would be drained from the project limits into the adjacent 34 
Karst Zone 2 area.  There is an area classified as Karst Zone 2 approximately 200 linear ft 35 
west of the proposed construction limits on I-410 West that would connect to the I-35 36 
elevated lanes.  The various Karst Zones within the project limits are shown on Appendix 37 
A, Exhibit 6: Karst Zones Map.  The next closest area to the proposed project with 38 
potential habitat for karst invertebrates is approximately 0.45 mile west of I-35 at Thousand 39 
Oaks Drive. 40 
 41 
Comal and Guadalupe Counties do not have karst zone classifications.  The small portion 42 
of the proposed project that is within Guadalupe County is adjacent to Bexar County Karst 43 
Zone 3 and transitioning into the Blackland Prairies land formation.  Because the area is 44 
moving away from and downstream of the Edwards Plateau region, the geology most 45 
associated with karst features, the likelihood of karsts and karst species occurring is very 46 
low.  Comal County has created a habitat conservation plan with regions of possible karst 47 
features.  The plan includes mapped known karst features and potential karst habitat 48 
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zones.  The small portion of the proposed project within Comal County is not mapped 1 
within any of the potential karst habitat zones.  Because the project is not within an area 2 
with known karsts, karst habitats or a Karst Zone that is expected to contain karsts, no 3 
impact is anticipated.  4 
 5 

3.7 Water Resources 6 
 7 
The study area for water resources encompasses the areas that could incur temporary and 8 
permanent impacts resulting from the construction of the proposed project.  The study area 9 
for biological resources includes the existing and proposed ROW encompassing  1,073.45 10 
acres.   11 
 12 
The proposed project is within the San Antonio River basin and the Guadalupe River 13 
basin.  The majority of the project is within the Upper San Antonio watershed and the 14 
Cibolo watershed which are 330,790 acres and 540,430 acres respectively, within the San 15 
Antonio River basin.  A small portion of the northern project limits, approximately 0.80 mile, 16 
is within the Middle Guadalupe watershed, 1,363,488 acres, in the Guadalupe River basin.  17 
The project crosses three creeks within the Middle Guadalupe watershed, nine crossings 18 
are within the Cibolo watershed, and the remaining eight crossings are within the Upper 19 
San Antonio watershed.  Due to the length of project and limited number of crossings 20 
within the Middle Guadalupe watershed, minimal impacts are anticipated within this 21 
watershed.  The Upper San Antonio and Cibolo watersheds have similar number of 22 
crossings and similar creek compositions, meaning some creeks are confined in concrete 23 
lined channels and some are natural channels, and both watersheds are within a highly 24 
developed urban area.  The impacts to these two watersheds will likely be similar.  Since 25 
hydrologic studies have not been completed at this time, potential impacts from erosion, 26 
conveyance of storm water, and other modifications to the drainage system for the project 27 
is unknown.  BMPs would be implemented in project construction to minimize the impacts 28 
to the watersheds within the project area. 29 
 30 

3.7.1 Lakes, Rivers, and Streams 31 
 32 
No-Build Impact  33 
Under the No-Build Alternative, no impacts to lakes, rivers, and streams are anticipated. 34 
 35 
Build Impact 36 
There are six named waterways and nine unnamed waterways located within the study 37 
area that are mapped on USGS topographical maps.  Details of the 15 mapped waterways 38 
are included in Table 3-19 and shown on Appendix A, Exhibit 5: FEMA Floodplain and 39 
USGS Quadrangle Map.  Representative photographs are included in Appendix F: 40 
Project Photographs.  41 

 42 
43 
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Table 3-19: USGS Mapped Waterways with the Proposed Project Limits 1 
Waterway Flow Direction of Flow Location 

Salado Creek Perennial  West to east under I-35 South of the I-35 and I-410 
South interchange 

Walzem Creek Intermittent East to west under I-35 South of Walzem Road 
Unnamed Tributary to 
Beitel Creek Ephemeral East to west under I-35 Crestwind Drive 

Beitel Creek Intermittent North to south under I-410 East of Perrin-Beitel Road 
Unnamed Tributary to 
Salado Creek Ephemeral North to south under I-410 West of Quail Creek Road 

Salitrillo Creek Ephemeral West to east under I-35 Shin Oak Drive south of the  
I-35/1604 interchange 

Unnamed tributary to 
Selma Creek Ephemeral South to north under Loop 

1604 Southeast of Lookout Road 

Unnamed tributary to 
Selma Creek Ephemeral South to north under Loop 

1604 
0.45-mi Northwest of 

Lookout Road 
Unnamed tributary to 
Selma Creek Ephemeral South to north under Loop 

1604 
0.35-mi Northwest of 

Lookout Road 
Selma Creek Ephemeral West to east under I-35 South of Retama Parkway 
Cibolo Creek Intermittent West to east under I-35 North of Retama Parkway 
Unnamed tributary to 
Cibolo Creek Ephemeral West to east under I-35 Between Alamo Parkway 

and Pawlin Drive 
Unnamed tributary to Dry 
Comal Creek Ephemeral East to west under I-35 North of Hope Lane/ FM 

2252 
Unnamed tributary to Dry 
Comal Creek Ephemeral East to west under I-35 Between Fairlawn Avenue 

and FM 1103 
Unnamed tributary to Dry 
Comal Creek Ephemeral East to west under I-35 Between FM 1103 and 

Country Club Boulevard 
Sources: San Antonio East, Schertz, Longhorn, Marion, and New Braunfels West USGS topographic 2 
quadrangles; Project Team Staff, 2015  3 
 4 
None of the mapped waterways are considered a navigable waterway.  Navigational 5 
clearance under the General Bridge Act of 1946, Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act 6 
of 1899 (administered by the U.S. Coast Guard [USCG]) and Section 10 of the Rivers and 7 
Harbors Act of 1899 (administered by the U.S Army Corp of Engineers [USACE]) is not 8 
applicable.  Coordination with the USCG (for Section 9 and the Bridge Act) and the 9 
USACE (for Section 10) would not be required.  10 
 11 
Three of the USGS mapped waters are tributaries to Dry Comal Creek, which is a tributary 12 
to Comal River.  The Comal River is approximately nine stream miles from the proposed 13 
project.  The Comal River is designated by TPWD as an Ecologically Significant Stream 14 
Segment from the confluence with the Guadalupe River in Comal County upstream to 15 
Klingemann Street in New Braunfels in Comal County.  It received this designation 16 
because of its hydrologic function within the Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone, having a 17 
riparian conservation area located at Landa Park, and containing threatened and 18 
endangered species habitat for the fountain darter, Comal Springs riffle beetle, Comal 19 
Springs dryopid beetle, and Peck’s Cave amphipod.  According to 16.051 (f) of the Texas 20 
Water Code, this designation solely means that a state agency or political subdivision of 21 
the State may not finance the actual construction of a reservoir in a specific river or stream 22 
segment designated by the legislature under this subsection.  Because the proposed 23 
project is not intended to construct a reservoir along the Comal River, no additional 24 
analysis will be required for the project for this issue. 25 
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 1 
3.7.2 Waters of the U.S., including Wetlands 2 

 3 
No-Build Impact 4 
Under the No-Build Alternative, no impacts to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, are 5 
anticipated. 6 
 7 
Build Impact 8 
Pursuant to EO 11990 (Protection of Wetlands), Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, and 9 
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, an investigation was conducted to 10 
identify potentially jurisdictional waters of the U.S., including wetlands, within the study 11 
area.  According to the USACE, the federal agency having authority over waters of the 12 
U.S., wetlands are those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water 13 
at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do 14 
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.  15 
 16 
There are a total of 22 water features located within the study area.  The water features 17 
total approximately 5.3 acres.  The water features within the study area consist of 18 
perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral streams.  There were no wetland features observed 19 
during the field investigation.   20 
 21 
Several drainage features are present within the study area.  These are man-made 22 
features constructed in uplands to drain stormwater runoff from the roadways and adjacent 23 
developed areas.  Small areas within the drainage features may allow water to pool for 24 
short periods allowing growth of hydrophytic vegetation.  However, these are considered 25 
upland drainage features and not waters of the U.S. 26 
 27 
National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps, Geographic Information Systems (GIS) data, 28 
USGS maps, FEMA floodplain maps, and field observations on March 4 and 5, and 29 
November 26, 2013, were utilized to determine the areas with potentially jurisdictional 30 
waters.   31 
 32 
Project Specific Locations, such as construction staging areas, stockpiling areas, etc. 33 
would be selected by the contractor who would be responsible for permitting any impacts. 34 
Within TxDOT ROW, the contractor would avoid siting PSLs in riparian areas. However, 35 
PSLs could be located outside of TxDOT ROW;  therefore, water and wetland features 36 
beyond the existing and proposed ROW were not included in these calculations.  The 37 
delineated waters are further described in Table 3-20 and their locations are included on 38 
the Corridor Map in Appendix C.   39 
 40 
Permanent impacts to potential waters of the U.S., within the study area may result from 41 
the placement of elevated roadway columns, footings, and overhead sign bases.  It is 42 
anticipated these areas would be intentionally spanned to avoid or minimize permanent 43 
impacts.  However, it is anticipated that construction activities would consist of clearing the 44 
immediate area of vegetation, as needed, to allow for the drilling of each column or footing.  45 
The detailed construction method would be determined by the contractor.  The total area of 46 
the potentially jurisdictional features within the study area was calculated and is shown in 47 
Table 3-20.  These potentially jurisdictional features include those that are mapped on the 48 
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USGS topographical map and listed in Table 3-19, as well as features that are not mapped 1 
on the topographical map but were found during the field investigation.  The existing 2 
condition of each feature within the study area is also included in Table 3-20. 3 

 4 
Table 3-20: Potential Waters of the U.S. within the Proposed Project Limits 5 

Feature 
ID Feature Name 

Delineated 
Acres / Linear ft 
within Existing & 
Proposed ROW 

OHWM Width 
within ROW 
(linear feet) 

Existing Condition 
 

Corridor 
Map 

Sheet No. 

1 Salado Creek 0.31/ 
509 28.05 

Contains concrete banks with 
natural bottom.  Culvert under 

frontage roads. 
1/2 

2 Unnamed tributary to 
Salado Creek 

0.14/ 
374 17.57 

Contains culvert crossing with 
concrete apron and side 

slopes.  Earthen banks and 
channel outside of study area. 

2/3 

3 Walzem Creek 0.47/ 
537 44.43 Concrete culvert within study 

area. 4 

4 Unnamed tributary to 
Beitel Creek 

0.19/ 
599 15.02 

Contains culvert crossing 
within study area.  Also 

concrete lined west of study 
area and maintained grass on 

east side. 

4 

5 Unnamed tributary to 
Beitel Creek 

0.18 / 
480 35.18 

Contains culvert under 
roadway.  Concrete side 

slopes with earthen channel 
within study area.   

6 

6 Beitel Creek 0.123 / 
704 8.99 

Concrete lined channel within 
study area.  Earthen channel 
approximately 75 feet north of 

study area. 

5 

7 Unnamed tributary to 
Salado Creek 

0.41 / 
375 50.76 Concrete lined channel within 

study area.   5 

8 Unnamed tributary to 
Beitel Creek 

0.12 / 
411 15.98 

Culvert within the study area 
and earthen channel north of 

study area. 
7 

9 Salitrillo Creek 0.34/ 
718 22.00 

Concrete lined channel within 
study area and earthen 

channel on northeast side of 
study area. 

8 

10 Unnamed tributary to 
Selma Creek 

0.476 / 
818 35.22 

Culvert within the study area.  
Concrete lined channel north 
of study area and maintained 
grass channel on south side. 

9 

11 Unnamed tributary to 
Selma Creek 

0.024 /  
500 2.13 

Contains culvert crossing 
within roadway and earthen 

channel outside of study area. 
9 

12 Unnamed tributary to 
Selma Creek 

0.26 / 
575 20.00 

Culvert within the study area 
and earthen channel north and 

south of study area. 
9 

13 Unnamed tributary to 
Selma Creek 

0.31 / 
675 20.00 

Culvert within the study area 
and earthen channel north and 

south of study area. 
9 
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Feature 
ID Feature Name 

Delineated 
Acres / Linear ft 
within Existing & 
Proposed ROW 

OHWM Width 
within ROW 
(linear feet) 

Existing Condition 
 

Corridor 
Map 

Sheet No. 

14 Selma Creek 0.48/ 
398 68.97 

Culverts at southbound 
frontage road and mainlanes.  
Bridge at northbound frontage 

road with a concrete lined 
channel.  Earthen channel on 
east side of study area and 

maintained grass banks with 
4-foot concrete channel.   

10 

15 Cibolo Creek 0.41/ 
536 50.38 Bridged with earthen channel. 10 

16 Unnamed tributary to 
Cibolo Creek 

0.52/ 
358 90.36 

Culvert within study area.  
Maintained grass lined 

channel outside study area. 
11 

17 Unnamed tributary to 
Dry Comal Creek 

0.12/ 
308 16.56 

Culverts at roadway with 
concrete aprons through study 
area.  Earthen channel outside 

of study area. 

12 

18 Unnamed tributary to 
Dry Comal Creek 

0.01 / 
36 17.07 

Culvert with concrete apron in 
study area.  Earthen channel 

outside of study area. 
12 

19 Unnamed tributary to 
Dry Comal Creek 

0.02 / 
78 13.24 Concrete lined channel within 

study area. 12 

20 Unnamed tributary to 
Dry Comal Creek 

0.05 / 
303 7.25 

Culvert with concrete apron in 
study area.  Earthen channel 

outside of study area. 
12 

21 Unnamed tributary to 
Dry Comal Creek 

0.17 / 
424 30.19 

Culvert with concrete apron in 
study area.  Earthen channel 

outside of study area. 
13 

22 Unnamed tributary to 
Dry Comal Creek 

0.19 /  
304 28.01 

Culvert with concrete apron in 
study area.  Earthen channel 

outside of study area. 
13 

TOTALS 5.31 / 
10,020 - -- -- 

Source: Project Team Staff, 2014 1 
 2 
Detailed design is not available at this time; however, the design engineer anticipates that 3 
water features less than 110 feet in width would be spanned by any new roadway 4 
segments to avoid permanent impacts.  If future design changes made by the contractor 5 
do not allow for spanning of water features as assumed and these changes may affect 6 
environmental resources, then a re-evaluation would be required.  It is anticipated that 7 
construction activities would consist of clearing the immediate area of vegetation, as 8 
needed, to allow for the drilling of each column or footing.  The detailed construction 9 
method would be determined by the contractor.  Reconfiguration of existing mainlanes and 10 
frontage roads could result in temporary or permanent impacts to some of the 20 waters 11 
within the project area.  Permanent impacts to potential waters of the U.S. may result from 12 
the placement of roadway columns, footings, and replacement culverts for frontage road 13 
reconfigurations.  It is recommended that the final design of the immediate area at Salado 14 
and Cibolo Creeks avoid temporary and permanent impacts to these water bodies to avoid 15 
the need for mussel surveys.  Any temporary impacts would be authorized by a Nationwide 16 
Permit (NWP) 14 for linear transportation projects.  If permanent fills are to be placed 17 
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within the ordinary high water mark (OHWM), permitting could consist of a NWP 14 with or 1 
without a pre-construction notice (PCN)  or an individual permit (IP), depending upon the 2 
amount of permanent impacts to occur.  Based on the current level of design, it is 3 
anticipated a NWP 14 without a PCN would authorize the proposed construction.  Once 4 
design of the proposed project has progressed to include drainage and waterway crossing 5 
design, Section 404 permitting would be re-assessed.  If additional jurisdictional impacts 6 
are identified after the proposed project is let for construction due to the construction 7 
contractor’s elected construction methodologies or activities, the contractor would be 8 
responsible for obtaining the appropriate Section 404 permit from the USACE. 9 

 10 
3.7.3 Water Quality 11 

 12 
No-Build Impact 13 
Under the No-Build Alternative, no impacts to water quality would be anticipated.  14 
 15 
Build Impact 16 
Clean Water Act Section 401  17 
Should the proposed project require a USACE Section 404 permit, BMPs that comply with 18 
Category I, II, and III Section 401 Certification would be required.  Category I erosion 19 
control BMPs could include vegetation matting or blankets, mulch filter berms/socks, or 20 
compost filter berms/socks.  Category II sedimentation control BMPs could include silt 21 
fencing, rock berms, sand bag berms, or sediment basins.  Post-construction total 22 
suspended solids (TSS) BMPs that comply with Category III requirements could include 23 
vegetative filter strips, grassy swales, constructed wetlands, sediment chambers, or 24 
extended detention basins.  BMPs would be implemented to ensure that water quality 25 
impacts would not be significant.  26 
 27 
Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act 28 
According to the approved 2012 Texas Integrated Report for Clean Water Act Section 29 
303(d) list, there are no impaired streams that cross the proposed project area.  30 
However, runoff from the proposed project would discharge within 5 stream miles 31 
upstream of Segment 1811A_01 (Dry Comal Creek), which is listed as 32 
threatened/impaired for bacteria; therefore coordination with the TCEQ would be required 33 
per the 2013 TxDOT-TCEQ MOU.  Coordination with TCEQ was completed on July 8, 34 
2014 and a copy of the coordination letter is provided in Appendix E: Agency 35 
Coordination.  36 
 37 
Appropriate BMPs, such as grass-lined ditches, drainage swales, etc., would be used to 38 
control the constituent of concern and the proposed project is not expected to contribute 39 
the constituent of concern to the impaired water body.  Specific BMPs would be 40 
determined later by the contractor.  41 
 42 
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Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) 1 
The proposed project is located within the boundaries of the City of San Antonio MS4 2 
Phase I permit, and the Cities of Live Oak, Selma, and Schertz MS4 Phase II permit and 3 
would comply with the applicable MS4 requirements.  The proposed project is also within 4 
the boundaries (TxDOT ROW) of TxDOT’s MS4 Phase I and Phase II permits and would 5 
comply with the applicable MS4 requirements. 6 
 7 
Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (TPDES) 8 
The proposed project would include five or more acres of earth disturbance.  TxDOT would 9 
comply with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality’s (TCEQ) TPDES 10 
Construction General Permit (CGP).  A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SW3P) 11 
would be implemented, and a construction site notice would be posted on the construction 12 
site.  A Notice of Intent (NOI) and a Notice of Termination (NOT) would be required.   13 
 14 
Stormwater 15 
To minimize adverse effects to water quality during construction, the proposed project 16 
would utilize temporary erosion and sedimentation control practices (i.e., temporary 17 
vegetation, mulch, sod, silt fences, rock berms, grassy swales, and vegetation-lined 18 
ditches) from TxDOT’s manual Standard Specifications for the Construction of Highways, 19 
Streets, and Bridges.  Where appropriate, these temporary erosion and sedimentation 20 
control structures would be in place prior to the initiation of construction and would be 21 
maintained throughout the duration of the construction.  Clearing of vegetation would be 22 
limited and/or phased in order to maintain a natural water quality buffer and minimize the 23 
amount of erodible earth exposed at any one time.  Upon completion of the earthwork 24 
operations, disturbed areas would be restored and reseeded according to the TxDOT’s 25 
specifications for “Seeding for Erosion Control.” 26 
 27 

3.7.4 Floodplains 28 
 29 
The FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) numbers 48029C0410G, 48029C0270G, 30 
48029C0290G, 48029C0280F, 48029C0285F (all with Effective Dates September 29, 31 
2010), 48187C0210F (Effective Date November 2, 2007), 48091C0485F (Effective Date 32 
September 2, 2009), 48091C0505F (an unprinted panel), and 48091C0440F (Effective 33 
Date September 2, 2009) for Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties, Texas were 34 
reviewed to determine flood zones within the proposed project limits.  The flood zones 35 
within the limits of the proposed project are designated as the following: 36 
 37 

 Special flood hazard areas inundated by the 100-year flood, Zone A, no base flood 38 
elevations determined;  39 

 Zone AE, base flood elevations determined;  40 
 Zone X500, areas of the 500-year flood; and  41 
 Other areas are designated as Zone X, areas determined to be outside the 500-42 

year floodplain.   43 
 44 
Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties and the Cities of San Antonio, Windcrest, Live 45 
Oak, Selma, Schertz, and Cibolo are participants in the National Flood Insurance Program 46 
(NFIP).  The proposed project is located, at least partially, within a FEMA designated 100-47 
year floodplain.   48 
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 1 
No-Build Impact 2 
Under the No-Build Alternative, no impacts to floodplains are anticipated.  3 
 4 
Build Impact 5 
A total of 46 acres of the study area are located within the 100-year floodplain.  Appendix 6 
A, Exhibit 5: FEMA Floodplain & USGS Quadrangle Map shows the floodplain areas.  7 
The hydraulic design for the proposed project would be in accordance with current FHWA 8 
and TxDOT design policies.  The proposed project would be in compliance with 23 C.F.R. 9 
650 regarding location and hydraulic design of highway encroachments within the 10 
floodplains.  The proposed project would comply with EO 11988 which requires federal 11 
agencies to avoid to the extent possible the long- and short-term adverse impacts 12 
associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid direct and 13 
indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative.  14 
Since the proposed project would consist of expanding an existing facility, and there are no 15 
other practicable build alternatives, the development of the approximately 46 acres of 100-16 
year floodplain would be unavoidable.  The facility would permit the conveyance of the 17 
100-year flood, inundation of the roadway being acceptable, without causing significant 18 
damage to the facility, stream, or other property.  The proposed project would not increase 19 
the base flood elevation to a level that would violate applicable floodplain regulations and 20 
ordinances.  Coordination with the local floodplain administrator would be required.   21 
 22 

3.7.5 Groundwater 23 
 24 
The TCEQ regulates development within the Edwards Aquifer Contributing Zone (EACZ), 25 
the Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone (EARZ), and the Edwards Aquifer Transition Zone 26 
(EATZ).  The regulations are specified in 30 TAC 213 and are commonly referred to as the 27 
“Edwards Rules” or the “Edwards Aquifer Rules.”  The intent of the Edwards Rules is to 28 
protect the quality of the Edwards Aquifer groundwater.  These rules also result in some 29 
protection to the Trinity Aquifer groundwater.   30 
 31 
No-Build Impact 32 
Under the No-Build Alternative, no impacts to groundwater would be anticipated. 33 
 34 
Build Impact 35 
As shown in Appendix A, Exhibit 7: Aquifer Zones Map, the majority of the proposed 36 
project limits occur in the Artesian Zones of the Edwards and Trinity Aquifers.  These are 37 
zones where water is confined in an aquifer under pressure so that the water will rise in the 38 
well casing or drilled hole above the bottom of the confining layer overlying the aquifer.  39 
Therefore, the study area is almost completely within both the Edwards Aquifer Artesian 40 
Zone and the Trinity Aquifer Artesian Zone.  The only portion of the proposed project limits 41 
that are not included in the Edwards Aquifer Artesian Zone is the northernmost part of the 42 
proposed project area from FM 1103 to approximately 1.2 miles south of FM 1103.  The 43 
TCEQ regulates development in the contributing zone, recharge zones, and to a lesser 44 
extent, the transition zone, and the EPA only regulates development in the recharge zone 45 
of the Edwards Aquifer.  The proposed project limits are not located within the contributing 46 
or recharge zones of the Edwards or Trinity Aquifers and thus the Edwards Aquifer Rules 47 
are not applicable. 48 
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3.8 Traffic Noise 1 
 2 
No-Build Impact 3 
As shown in Table 3-22, existing noise levels exceed noise abatement criteria (NAC) for a 4 
majority of receiver locations modeled along the proposed project corridor. If the No-Build 5 
Alternative were implemented, noise levels would be expected to increase with an 6 
associated increase in traffic volumes. 7 
 8 
Build Impact 9 
This analysis was accomplished in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA approved) 10 
Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise (2011). 11 
 12 
Sound from highway traffic is generated primarily from a vehicle’s tires, engine and 13 
exhaust.  It is commonly measured in decibels and is expressed as "dB." 14 
 15 
Sound occurs over a wide range of frequencies.  However, not all frequencies are 16 
detectable by the human ear; therefore, an adjustment is made to the high and low 17 
frequencies to approximate the way an average person hears traffic sounds.  This 18 
adjustment is called A-weighting and is expressed as "dB(A)." 19 
 20 
Also, because traffic sound levels are never constant due to the changing number, type 21 
and speed of vehicles, a single value is used to represent the average or equivalent sound 22 
level and is expressed as "Leq." 23 
 24 
The traffic noise analysis typically includes the following elements: 25 
 26 
 Identification of land use activity areas that might be impacted by traffic noise.  27 
 Determination of existing noise levels. 28 
 Prediction of future noise levels. 29 
 Identification of possible noise impacts.  30 
 Consideration and evaluation of measures to reduce noise impacts. 31 
 32 
The FHWA has established the following Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) (Table 3-21) for 33 
various land use activity areas that are used as one of two means to determine when a 34 
traffic noise impact would occur. 35 
 36 

37 
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Table 3-21: Noise Abatement Criteria 1 

Activity 
Category 

FHWA 
dB(A) Leq 

Description of Land Use Activity Areas 

A 
57 

(exterior) 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extra-
ordinary significance and serve an important public 
need and where the preservation of those qualities is 
essential if the area is to continue to serve its intended 
purpose. 

B 
67 

(exterior) 
Residential 

C 
67 

(exterior) 

Active sport areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, 
campgrounds, cemeteries, day care centers, 
hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic 
areas, places of worship, playgrounds, public meeting 
rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, radio 
studios, recording studios, recreation areas, Section 
4(f) sites, schools , television studios, trails, and trail 
crossings  

D 
52 

(interior) 

Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, 
medical facilities, places of worship, public meeting 
rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, radio 
studios, recording studios, schools, and television 
studios 

E 
72 

(exterior) 

Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other 
developed lands, properties, or activities not included 
in A-D or F. 

F -- 

Agricultural, airports, bus yards, emergency services, 
industrial, logging, maintenance facilities, 
manufacturing, mining, rail yards, retail facilities, 
shipyards, utilities (water resources, water treatment, 
electrical), and warehousing. 

G -- Undeveloped lands that are not permitted. 

Source: Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise (TxDOT 2011). 2 
 3 
A noise impact occurs when either the absolute or relative criterion is met: 4 
 5 
Absolute criterion:   the predicted noise level at a receiver approaches, equals or exceeds 6 
the NAC.  "Approach" is defined as one dB(A) below the NAC.  For example:  a noise 7 
impact would occur at a Category B residence if the noise level is predicted to be 66 dB(A) 8 
or above. 9 
 10 
Relative criterion:  the predicted noise level substantially exceeds the existing noise level at 11 
a receiver even though the predicted noise level does not approach, equal or exceed the 12 
NAC.  “Substantially exceeds” is defined as more than 10 dB(A).  For example:  a noise 13 
impact would occur at a Category B residence if the existing level is 54 dB(A) and the 14 
predicted level is 65 dB(A). 15 
 16 
 17 
 18 
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When a traffic noise impact occurs, noise abatement measures must be considered.  A 1 
noise abatement measure is any positive action taken to reduce the impact of traffic noise 2 
on an activity area. 3 
 4 
The FHWA traffic noise modeling software was used to calculate existing and predicted 5 
traffic noise levels.  The model primarily considers the number, type and speed of vehicles; 6 
highway alignment and grade; cuts, fills and natural berms; surrounding terrain features; 7 
and the locations of activity areas likely to be impacted by the associated traffic noise. 8 
 9 
Existing and predicted traffic noise levels were modeled at receiver locations described in 10 
Table 3-22 and depicted on Appendix C: Corridor Map that represent the land use 11 
activity areas adjacent to the proposed project that might be impacted by traffic noise and 12 
potentially benefit from feasible and reasonable noise abatement. 13 
 14 

Table 3-22: Traffic Noise Levels dB(A) Leq 15 

Representative 
Receiver 

NAC 
Category 

NAC 
Level Existing Predicted 

2035 
Change 

(+/-) 
Noise 
Impact 

Corridor 
Map 

Sheet 
No. 

R1-Apartments B 67 70 71 +1 Y 3 
R3-Apartments B 67 69 70 +1 Y 3/4 
R4-Residence B 67 71 72 +1 Y 3/4 
R5-Residence B 67 72 72 0 Y 3/4 
R6-Residence B 67 71 71 0 Y 3/4 
R7-Day Care 
Playground C 67 72 73 +1 Y 8 

R8-School D 52 51 52 +1 Y 8 
R9-Place of 
Worship D 52 47 48 +1 N 8 

R10-Place of 
Worship D 52 47 47 0 N 8 

R11-Golf Course C 67 72 73 +1 Y 10 
R12-Hotel Pool E 72 77 78 +1 Y 10 
R13-Residence B 67 72 72 0 Y 10 
R14-Residence B 67 73 74 +1 Y 10 
R15-Residence B 67 72 73 +1 Y 11 
R16-Residence B 67 71 72 +1 Y 11 
R17-Hotel Pool E 72 63 65 +2 N 11 
R18-Residence B 67 70 71 +1 Y 12 
R19-Residence B 67 69 70 +1 Y 12 
R20-Residence B 67 66 68 +2 Y 12 
R21-Golf Course C 67 71 74 +3 Y 13 
R22-Residence B 67 66 68 +2 Y 13 
R23-Apartments B 67 61 61 0 N 6 

Source: Project Team Staff, 2014 16 
 17 
As indicated in Table 3-22, the proposed project would result in a traffic noise impact and 18 
the following noise abatement measures were considered: traffic management, alteration 19 
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of horizontal and/or vertical alignments, acquisition of undeveloped property to act as a 1 
buffer zone, and the construction of traffic noise barriers. 2 
 3 
Before any abatement measure can be proposed for incorporation into the project, it must 4 
be both feasible and reasonable.  In order to be "feasible," the abatement measure must 5 
be able to reduce the noise level at greater than 50% of impacted first row receivers by at 6 
least five dB(A); and to be "reasonable," it must not exceed the cost-effectiveness criterion 7 
of $25,000 for each receiver that would benefit by a reduction of at least five dB(A) and the 8 
abatement measure must be able to reduce the noise level at least one impacted, first row 9 
receiver by at least seven dB(A). 10 
 11 
Traffic management: control devices could be used to reduce the speed of the traffic; 12 
however, the minor benefit of one dB(A) per five mph reduction in speed does not 13 
outweigh the associated increase in congestion and air pollution.  Other measures such as 14 
time or use restrictions for certain vehicles are prohibited on state highways.   15 
 16 
Alteration of horizontal and/or vertical alignments: any alteration of the existing alignment 17 
would displace existing businesses and residences, require additional right-of-way and not 18 
be cost effective/reasonable. 19 
 20 
Buffer zone: the acquisition of undeveloped property to act as a buffer zone is designed to 21 
avoid rather than abate traffic noise impacts and, therefore, is not feasible. 22 
 23 
Traffic noise barriers: this is the most commonly used noise abatement measure.  Noise 24 
barriers were evaluated for each of the impacted receiver locations:   25 
 26 
R1: this receiver represents a total of nine residential buildings directly adjacent to the UP 27 
railroad, 150 feet from I-35.  Rail is the dominant noise source at this receiver.  Two noise 28 
barriers were modeled: one on the residential building property line (private property), and 29 
one within TxDOT ROW. Within the TxDOT ROW, a noise barrier that would achieve the 30 
minimum feasible reduction of 5 dB(A) or noise reduction design goal of 7 dB(A) would 31 
exceed the reasonable, cost-effectiveness criterion of $25,000. Noise barrier analysis on 32 
the residential building property line (private property) at R1 accounted for the dominant rail 33 
noise source as well as existing and predicted traffic noise and determined that a noise 34 
barrier would be feasible and reasonable. A 10-ft noise barrier at R1 would cost 35 
approximately $128,160 and would benefit 13 receivers, costing approximately $9,858 per 36 
benefitted receiver.  A detailed discussion of noise abatement is provided later in this 37 
section. 38 
 39 
R3-4: these receivers represent a total of 27 residential buildings and residences directly 40 
adjacent to the UP railroad, 140 feet from I-35.  Rail is the dominant noise source at these 41 
receivers.  Two noise barriers were modeled: one on the residential building property line 42 
(private property), and one within TxDOT ROW. Within the TxDOT ROW, a noise barrier 43 
that would achieve the minimum feasible reduction of 5 dB(A) or noise reduction design 44 
goal of 7 dB(A) would exceed the reasonable, cost-effectiveness criterion of $25,000. 45 
Noise barrier analysis on the residential building property line (private property) at R3-4 46 
accounted for the dominant rail noise source as well as existing and predicted traffic noise 47 
and determined that a noise barrier would be feasible and reasonable. A 10-ft noise barrier 48 
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at R3-4 would cost approximately $349,020 and would benefit 22 receivers, costing 1 
approximately $15,585 per benefitted receiver.  A detailed discussion of noise abatement 2 
is provided later in this section. 3 
 4 
R5-6: this receiver represents a total of 14 residences directly adjacent to the UP railroad, 5 
150 feet from I-35.  Rail is the dominant noise source at these receivers.  Two noise 6 
barriers were modeled: one on the residential building property line (private property), and 7 
one within TxDOT ROW. Within the TxDOT ROW, a noise barrier that would achieve the 8 
minimum feasible reduction of 5 dB(A) or noise reduction design goal of 7 dB(A) would 9 
exceed the reasonable, cost-effectiveness criterion of $25,000. Noise barrier analysis on 10 
the residential building property line (private property) at R5-6 accounted for the dominant 11 
rail noise source as well as existing and predicted traffic noise and determined that a noise 12 
barrier would be feasible and reasonable. A 10-ft noise barrier at R5-6 would cost 13 
approximately $165,060 and would benefit 12 receivers, costing approximately $13,755 14 
per benefitted receiver.  A detailed discussion of noise abatement is provided later in this 15 
section. 16 
 17 
R7: this receiver represents a separate, individual recreation area at a day care.  A noise 18 
barrier within TxDOT ROW that would achieve the minimum feasible reduction of 5 dB(A) 19 
or the noise reduction design goal of 7 dB(A) at this receiver would exceed the reasonable, 20 
cost-effectiveness criterion of $25,000. 21 
 22 
R8: this receiver represents two classroom buildings at a place of worship.  A continuous 23 
noise barrier would restrict access to these buildings.  A gap in the noise barrier would 24 
satisfy access requirements but the resulting non-continuous barrier segments would not 25 
be sufficient to achieve the minimum, feasible reduction of 5 dB(A) or the noise reduction 26 
design goal of 7 dB(A). 27 
 28 
R11 and R21: these receivers represent outdoor recreation area locations (golf courses).  29 
A noise barrier that would achieve the minimum feasible reduction of 5 dB(A) or the noise 30 
reduction design goal of 7 dB(A) at this receiver would exceed the reasonable, cost-31 
effectiveness criterion of $25,000.  To determine cost effectiveness of the noise barriers, 32 
the estimated cost of constructing the barrier was divided among the number of benefitted 33 
receivers [those which would receive a reduction of at least 5 dB(A)] using an equivalent 34 
number of residences.  The equivalent number of residences was based on the 35 
representative single-family residential lot size within the study area. 36 
 37 
R12: this receiver is a separate, individual recreation area at a hotel.  A noise barrier that 38 
would achieve the minimum feasible reduction of 5 dB(A) or the noise reduction design 39 
goal of 7 dB(A) at this receiver would exceed the reasonable, cost-effectiveness criterion of 40 
$25,000 41 
 42 
R13, R14, R15, R18, R19, R20, R22: these receivers represent separate, individual 43 
residences with access to the frontage road.  Noise barriers that would achieve the 44 
minimum feasible reduction of 5 dB(A) or the noise reduction design goal of 7 dB(A) at 45 
each of these receivers would exceed the reasonable, cost-effectiveness criterion of 46 
$25,000.  47 
 48 
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R16: this receiver represents a total of three residences with a common roadway access to 1 
the frontage road.  A continuous noise barrier would restrict access to these residences.  2 
Noise barriers that would achieve the minimum feasible reduction of 5 dB(A) or the noise 3 
reduction design goal of 7 dB(A) would exceed the reasonable, cost-effectiveness criterion 4 
of $25,000. 5 
 6 
Noise abatement is proposed for Receivers 1 and 3-6 (see Appendix C: Corridor Map).  7 
A noise workshop would be held to determine if abatement measures are desired by 8 
adjacent property owners. Noise barriers would only be constructed if 100% of adjacent 9 
property owners supported construction of the barriers and granted an easement for the 10 
noise barriers, as it is not reasonable for TxDOT to purchase ROW for noise abatement. 11 
TxDOT would not be responsible for maintenance of noise barriers outside of the TxDOT 12 
ROW. Maintenance of the noise barriers would be the responsibility of the adjacent 13 
property owners. 14 
 15 
To avoid traffic noise impacts that may result from future development of properties 16 
adjacent to the project, local officials responsible for land use control programs must 17 
ensure, to the maximum extent possible, no new activities are planned or constructed 18 
along or within the following predicted (2035) noise impact contours shown in Table 3-23.   19 

 20 
Table 3-23: Traffic Noise Impact Contours 21 

Undeveloped Area Land Use Impact Contour 
(dBA) 

Distance from Right-of-Way 
(feet) 

North of I-35 between FM 
1103 and FM 482 

NAC Categories B & C 66 360 
NAC Category E 71 180 

North of I-35, south of Loop 
1604 

NAC Categories B & C 66 430 
NAC Category E 71 230 

Source: Project Team Staff, 2014 22 
 23 
Noise associated with the construction of the project is difficult to predict.  Heavy 24 
machinery, the major source of noise in construction, is constantly moving in unpredictable 25 
patterns.  Nighttime construction would be utilized in order to help minimize disturbance to 26 
vehicular traffic.  None of the receivers are expected to be exposed to construction noise 27 
for a long duration; therefore, any extended disruption of normal activities is not expected.  28 
Provisions will be included in the plans and specifications that require the contractor to 29 
make every reasonable effort to minimize construction noise through abatement measures 30 
such as work-hour controls (i.e. reduced nighttime construction near residential areas) and 31 
proper maintenance of muffler systems. 32 
 33 
A copy of this traffic noise analysis will be available to local officials.  On the date of 34 
approval of this document (Date of Public Knowledge), FHWA and TxDOT are no longer 35 
responsible for providing traffic noise abatement for new development adjacent to the 36 
project. 37 
 38 

3.9 Hazardous Materials 39 
 40 
The study area for hazardous materials encompasses the sites included in the 41 
environmental regulatory database report and other historical reports that could pose a risk 42 
to the construction of the proposed project.  The TxDOT Hazardous Materials Initial Site 43 
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Assessment Standard of Uniformity was reviewed and utilized for the field investigation 1 
completed by project team staff.   2 
 3 
No-Build Impact 4 
Under the No-Build Alternative, no impacts to sites containing hazardous waste/substance 5 
are anticipated. 6 
 7 
Build Impact 8 
 9 
Visual Survey 10 
A visual survey of the proposed project limits was conducted for evidence of hazardous 11 
substances and/or contamination on March 4 and 5, 2013.  This survey included a visual 12 
observation of properties located along and immediately outside the proposed project limits 13 
to identify the release or threatened release of petroleum products or other hazardous 14 
substances.  Because the proposed project area is through a highly developed area, many 15 
potential hazards exist throughout the corridor.  Gas stations with underground storage 16 
tanks are directly adjacent to the proposed project ROW and electrical lines with 17 
transformers are along the existing highway.  These are typical within any developed area.  18 
No signs of contamination were noted from these sources during the site investigation.  It 19 
should be noted that construction with heavy machinery was also observed in several 20 
different areas along the corridor.  While no signs of contamination were noted at the time 21 
of the field investigation, hazardous material spills can occur on the roadway and adjacent 22 
construction sites on a regular basis.  23 
 24 
Two separate sites were noted for potential hazardous materials contamination during the 25 
site investigation.  The first site of potential concern included several 55-gallon drums on 26 
the southbound side of I-35 adjacent to existing ROW, approximately 0.65 mile south of 27 
FM 1103.  Some drums were not labeled, while others were labeled Schaeffer’s 28 
Specialized Lubricants.  Some of the drums were filled with a mixture of storm water and 29 
the unknown contents of the barrel (Appendix F: Project Photographs, Photo 40).  30 
During a later field investigation on August 13, 2013, the same barrels had been pushed 31 
into a pile and contents spilled out (Appendix F: Project Photographs, Photo 41).  The 32 
second site of potential concern was in a tributary along I-35 southbound, located 33 
approximately 0.06 mile north of Petroleum Drive where evidence of a spill and 34 
stained/discolored soil was observed.  The site has a strong odor of gasoline or diesel and 35 
differed in soil color of adjacent ground.  The tributary also had trash throughout the creek 36 
bed (Appendix F: Project Photographs, Photos 10 and 11). 37 
 38 
Environmental Regulatory Records Review 39 
A review of environmental regulatory databases was conducted for the proposed project 40 
limits to determine if any known hazardous materials spill sites, or sites producing, storing, 41 
and/or disposing of toxic or hazardous materials might affect the proposed project.  These 42 
databases were obtained directly from government sources and are typically updated on a 43 
quarterly basis.  This environmental regulatory records review assessment (radius report) 44 
was conducted in December 2011, in accordance with the American Society for Testing 45 
and Materials (ASTM) Practice E1527-05, with exceptions to accommodate the particular 46 
situations and needs of TxDOT roadway projects.  The database report was completed for 47 
the IH 35 PEL Study which covered a larger area than the proposed project limits.  The 48 
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review area used was defined as the current I-35 ROW from US 281 in downtown San 1 
Antonio and I-410 South at I-10, north along I-35 to FM 1103.   2 
 3 
The ASTM radius search of the proposed project limits was reviewed.  The database 4 
search identified 887 sites and provided the locations of all sites.  Federal database results 5 
consisted of:  6 
 7 

 1 Aerometric Information Retrieval System/Air Facility (AIRSAFS) site; 8 
 2 Biennial Reporting System (BRS) sites; 9 
 2 Emergency Response Notification (ERNSTX) sites; 10 
 1 Facility Registry System (FRSTX) site; 11 
 9 No Longer Regulated RCRA Generator Facilities (NLRRCRAG) sites; 12 
 12 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act – Generator Facilities (RCRAGR06) 13 

sites 14 
 2 Brownfields Management System (BF) sites; 15 
 11 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability 16 

Information System (CERCLIS) sites; 17 
 10 No Further Remedial Action Planned (NFRAP) sites; 18 
 1 No Longer Regulated RCRA Non-CORRACTS TSD Facilities (NLRRCRAT) site; 19 
 1 Department of Defense (DOD) site; and 20 
 1 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act – Corrective Action Facilities (RCRAC) 21 

site. 22 
 23 

State database results consisted of: 24 
 25 

 1 Groundwater Contamination Cases (GWCC) sites; 26 
 1 Notice of Violations (NOV) site; 27 
 10 SPILLS Listing (SPILLS) sites; 28 
 5 Dry Cleaner Registration Database (DCR) sites; 29 
 176 Industrial Hazardous Waste (IHW) sites; 30 
 1 Permitted Industrial Hazardous Waste (PIHW) site; 31 
 214 Petroleum Storage Tanks (TXPST) sites; 32 
 17 Affected Property Assessment Reports (APAR) sites; 33 
 2 Brownfields Site Assessments (BSA) sites; 34 
 17 Closed and Abandoned Landfill Inventory (CALF) sites; 35 
 1 Innocent Owner/Operator Database (IOP) site; 36 
 167 Leaking Petroleum Storage Tanks (TXLPST) sites; 37 
 8 Municipal Solid Waste Landfill (MSWLF) sites; 38 
 201 Tier II Chemical Reporting (TIER II) sites;  39 
 11 Texas Voluntary Cleanup Program (TXVCP) sites; and 40 
 2 State Superfund (SF) sites.  41 

 42 
Based on distance, topographic gradient, historical information, database information, and 43 
property impacts, 61 sites are categorized as a potential risk (Table 3-24 and Table 3-25).  44 
Hazardous sites that are typically considered a risk include landfills, Superfund, and LPST 45 
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sites.  Only the sites within or adjacent to the existing and proposed ROW and that are 1 
categorized as a risk site are included in the tables below.   2 
 3 
The 23 high risk sites, including a discussion of the general risks associated with them, are 4 
included in Table 3-24, and are shown on Appendix C: Corridor Map.  A discussion of 5 
the rationale for considering these sites high risk follows Table 3-24.  The remaining 38 6 
sites are low risk, and are listed in Table 3-25 along with site details.  A general discussion 7 
of the rationale for considering these sites low risk follows Table 3-25. 8 
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Table 3-24: High Risk Sites 1 
Site1 Site Name/ 

Site Information 
Database 

Listing Regulatory Status Gradient and Anticipated Property Impact Corridor Map 
Sheet No. 

3 I-35 and O’Connor, multiple spills 
San Antonio, TX 

SPILLS, 
ERNSTX 

SPILLS (ID# 12/12/97003) – Unknown Oil spilled on road.  Unknown amount.  Reported 12/12/97. 
ERNSTX (GSID #1442895334) – Caller reported oily material on road causing road to be slippery.  Unknown oil and amount.  
SPILLS (ID# 4/28/96003) – 100 gallons of diesel spilled.  Reported 4/28/96. 

This site is at-grade.  This site is within the 
existing ROW.   7 

4 
Intersection of Rittiman Road and I-35, 
multiple spills 
San Antonio, TX 

SPILLS SPILLS (ID# 12/2/96016) – Consolidated Freightways spilled 100 gallons of diesel on roadway on 12/2/96. 
SPILLS (ID# 7/4/99004) – Coastal Transport spilled 100-200 gallons of diesel on roadway on 7/4/99. 

This site is at-grade.  This site is within the 
existing ROW. 3 

5 I-35 and Evans Road  
Selma, TX SPILLS SPILLS (ID# 9/10/90003) – Bardcor Corp spilled 400 gallons of diesel fuel.  Impacted Cibolo Creek which was dry at the time of the incident.  

Occurred on 9/10/90. 
This site is at-grade.  This site is within the 
existing ROW. 10 

6 
Old Standard Industries 
I-410 & I-35 
San Antonio, TX 78218 

CERCLIS, 
NFRAP 

CERCLIS (ID# TXD058598947) – Not listed on the NPL and not a federal facility.  The site was archived on 11/29/95. 
NFRAP (ID# TXD058598947) – Site investigation was completed 9/3/91 and the site was archived on 11/29/95.  No further information is 
available.   

This site is at-grade.  This site is mapped 
within the existing ROW. 2/3 

7 
Underpass at I-35 South and Loop 
1604 
San Antonio, TX 

SPILLS, PST 
SPILLS (ID# 3/5/99001) – Trout Trucking Company, Inc. spilled 5,400 gallons of asphalt emulsion, 3,000 of which went into Post Oak Creek.  
Occurred on 3/5/99. 
PST (ID# 0056038) – One 500 gallon gasoline tank removed from the ground.   

This site is at-grade.  This site is within the 
existing ROW. 8 

13 

Motiva San Antonio Terminal/Texaco 
Sales Terminal/ Star Enterprise Inc. 
510 Petroleum Drive 
San Antonio, TX 78219 

IHW, LPST, 
PST, Tier II, 
CERCLIS, 
NFRAP, 

RCRAGR06, 
APAR 

IHW (Registration# 35848) – Active.  Conditionally exempt small quantity generator for non-industrial and/or municipal waste.  Waste includes 
absorbent pads/rags with petroleum hydrocarbons generated from loading rack and blasting internal and external gasoline/diesel ASTs.  Past, 
inactive waste descriptions include waste consisting of benzene, purged from ground water monitoring wells on site; plastic pad used to catch 
decon water during clean-up of drilling equipment; soil cuttings from monitoring well installation; muddy slurry from monitoring well installation 
hazardous for lead; foam log seal from tank interior; sand blasting grit for internal and external blasting of gasoline/diesel; air knife sludge 
containing soil and water; and soil cuttings from on site assessment activities. 
LPST (ID# 094613) –Reported 10/30/1989, no tank information available.  (2A) Groundwater other than drinking water aquifer, site 
characterization incomplete.  (3) Monitoring. 
LPST (ID# 099081) – Reported 5/210/1991, 10,000 gallon tank with unknown contents.  (2A) Groundwater other than drinking water aquifer, 
site characterization incomplete.  (6X) Cross reference to another LPST number.  Tank is listed as in use. 
PST (ID# 0016805) – Four tanks, one, 10,000 gallon tank with unknown substance in use, one, 550 gallon used oil tank removed from the 
ground on 7/1/1989, one, 2,000 gallon tank with unknown substance in use, and one, 4,000 gallon tank that is empty and currently out of use. 
Tier II (ID# 1XF8XB001M19) – Facility includes gasoline, diesel, diesel additive, propane, and firefighting foam.  Site passed all validation 
checks. 
CERCLIS & NFRAP (ID# TXD000789776) – Site is not a federal facility.  Site description, history, or incident type is not available.  Discovery 
was made on 3/1/1983 and preliminary assessment began and ended on 3/1/1984.  Site inspection started 6/1/1984 and ended on 
10/17/1994 and the site was archived on the same date.   
RCRAGR06 (ID# TXD000789776) – Site is classified as petroleum bulk stations and terminals and as a conditionally exempt small quantity 
generator.  Only evaluation on 8/21/1985 and no violations or enforcements were reported. 
APAR (Reference # RN100519214) – Facility is in on-going workload status but lists no remediation or contamination.   

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site.   2 

24 
Chevron USA 108562 / Tetco 250  
11055 I-35 & Weidner Road 
San Antonio, TX 

IHW, PST, 
LPST  

IHW (Registration #79256) – Chevron USA – Small quantity generator, non-industrial.  Waste status is inactive.  
PST (ID# 0028606) – Tetco 250 – Four tanks (three 9728 gallon gasoline, one 9728 gallon diesel) in use. 
LPST (ID# 093842) – Chevron USA – Reported 10/6/89.  (2.5) Groundwater impact, public/domestic water supply well within 0.25 mile.  (6A) 
Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank status indicates in use with no date. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site. 6/7 

36 
Winn’s Stores Inc. 4343 N. PanAm 
Expressway 
San Antonio, TX 78702 

CERCLIS, 
NFRAP 

CERCLIS (ID# TXD980623938) – Not listed on the NPL and not a federal facility.  The site was archived on 8/22/94. 
NFRAP (ID# TXD980623938) – Site investigation was completed 9/1/82 and the site was archived on 8/22/94.  No further information is 
available.   

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site. 2/3 

41 

Exxon Mobil 
11110 I-35 North 
San Antonio, TX/ 
Weidner GasCard 270316 
430 N. Weidner Road 
San Antonio, TX 78233 

IHW, LPST, 
PST 

IHW (Registration# 77039 and 75451) – Exxon Mobil – Inactive.  Conditionally exempt small quantity generator. 
LPST (ID# 115665) – Exxon Mobil – Reported 6/26/01.  (2.5) Groundwater impact, public/domestic water supply well within 0.25 mile.  (6A) 
Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank removed from ground 6/7/01. 
PST (ID# 0026042) – Exxon Mobil – Three tanks (two 8,000 gallon gasoline and one 10,000 gallon gasoline) removed from the ground on 
6/7/01. 
PST (ID# 0069111) – Two 16,000 gallon gasoline tanks in use.   

This site is above-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site. 6/7 

50 
Coastal Mart 59  
3035 Pan Am Expressway 
San Antonio, TX 

PST, LPST 
PST (ID# 0021790) – Four tanks (One 8,000 and two, 4,000 gallon gasoline and one 8,000 gallon diesel) in use. 
LPST (ID# 0021790) – Reported on 8/15/01, 8,000 gallon gasoline tank.  (4.1) Groundwater impacted, no apparent threats or impact to 
receptors.  (6A) Final Concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank is currently in use.   

This site is below-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site. 1 

52 

Marshall Truck Stop 11658 I-35 North 
San Antonio, TX 78233/ 
Conoco Truck Stop 1 
11658 I-35 
San Antonio, TX 

PST, LPST 

PST (ID# 0000930) – Marshall – Three 20,000 gallon gasoline tanks removed from the ground on 9/22/03. 
LPST (ID# 115922) – Marshall – Reported on 9/22/03, 20,000 gallon gasoline tank.  (4.1) Groundwater impacted, no apparent threats or 
impacts to receptors.  (6P) Final concurrence pending documentation of well plugging.  Tank removed from ground on 9/22/03. 
LPST (ID# 092470) – Conoco – Reported on 1/11/89.  No tank information available.  (4A) Soil contamination only, requires full site 
assessment and remedial action plan.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.   

This site is above-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site. 7 

54 
Schepps Dairy 
9706 N. I-35 
San Antonio, TX 78218 

PST, LPST 
PST (ID# 0005099) – One 10,000 gallon diesel tank removed from the ground 3/3/92. 
LPST (ID# 102189) – Reported 3/9/92, one 10,000 gallon diesel tank.  (4.1) Groundwater impacted, no apparent threats or impacts to 
receptors.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Removed from ground 3/3/92. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site. 6 



I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project  
Environmental Assessment                                                                                                                     I-35: I-410 South to FM 1103 
  

CSJs: 0016-05-111, etc.                                                                                                                                                120 

Site1 Site Name/ 
Site Information 

Database 
Listing Regulatory Status Gradient and Anticipated Property Impact Corridor Map 

Sheet No. 

56 
Chevron Fac 108566 
4802 Walzem Road 
San Antonio, TX 78218 

PST, LPST 

PST (ID# 0028604) – Nine tanks, one 8,000 gallon gasoline tank removed 12/31/82, three 6,000 gallon gasoline tanks removed 6/30/86, one 
9,741 gallon used oil tank removed 3/1/96, and four 9,741 gallon gasoline tanks removed 3/1/96. 
LPST (ID# 093920) – Reported 11/13/89, a 9,741 gallon used oil tank.  (4.1) Groundwater impacted, no apparent threats or impacts to 
receptors.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank removed from ground 3/1/96. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site. 4 

72 
Exxon Tiger Mart 
12351 N. I-35 
San Antonio, TX  

IHW, PST, 
LPST 

IHW (Registration# 80529) – Inactive.  Small quantity generator.  
LPST (ID# 105080) – Former Mobil Service Station – Reported 10/19/92, 10,000 gallon gasoline tank.  (4.1) Groundwater impacted, no 
apparent threats or impacts to receptors.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank removed 5/18/99. 
PST (ID# 0058117) – Seven tanks, four 10,000 gallon gasoline tanks removed 5/18/99; three 12,000 gallon gasoline tanks in use. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site. 7/8 

78 

Gas & Eat Truck Stop 
11607 N. I-35 
San Antonio, TX/ 
Timewise Food Store 9301 
11607 N. I-35 
San Antonio, TX/ 
Interstate Maintenance Sve 
11607 I-35 North 
San Antonio, TX 

IHW, PST, 
LPST 

LPST (ID# 095122) – Gas & Eat – Reported 3/7/90, 8,000 gallon gasoline tank.  (2A) Groundwater other than drinking water aquifer, site 
characterization incomplete.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank removed from ground 3/7/90. 
PST (ID# 0004187) – Timewise Food Store – Thirteen removed tanks, one 8,000 gallon gasoline tank, two 4,000 gallon gasoline tanks, two 
12,000 gallon diesel tanks, one 10,000 gallon diesel tank, one 6,000 gallon unknown contents, and one 9,999 gallon unknown contents 
removed 3/7/90; two 10,000 gallon diesel tanks and three 10,000 gallon gasoline tanks, removed 10/7/04.  Three tanks in use (12,000 gallon 
gasoline, 20,000 gallon gasoline, and 20,000 gallon diesel.) 
IHW (Registration# 61808) – Interstate Maintenance – Inactive.  Conditionally exempt small quantity generator.  No waste records available. 

This site is below-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site. 7 

81 

Lone Star Grocery 
1171 Coliseum  
San Antonio, TX 78219/ 
Diamond Shamrock Station 1030 
1171 Coliseum  
San Antonio, TX/ 
Valero Corner Store 
1171 AT&T Center Parkway 
San Antonio, TX 78219  

PST, LPST 

PST (ID# 0018826) – Valero – Eight tanks, two 10,152 gallon diesel removed from ground, and three 10,152 gallon gasoline removed from 
ground; one 15,141 gallon gasoline, one 12,099 gallon gasoline, and one 15,141 gallon diesel in use. 
LPST (ID# 095298) – Lone Star Grocery– Reported 3/7/90, 1,000 gallon diesel tank.  (4A) Soil contamination only, requires full site 
assessment and remedial action plan (RAP).  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank removed from ground 8/30/91. 
LPST (ID# 098018) – Diamond Shamrock – Reported 2/8/91, 10,152 gallon diesel tank.  (4.1) Groundwater impacted, no apparent threats or 
impact to receptors.  (6A) Final Concurrence issued, case closed.  Removed from ground 7/19/02. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site. 1 

82 

Cardell Cabinets Warehouse / Vacant 
Building 
3159 N. PanAm Expressway 
San Antonio, TX 78219 

PST, LPST 
PST (ID# 0062456) – One 10,000 gallon diesel tank removed from ground. 
LPST (ID# 103305) – Reported 5/28/92, 10,000 gallon diesel tank.  (4.1) Groundwater impacted, no apparent threats or impact to receptors.  
(6P) Final concurrence pending documentation of well plugging.  Removed from ground 4/28/92. 

This site is above-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site. 1 

94 

Mobil SS 12AH6 
4681 Walzem Road 
San Antonio, TX/ 
Bayehs Auto Center 
4681 Walzem Road 
San Antonio, TX 

PST, LPST, 
IHW 

LPST (ID# 093214) – Mobil – Reported 5/19/89, 10,000 gallon gasoline tank.  (4.1) Groundwater impacted, no apparent threats or impacts to 
receptors.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Record indicates tank is currently in use but based on PST record, tank is empty.  
PST (ID# 0017591) – Bayehs – Five tanks, four 10,000 gallon empty tanks temporarily out of use as of 10/5/11, and one 1,000 gallon used oil 
tank removed from ground 2/24/99. 
IHW (Registration# 80469) – Mobil – Inactive.  Small quantity generator.  No waste records reported. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site. 4 

117 

Tri Recycling Inc. 
3232 Pan Am Expressway 
San Antonio, TX 78219/ 
Southern Moving & Storage 
3232 Pan Am Expressway 
San Antonio, TX 78219 

MSWLF, PST, 
LPST, 

MSWLF (Permit# 100236) – Tri Recycling – Active Resource recovery/recycling facility.  Permit issued on 11/19/09.  Tons or yards per day 
not reported.   
PST (ID# 0030052) – Southern Moving – One 10,000 gallon gasoline tank removed 7/3/91.   
LPST (ID# 100092) – Southern Moving – Reported 8/14/91, 10,000 gallon gasoline tank.  (3.1) Groundwater impacted, public/domestic water 
supply well within 0.25-0.50 mile.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Removed from ground 7/3/91. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site. 1 

120 
Winn’s Stores 
4342 N. Pan Am Expressway 
San Antonio, TX 78218 

PST, LPST, 
VCP 

PST (ID# 0020153) – Three tanks, one 10,000 gallon gasoline, and two 10,000 gallon diesel tanks, all removed 12/30/99. 
LPST (ID# 096364) – Reported 8/3/90, 10,000 gallon gasoline tank.  (4.1) Groundwater impacted, no apparent threats or impacts to 
receptors.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Removed from ground 12/30/99. 
VCP (ID# 151) –Application date of 12/18/95.  Contaminants of TPH, BTEX.  Media affected is soils/groundwater.  No further information is 
available. 
VCP (ID# 282) – Application date 6/27/96 with agreement date of 7/3/96.  Completion date not reported.  Contaminants of metals, petroleum 
hydrocarbons impacting soils/groundwater.  EPA CERCLIS # 98023938.  (See site # 36 above) 
VCP (ID# 987) – Application date 6/1/99 with agreement date of 7/29/99.  Completion date 3/27/03.  Contaminants of metals, TPH, and VOCs 
impacting soils/groundwater.   

This site is above-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site. 2 

123 
Exxon Station 63184 
4678 Walzem Road 
San Antonio, TX 78218 

PST, LPST 

PST (ID# 0026061) – Five tanks, one 6,000 gallon gasoline tank, one 1,000 gallon used oil tank, one 10,000 gallon diesel tank, and two 8,000 
gallon gasoline tanks, all removed from the ground on 7/31/89. 
LPST (ID# 091520) – Reported 10/27/87, one 6,000 gallon gasoline tank.  (4.1) Groundwater impacted, no apparent threats or impacts to 
receptors.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Removed from ground 7/31/89. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site. 4 



I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project  
Environmental Assessment                                                                                                                     I-35: I-410 South to FM 1103 
  

CSJs: 0016-05-111, etc.                                                                                                                                                121 

Site1 Site Name/ 
Site Information 

Database 
Listing Regulatory Status Gradient and Anticipated Property Impact Corridor Map 

Sheet No. 

126 
Weidner Road SOC XI2018 
419 Weidner Road 
San Antonio, TX 78233 

PST, LPST, 
Tier II 

PST (ID# 0019310) – Two tanks, one 9,520 gallon gasoline tank removed from the ground 4/18/07 and one 8,000 gallon gasoline tank 
removed from the ground 12/31/82. 
LPST (ID# 117424) – Reported 5/22/07.  No tank information is available.  (4.1) Groundwater impacted, no apparent threats or impacts to 
receptors.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed. 
Tier II (ID# 3SBCIDX2018) – Site had 9,520 gallon UST with gasoline, and sulfuric acid inside the building.  No additional information 
available. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site. 6/7 

135 
Exxon 6212 San Antonio Terminal 
3214 N. Pan Am Expressway 
San Antonio, TX 

LPST, PST,  
Tier II, 

RCRAGR06,  
IHW 

LPST (ID# 093248) – Reported 6/29/89, 800 gallon diesel tank.  (4.1) Groundwater impacted, no apparent threats or impacts to receptors.  
(6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank removed 11/30/91. 
PST (ID# 0011399) – Ten tanks: 2,000 gallon gasoline tank, removed 7/15/88; 500 gallon used oil tank, 23,000 gallon gasoline tank, and 
3,000 gallon diesel tank, all removed 7/1/89; 2,000 gallon gasoline tank and 1,500 gallon gasoline tank, both removed 7/13/94; and one 2,000, 
one 6,000, one 10,000, and one 12,000 gallon tanks with unknown contents are currently in use. 
TIER II (ID# 3HB4DF0195NS) – Chemicals related to fuels, oil, ethanol on site.  Site passed all validation checks. 
RCRAGR06 (ID# TXD069448082) – Large quantity generator.  No violations or enforcement actions reported.  
IHW (Registration# 69090) – Small quantity generator.  Fourteen active waste IDs.   

This site is below-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site. 1 

324 

Stop N Go 2441 
5106 Randolph Boulevard 
Universal City, TX 78233/ 
Diamond Shamrock 2441 
5106 Randolph Boulevard 
San Antonio  

PST, LPST  

PST (ID# 0014310) – Stop N Go – Three 12,000 gallon gasoline tanks removed from the ground 6/10/2002  
LPST (ID# 115930) – Stop N Go – Reported 6/11/2002.  12,000-gallon gasoline tank.  (4.0) Assessment incomplete, no apparent receptors 
impacted.  (6P) Final concurrence pending documentation of well plugging. 
LPST (ID#095274) – Diamond Shamrock – Reported 3/31/1990.  No tank information available.  (2.5) Groundwater impacted, public/domestic 
water supply well within 0.25 mile.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW 
would be required at this site. 6 

1 Site corresponds to Map ID # listed in the database reports.  1 
Source: GeoSearch Radius Report, I-35 Corridor, San Antonio, Bexar County, Texas 78219 (December 9, 2011) 2 
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Site 3 consists of two spills reported at I-35 and O’Connor Road in 1996 and 1997.  The 1 
first spill was 100 gallons of diesel while the second spill was an unknown oil substance in 2 
unknown quantities.  Clean-up records were not included in the database report.  Due to 3 
the spills occurring within the existing ROW, and the lack of clean-up records, the site is 4 
considered high risk since there is a potential for soil contamination to still exist within the 5 
proposed project area.   6 
 7 
Site 4 consists of two spills reported at I-35 and Rittiman Road in 1996 and 1999.  The first 8 
spill was 100 gallons of diesel while the second spill was 100-200 gallons of diesel.  Clean-9 
up records were not included in the database report.  Due to the spills occurring within the 10 
existing ROW, and the lack of clean-up records, the site is considered high risk since there 11 
is a potential for soil contamination to still exist within the proposed project area. 12 
 13 
Site 5 consists of one spill at I-35 and Evans Road in 1990.  A tanker truck spilled 14 
approximately 400 gallons of diesel fuel which impacted Cibolo Creek.  The creek was dry 15 
at the time.  Clean-up records were not included in the database report.  Due to the spills 16 
occurring within the existing ROW, and the lack of clean-up records, the site is considered 17 
high risk since there is a potential for soil contamination to still exist within the proposed 18 
project area. 19 
 20 
Site 6 (Old Standard Industries) is mapped within the existing ROW at I-35 and I-410.  The 21 
CERCLIS site was determined to need no further remedial action in 1995 but the database 22 
does not contain contaminants of concern or results of the site evaluation.  While it is 23 
unlikely the site is actually within the ROW, due to the mapped location and lack of 24 
contamination information, the site is considered high risk.  25 
 26 
Site 7, a spill located at the under pass of I-35 and Loop 1604, occurred in 1999.  A 27 
trucking company spilled 5,400 gallons of asphalt emulsion onto the roadway, with 28 
approximately 3,000 gallons going into the adjacent Post Oak Creek.  Due to the spills 29 
occurring within the existing ROW, and the lack of clean-up records, the site is considered 30 
high risk since there is a potential for soil contamination to still exist within the proposed 31 
project area.   32 
 33 
Site 13, Motiva San Antonio Terminal was previously under ownership by Texaco.  During 34 
prior investigations for a categorical exclusion (CE) completed for TxDOT in April, 2013, it 35 
was indicated that the site was known to have previously contained waste pits within the 36 
current TxDOT ROW.  Due to lack of remediation records, the CE recommended that a 37 
limited Phase II investigation was recommended.  In agreement with the CE findings, it is 38 
recommended that a Phase II be completed at the site to determine whether contamination 39 
has migrated into the ROW and whether remediation is needed.  40 
 41 
Site 36 (Winn’s Stores Inc.) is mapped adjacent to the existing ROW at I-35 and I-410 42 
interchange.  The CERCLIS site was determined to need no further remedial action in 43 
1994 but the database does not contain contaminants of concern or results of the site 44 
evaluation.  The site is considered high risk due to being at-grade and adjacent to the 45 
proposed project, the lack of contamination information, and the possibility that 46 
contamination extended into the proposed project area. 47 
 48 
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The remaining 17 sites are listed as high risk sites due to LPST sites being adjacent to the 1 
existing or proposed ROW with groundwater contamination.  While many of the cases are 2 
closed on the LPST sites list, there could be the potential for contamination due to plume 3 
migration off-site and into the existing ROW.  Many closed LPST sites have been known to 4 
cause adjacent soil and groundwater contamination well after the event occurred.  Since 5 
excavation greater than three ft and storm sewers or utility adjustments would be required, 6 
the LPST and RPST files for facilities adjacent to the proposed project limits would be 7 
reviewed by the contractor in conjunction with TCEQ coordination upon final project 8 
design.   9 
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Table 3-25: Low Risk Sites 1 

Site1 Site Name/ 
Site Information Database Listing Regulatory Status Gradient and Anticipated Property Impact 

Corridor 
Map Sheet 

No. 

12 
I-35 North/Coliseum 
Located at I-35 North near Coliseum (now AT&T 
Parkway) 

CALF CALF (ID 2657) – Identified in 1989 Bexar County Survey.  Mapped at 5 acres, unpermitted.  No known waste or 
years of operation. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW would be required at 
this site. 1 

25 Union Pacific 
6200 NE I-410 San Antonio, TX 78218 IHW, PST, APAR 

APAR (Reference # RN100693068) – Rail yard facility, inactive under the IHW Corrective Action program.  No 
remediation work and no contamination are reported. 
PST (ID# 0057390) – Ten above ground storage tanks (eight are out of use, two 420,000 gallon diesel tanks in 
use).  
IHW (Registration #39368) – Inactive site.   

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW would be required at 
this site. 3 

51 Selma Garage 15913 I-35 North 
Selma, TX 78154 PST, LPST 

PST (ID# 0020032) – Four tanks (one 550 gallon used oil, and three 6,000 gallon gasoline) removed from the 
ground on 8/31/91. 
LPST (ID# 099323) – Reported on 6/7/91, 550 gallon used oil tank.  (5) Minor soil contamination that does not 
require a remedial action plan.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank removed from ground on 
8/31/91. 

This site is below-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 10 

53 

Valero Corner Store 2031 
10402 N. I-35 
San Antonio, TX 78233-6622/ 
Stop N Go 207 
10402 N. I-35 
San Antonio, TX 

PST, LPST 

PST (ID# 0039456) – Valero – Seven tanks, one 5,000 gallon gasoline tank and two 8,000 gallon gasoline tanks 
removed 8/29/01, one 12,000 gallon gasoline tank removed 3/27/91, and one 15,141 gallon gasoline tank, one 
12,099 gallon gasoline tank, and one 10,086 gallon diesel tank in use. 
LPST (ID#101884) – Stop N Go – Reported 5/31/91, 10,000 gallon gasoline tank.  (6) Minor soil contamination, no 
remedial action required.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Removed from ground on 8/29/01. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW would be required at 
this site. 6 

55 
Joe Harrison Motors 
9710 N. I-35 
San Antonio, TX 78233 

PST, LPST 

PST (ID# 0001297) – Two tanks (one 1,000 gallon gasoline, and one 500 gallon used oil) removed from ground 
11/24/98. 
LPST (ID# 114019) – Reported 12/15/98, 1,000 gallon gasoline tank.  (4.2) No groundwater impact, no apparent 
threats or impacts to receptors.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Removed from ground 11/24/98. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW would be required at 
this site. 6 

57 
A B Food & Gas 
11050 I-35 North 
San Antonio, TX  

PST, LPST 

PST (ID# 0039476) – Six tanks – two 10,088 gallon gasoline tanks, one 6,064 gallon diesel tank, and one 6,064 
gallon gasoline tank all removed 10/3/01; two 12,000 gallon gasoline tank in use. 
LPST (ID#115352) – Reported 2/8/01, 10,088 gallon gasoline tank.  (4.0) Assessment incomplete, no apparent 
receptors impacted.  (6P) Final concurrence pending documentation of well plugging.  Tank removed 10/3/01. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW would be required at 
this site. 6/7 

80 

Toltec Construction Co. Inc. 
16707 N. I-35 
Selma, TX 78154/ 
TNT Crane & Rigging  
16707 I-35 North  
Schertz, TX 78154 

IHW, PST, LPST 

LPST (ID# 101240) – Toltec – Reported 12/12/91, 10,000 gallon diesel tank.  (5) Minor soil contamination, does 
not require a remedial action plan.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank removed from ground 
11/19/91. 
PST (ID# 0022324) – Toltec – Three tanks, 10,000 gallon diesel tank, and two 10,000 gallon gasoline tanks, 
removed from the ground 11/19/91. 
IHW (Registration# 67881) – Toltec – Inactive.  Conditionally exempt small quantity generator.  No waste records 
available. 
PST (ID#0079805) – TNT Crane – One 4,000 gallon diesel above ground storage tank currently in use. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW would be required at 
this site. 11 

85 

Chevron Rittiman Road 
4534 Rittiman Road 
San Antonio, TX 78218/ 
Ham Mart 
4534 Rittiman Road 
San Antonio, TX 

PST, LPST 

PST (ID# 0036433) – Chevron – Five tanks (6,000 gallon diesel, 6,000 gallon gasoline, and two 10,000 gallon 
gasoline tanks in use; one 6,000 gallon tank is out of use). 
LPST (ID# 111402) – Ham Mart – Reported 7/23/96, 6,000 gallon diesel tank.  (4.2) No groundwater impact, no 
apparent threats or impact to receptors.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank is currently in use. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW would be required at 
this site. 3 

95 

Mobil 12C48 
4535 Rittiman Road 
San Antonio, TX/ 
Marshall Gascorp 8 
4535 Rittiman Road 
San Antonio, TX 78218 

PST, LPST, IHW 

LPST (ID# 093480) – Mobil – Reported on 6/15/89, 1,000 gallon gasoline tank.  (4A) Soil contamination only, 
requires full site assessment and remedial action plan.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Removed 
from ground 11/17/98. 
PST (ID# 0017603) – Marshall Gascorp – Four tanks, one 1,000 gallon gasoline tank, two 10,000 gallon gasoline 
tank, one 12,000 gallon gasoline tank, all removed from the ground on 11/17/98. 
IHW (Registration# 80281) – Mobil – Inactive.  Small quantity generator.  No waste records available. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW would be required at 
this site. 3 

97 

Consolidated Freightways 
4111 NE I-410 
San Antonio, TX/ 
USF Reddaway 
4111 NE I-410 
San Antonio, TX/ 
UPS Freight  
4111 NE I-410 
San Antonio, TX 

LPST, PST, 
NLRRCRAG, 
RCRAGR06,     

IHW 

LPST (ID# 095735) – Reported 4/30/90, 10,000 gallon diesel tank.  (4C) Minor release to ground surface.  (6A) 
Final concurrence issued, case closed.  LPST record states tank in use but PST record states tank removed 
11/13/08. 
PST (ID# 0036584) – USF Reddaway – One 10,000 gallon diesel tank removed from ground on 11/13/08. 
NLRRCRAG (ID# TXR000079456) – UPS – Conditionally exempt small quantity generator.  No evaluations, 
violations, or enforcements reported.  
RCRAGR06 (ID# 000080027) – UPS – Conditionally exempt small quantity generator.  No evaluations, violations, 
or enforcements reported.  
IHW (Registration# 89000) – UPS – Conditionally exempt small quantity generator.  Permit status “Active” for 
eight waste IDs.   

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW would be required at 
this site. 2/3 
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Site1 Site Name/ 
Site Information Database Listing Regulatory Status Gradient and Anticipated Property Impact 

Corridor 
Map Sheet 

No. 

99 
Wehring-Goss Equipment Corp 
11146 N. I-35 
San Antonio, TX 

PST, LPST 
PST (ID# 0009846) – Two tanks, 1,000 gallon diesel and 5,000 gallon gasoline tank, both removed 5/31/89. 
LPST (ID# 094098) – Reported 11/16/89, 1,000 gallon diesel tank.  (5) Minor soil contamination does not require 
remedial action plan.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank removed 5/31/89. 

This site is above-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 6/7 

109 Aggie Chemical Industries, Inc. 
802 Seguin Road, San Antonio, TX 78208 NFRAP, CERCLIS 

CERCLIS & NFRAP (ID# TXD980812176) – Site was not on the NPL.  Contamination was discovered on 
3/1/1980, with a preliminary assessment completed on 9/24/1980.  Site inspection was completed on 1/1/1981 
and site was archived 3/16/1995.  No contamination information is available.   

This site is above-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 1 

114 

Texana Machinery 
5506 N. Pan Am Expressway 
San Antonio, TX/ 
Case Power & Equipment  
5506 N. I-35 
San Antonio, TX/ 
50-50 Investments 
5506 N. Pan Am Expressway 
San Antonio, TX 

IHW, PST, LPST 

IHW (Registration# 81907 & 91597) – Texana & Case Power – Inactive.  Conditionally exempt small quantity 
generator.  Waste for parts cleaners. 
LPST (ID# 106155) – Case Power – Reported 1/14/93, 10,000 gallon diesel tank.  (6) Minor soil contamination, no 
remedial action required.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank permanently filled in place 7/30/87. 
PST (ID# 0043174) – 50-50 – Two tanks, one 10,000 gallon diesel, permanently filled in place 7/30/87, one 
10,000 gallon gasoline, permanently filled in place 7/30/86. 

This site is above-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 3 

115 
Watson Distributing Co. 
5511 Brewster  
San Antonio, TX 

PST, LPST, IHW 

LPST (ID# 096639) – Reported 8/27/90, 3,000 gallon gasoline tank.  (5) Minor soil contamination, does not require 
a remedial action plan.  (6A) Final Concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank removed from ground 8/31/90. 
PST (ID# 0042689) – One 3,000 gallon gasoline tank removed from the ground on 8/31/90. 
IHW (Registration# 61317) – Inactive.  Conditionally exempt small quantity generator.  No waste records 
available. 

This site is below-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 6 

118 
Thad Ziegler Glass 
3055 N. PanAm Expressway 
San Antonio, TX 78219 

PST, LPST 

PST (ID# 0037615) – One 10,000 gallon gasoline tank removed from ground on 10/19/94.  
LPST (ID# 108874) – Reported 10/31/94, 10,000 gallon gasoline tank.  (4.2) No groundwater impact, no apparent 
threats or impacts to receptors.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank removed from ground on 
10/19/94. 

This site is below-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 1 

119 

San Antonio OMS 29 
4255 I-35 North 
San Antonio, TX/ 
San Antonio Fort Sam Houston FMS/Armory 
4255 I-35 North 
San Antonio, TX/ 
HHC 1st BDE 49th Armd Div. 
4255 I-35 North 
San Antonio, TX 

PST, LPST, IHW,  
Tier II 

PST (ID# 0002848) – San Antonio OMS – Three tanks, one 5,000 gallon diesel tank and one 5,000 gallon 
gasoline tank, both removed from the ground 3/20/90, and one 8,000 gallon diesel above ground storage tank in 
use. 
LPST (ID# 095124) – HHC – Reported 3/15/90, 5,000 gallon diesel tank.  (4.2) No groundwater impact, no 
apparent threats or impacts to receptors.  (6A) Final Concurrence issued, case closed.  Removed from ground 
3/20/90. 
Tier II (ID# 484UHC02CKEA) – Fort Sam Houston – Facility passed all validation checks.  Various sized diesel 
fuel tanks present on-site.   

This site is below-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 2 

121 
Albertson’s Distribution Center 
5510 Rittiman Plaza 
San Antonio, TX 78218 

PST, LPST 
PST (ID# 0041043) – One 12,000 gallon diesel tank, removed 6/20/90. 
LPST (ID# 096395) – Reported 6/20/90, one 12,000 gallon diesel tank.  (5) Minor soil contamination, does not 
require a remedial action plan.  (6A) Final Concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank removed from ground 6/20/90. 

This site is below-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 3 

122 
Southwest Lift Trucks 
4001 N. Pan Am Expressway 
San Antonio, TX 78219-2238 

PST, LPST 

PST (ID# 0040790) – Three tanks, one 2,000 gallon used oil tank, one 500 gallon diesel tank, and one 500 gallon 
gasoline tank all removed 8/30/89. 
LPST (ID# 093605) – Reported 9/18/89, 2,000 gallon used oil tank.  .  (4A) Soil contamination only, requires full 
site assessment and remedial action plan.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Removed from ground 
8/30/89. 

This site is above-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 2 

124 
Armstrong Moving & Storage 
4679 Walzem Road 
San Antonio, TX 78218 

PST, LPST 

PST (ID# 0009956) – One 1,000 gallon gasoline tank removed from the ground 12/1/90. 
LPST (ID# 097281) – Reported on 10/24/90, 1,000 gallon gasoline tank.  (4A) Soil contamination only, requires 
full site assessment and remedial action plan.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank removed from 
ground 12/1/90. 

This site is below-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 4 

125 
Allen Transfer & Storage 
8020 Webbles Drive 
San Antonio, TX 78218 

PST, LPST 
PST (ID# 0009928) – One 2,000 gallon gasoline tank removed from the ground 9/23/91. 
LPST (ID# 101114) – Reported 9/25/91, 2,000 gallon gasoline tank.  (6) Minor soil contamination, no remedial 
action required.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank removed from the ground 9/23/91. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW would be required at 
this site. 4 

130 
Crystal Cold Storage 
1155 AT&T Parkway  
San Antonio, TX 78219 

TIERII, PST 
PST (ID# 0065784) – Two tanks (1,000 and 8,000 gallon unknown substance) removed from ground.  
Tier II (ID# 720W3L00DUH3, 6CA6KW00C2T3, and 5NRU7P00B2NC) – Chemical stored onsite – Ammonia.  
The facility passed all validation checks.   

This site is at-grade.  It is anticipated that a small portion along 
the western boundary of this parcel would be acquired. 1 

133 
Salado Creek & N. Pan Am 
North of Pan Am Expressway (I-35) on Seguin 
Road near I-410 South Exit 

CALF CALF (Site # 1771/2704/2706) – Unpermitted site.  Identified by public works in 1980.  Opened in 1971 and close 
date unknown.  Estimated at 5 acres in size.  Wet garbage burned.  Park now built.   

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW would be required at 
this site. 1/2 

153 
Andrews Moterhome Sales 
5110 N. Pan Am Expressway 
San Antonio, TX 

PST, LPST 

PST (ID# 0048813) – Two tanks, one 5,000 gallon gasoline tank removed 5/1/89, and one 3,000 gallon gasoline 
tank removed 6/1/89.  
LPST (ID# 093112) – Reported on 5/30/89, 5,000 gallon gasoline tank.  (4A) Soil contamination only, requires full 
site assessment and remedial action plan.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank removed from 
ground 5/1/89. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW would be required at 
this site. 3 
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Site1 Site Name/ 
Site Information Database Listing Regulatory Status Gradient and Anticipated Property Impact 

Corridor 
Map Sheet 

No. 

160 

Datapoint 
3703 Pan Am Expressway 
San Antonio, TX/ 
Goodwill Industries of San Antonio Computer 
Works 
3703 Pan Am Expressway 
San Antonio, TX/ 
Cardell Cabinets Inc./Cardell Laminating Facility  
3703 Pan Am Expressway 
San Antonio, TX 

IHW, MSWLF, 
NLRRCRAG,  

 

IHW (Registration# 33685) – Datapoint – Inactive.  Small quantity generator.  No description of waste generated 
at the site. 
 
MSWLP (Permit# 100283) – Goodwill – Goodwill Industries of San Antonio Computer Works.  Recycling 
Facility/Resource Recovery.  Application started 9/13/10; application ended 11/15/10.  Permit issued.  Active 
facility. 
 
NLRRCRAG (ID# TX0000717215) – Cardell – Not a generator; hazardous waste consisting of formaldehyde.  
 
IHW (Registration# 84158) – Cardell – Closed facility.  Small quantity generator.  Waste included urea 
formaldehyde waste water and adhesive waste water. 

This site is above-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 1 

161 

Red Arrow Freight Lines 
3901 Seguin Road 
San Antonio, TX/ 
SAIA Motor Freight Line 
3901 Seguin Road 
San Antonio, TX 

IHW, LPST, PST, 
Tier II 

IHW (Registration# 40206) – Red Arrow – Inactive.  Record states site is not a hazardous waste generator.  No 
waste records for the site included. 
LPST (ID# 094845) – Red Arrow – Reported 1/17/90, 12,000 gallon diesel tank.  (4A) Soil contamination only, 
requires full site assessment and remedial action plan.  (6A) Final concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank 
removed from ground 1/11/90. 
PST (ID# 0006446) – SAIA – Five tanks, two 12,000 gallon diesel tanks, one 8,000 gallon diesel tank and one 
8,000 gallon gasoline tank removed from ground 1/11/90; 10,000 gallon diesel tank, in use.  
Tier II (ID# 4YQJRJ022UW3) – SAIA – Contains diesel fuel, propane, butane, propylene, ethane.  Facility passed 
all validation checks.  
IHW (Registration# 41395) – SAIA – Active.  Amount of waste not reported.  No waste records included on report. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW would be required at 
this site. 2 

165 
KLN Steel Products 
2 Winnco Drive 
San Antonio, TX 

IHW, NLRRCRAG,  
APAR 

IHW (Registration# 85661) – Inactive.  Conditionally exempt small quantity generator.  Waste included waste oil, 
washer sludge, iron oxide genera.  
NLRRCRAG (ID# TXR000027698) – Conditionally exempt small quantity generator with no violations or 
enforcements reported.  
APAR (Reference# RN100602317) – Active in Voluntary Cleanup program.  APAR received 9/30/09.  No 
remediation or contamination report on the record.   

This site is above-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 2/3 

166 

Old Tom Fairy Co  
11215 Weidner Road 
San Antonio, TX/ 
Grande Mack Sales & Services 
11215 N. Weidner Road 
San Antonio, TX 

LPST, PST,  
IHW 

LPST (ID# 103958) – Tom Fairy – Reported 7/9/92, 250 gallon tank with unknown contents.  (4.2) No 
groundwater impact, no apparent threats or impacts to receptors.  (6A) Final Concurrence issued, case closed.  
Removed from ground 6/23/92. 
PST (ID# 0021030) – Tom Fairy – Four tanks, one 250 gallon tank with unknown contents, two 6,000 gallon tanks 
with unknown contents, and one 6,000 gallon gasoline tank all removed from the ground 6/23/92. 
IHW (Registration# 61304) – Grande Mack – Inactive.  Conditionally exempt small quantity generator.  Type of 
waste not reported.   

This site is below-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 6/7 

168 
Overhead Door 
385 N. Weidner 
San Antonio, TX 

PST, LPST 

PST (ID# 0032510) – Three tanks, two 1,000 gallon gasoline tanks and one 2,000 gallon gasoline tank, all 
removed from the ground 6/28/90. 
LPST (ID# 094120) – Reported 11/22/89, 1,000 gallon gasoline tank.  (5) Minor soil contamination, does not 
require a remedial action plan.  (6A) Final Concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank removed from ground 6/28/90. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW would be required at 
this site. 6/7 

184 
Lanark Warehouse 
635 Lanark 
San Antonio, TX 78218 

PST, LPST 

PST (ID# 0063013) – Two 9,999 gallon tanks with unknown contents, both removed from the ground on 7/16/93. 
LPST (ID# 102611) – Reported on 4/9/92, 9,999 gallon tank with unknown contents.  (4.2) No groundwater 
impact, no apparent threats or impacts to receptors.  (6A) Final Concurrence issued, case closed.  Removed from 
ground 7/16/93. 

This site is below-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 4 

193 
Aggie Chemical Co. 
Runnels & Locke Street 
San Antonio, TX 

NFRAP, CERCLIS 
CERCLIS & NFRAP (ID# TXD981051972) – Site on NPL.  Discovery was 2/1/85, removal of contamination 
occurred 4/2/85 – 3/19/86, preliminary assessment occurred 11/1/87, and archival of the site was completed 
10/16/89.  No contaminant information available.   

This site is below-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 1 

201 
NCNB 
13645 I-35 North Green Meadows Trailer Park 
Near 1604 & I-35 North 

CALF CALF (ID# 2436) – Opened 1990, closed 1991.  Boundaries not determined.  Size listed at 5 acres.  Currently 
commercially improved.   

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW would be required at 
this site. 8 

217 
Bee Trucking 
9540 Ball Street 
San Antonio, TX 78217 

PST, LPST 
PST (ID# 0061738) – One 15,000 gallon diesel tank currently in use. 
LPST (ID# 100272) – Reported 9/11/91, 15,000 gallon diesel tank.  (5) Minor soil contamination, does not require 
a remedial action plan.  (6A) Final Concurrence issued, case closed.  Tank currently in use. 

This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW would be required at 
this site. 6 

223 
I-410/W.W. White 
Located on I-410 Access road near W.W. White 
Road 

CALF CALF (ID# 2751) – Unpermitted, approximately 10 acres with undetermined boundaries.  Unknown years of 
operation.   

This site is above-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 2 

278 
Kopplow Dump 
Located in residential area of Starlight Terrace – I-
35 & Eveningway 

CALF CALF (ID# 101) – Unknown operation time period, unpermitted, unknown size but mapped at 5 acres.  Currently 
residential land use. 

This site is above-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 6 
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Site1 Site Name/ 
Site Information Database Listing Regulatory Status Gradient and Anticipated Property Impact 

Corridor 
Map Sheet 

No. 

282 
Randolph 
6300 Randolph 
San Antonio, TX 

CALF CALF (ID# 2745) – Unknown operation time period, unpermitted, 2 acres.  Currently land use is a vacant track of 
land that can’t have improvements.   

This site is above-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 7 

291 Schertz/Weidner Road 
Schertz at Weidner  Road CALF CALF (ID# 2683) – Unknown operation time period, unpermitted, unknown size but mapped at 5 acres.  Current 

land use is vacant ranch land. 
This site is below-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 6/7 

334 Weidner Road Dump 
Weidner Road just north of Wurzbach Parkway CALF CALF (ID# 147) – Unknown operation time period, unpermitted, unknown size but mapped at 5 acres.  Currently 

vacant tract of land. 
This site is below-grade.  No additional ROW would be required 
at this site. 6/7 

400 Selma City Hall 
West side of I-35 near Selma City Hall CALF CALF (ID# 2702) – No available information in radius report or Alamo Council of Governments.   This site is at-grade.  No additional ROW would be required at 

this site. 10 
1 Site corresponds to Map ID # listed in the database reports (December 9, 2011).  1 
Source: GeoSearch Radius Report, I-35 Corridor, San Antonio, Bexar County, Texas 78219 (December 9, 2011) 2 
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The proposed project would not require ROW from 37 of the 38 above sites (Table 3-25: 1 
Low Risk Sites).  Moreover, no groundwater contamination occurred at any of the 38 2 
sites, which limits the potential for off-site migration of the contaminants.  In addition, 3 
project construction would be within the limits of the existing ROW in the vicinity of these 4 
sites.  For these reasons, these sites are considered low-risk.   5 
 6 
The only area where new ROW would be required from a hazardous materials site is site 7 
130, Crystal Cold Storage (Table 3-25: Low Risk Sites).  The site once contained PSTs 8 
which have been removed from the ground, and is currently a registered Tier II facility with 9 
no past compliance issues.  For these reasons, the site poses little risk to the proposed 10 
project but has been included in the analysis due to potential ROW required.  11 
 12 
Several closed and abandoned landfills are included due to the unknown contents and 13 
size.  However, because the proposed project would be almost entirely within the already 14 
developed ROW of I-35, the potential for encountering one of the adjacent landfills is 15 
unlikely.   16 
 17 
It should be noted that while these sites are classified as low risk, they are included in the 18 
hazardous materials analysis because they are in the hazardous materials databases that 19 
are most typically associated with contamination.  20 
 21 
Additional assessment, such as a Phase II Environmental Site Assessment would be 22 
needed for the facilities that pose an environmental concern to the proposed project in 23 
order to determine the possible impact(s) that these past operations may have on the 24 
proposed project.  As more detailed project design is developed, the potential for these 25 
hazardous materials sites to affect the proposed construction would be evaluated.  26 
Additional investigation and assessment of the high risk sites are recommended to identify 27 
if construction activities including excavation at adjacent locations may encounter 28 
contaminants.   29 
 30 
The proposed project would require the removal of existing bridge structures at FM 2252 31 
(Schertz Parkway), Old Wiederstein Road, and FM 1103.  The bridges may contain 32 
asbestos containing materials and/or lead-based paint.  At this time, no asbestos or lead-33 
based paint surveys are known to have been performed.  Asbestos inspections and lead-34 
based paint surveys, specifications, notifications, licenses, accreditations, abatement, and 35 
disposal, as applicable, would comply with federal and state regulations.  Asbestos and 36 
lead-based paint issues would be addressed by the contractor prior to construction. 37 
 38 
Utility adjustment requirements have not yet been determined.  There is a potential for 39 
contamination to be encountered during underground utility adjustments.  Coordination 40 
with utility companies concerning this contamination would be addressed during the ROW 41 
stage of project development.   42 
 43 
Should unanticipated hazardous materials/substances be encountered during construction, 44 
TxDOT and/or the contractor would be notified and steps would be taken to protect 45 
personnel and the environment.  Any unanticipated hazardous materials encountered 46 
during construction would be handled according to applicable federal, state, and local 47 



I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project  
Environmental Assessment    I-35: I-410 South to FM 1103                                                                                                                        I-35: I-410 South to FM 1103 
  

CSJs: 0016-05-111, etc.                                                                                                                              129 
 

regulations per TxDOT Standard Specifications.  The contractor would take appropriate 1 
measures to prevent, minimize, and control the spill of hazardous materials in the 2 
construction staging area.  All construction materials used for the proposed project would 3 
be removed as soon as the work schedules permit.  The contractor would initiate early 4 
regulatory agency coordination during project development. 5 
 6 

3.10 Construction Impacts 7 
 8 
No-Build Impact 9 
Under the No-Build Alternative for the proposed project, construction activities would not 10 
occur.  Consequently, there would be no construction related impacts. 11 
 12 
Build Impacts 13 
Due to operations normally associated with road construction, temporary impacts 14 
associated with construction activities would occur.  There is a possibility that noise levels 15 
would be above normal in the areas adjacent to the I-35 ROW.  Provisions would be 16 
included in the plans and specifications that require the contractor to make every 17 
reasonable effort to minimize construction noise through abatement measures such as 18 
work-hour controls (i.e., minimization of nighttime construction at residential areas) and 19 
proper maintenance of muffler systems.  20 
 21 
During the construction stages, work on I-35 would be phased in such a manner to allow 22 
the interstate highway to remain open during construction.  Traffic control planning would 23 
be conducted by the contractor prior to project construction to minimize and mitigate any 24 
changes in access to businesses and residences anticipated during construction.   25 
 26 
During the construction phase of this project, temporary increases in air pollutant 27 
emissions may occur from construction activities.  The primary construction-related 28 
emissions are particulate matter (fugitive dust) from site preparation.  These emissions 29 
are temporary in nature (only occurring during actual construction); it is not possible to 30 
reasonably estimate impacts from these emissions due to limitations of the existing 31 
models.  However, the potential impacts of particulate matter emissions would be 32 
minimized by using fugitive dust control measures such as covering or treating disturbed 33 
areas with dust suppression techniques, sprinkling, covering loaded trucks, and other 34 
dust abatement controls, as appropriate.  35 
  36 
The construction activity phase of this project may generate a temporary increase in 37 
MSAT emissions from construction activities, equipment and related vehicles.  The 38 
primary MSAT construction related emissions are particulate matter from site preparation 39 
and diesel particulate matter from diesel powered construction equipment and vehicles.  40 
The Texas Emissions Reduction Plan (TERP) includes incentive programs to encourage 41 
the development of multi-pollutant approaches to ensure that the air in Texas is both safe 42 
to breathe and meets minimum federal standards.  TxDOT encourages construction 43 
contractors to utilize this program to the fullest extent possible to minimize diesel 44 
emissions.  Information about the TERP program can be found at: 45 
http://www.tceq.state.tx.us/implementation/air/terp/. 46 
 47 
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However, considering the temporary and transient nature of construction-related 1 
emissions, as well as the mitigation actions to be utilized, it is not anticipated that 2 
emissions from construction of this project will have any significant impact on air quality 3 
in the area. 4 
 5 
Construction may temporarily degrade air quality through dust and exhaust gases 6 
associated with construction equipment.  Emissions would be temporary at any specific 7 
location and would typically be distributed widely over the construction site.  Measures to 8 
control fugitive dust would be considered and incorporated into the final design and 9 
construction specifications.  The contractor would be responsible for selecting and utilizing 10 
appropriate mitigation measures relating to construction of the proposed project. 11 
 12 

3.11 Items of a Special Nature 13 
 14 
Airway-Highway Clearance 15 
The nearest airport facility is U.S. Air Force (USAF) Randolph Air Force Base, located 16 
approximately 3 miles southeast of the proposed project area at the intersection of Loop 17 
1604 and FM 78.  The next nearest airport is San Antonio International Airport, located 18 
approximately 4 miles west of the proposed project area.  Other local airports are Twin 19 
Oaks Airport, located approximately 5 miles west of the proposed project area, and Yates 20 
Airport, located approximately 7 miles west of the proposed project area.  21 
 22 
The nearest heliports are located just west of I-35 near the I-410 South interchange.  23 
These are the U.S. Army’s Fort Sam Houston Charles L. Kelly Heliport located 24 
approximately 0.5 mile west of the proposed project area and the SAMMC Heliport, 25 
located approximately 200 ft west of the proposed project area.  Other local heliports are 26 
Rowco Inc. Heliport, located 1.5 miles northwest of the intersection of I-35 and Thousand 27 
Oaks Drive; Martindale Heliport, located approximately 2.5 miles southeast of the 28 
proposed project area; Red Berry Heliport located just over 1 mile southeast of the 29 
proposed project area; and Tj-Cj Heliport located approximately 4.5 miles east of the 30 
proposed project area.  Appendix C: Corridor Map, Sheet 2 depicts the location of the 31 
Charles L. Kelly Heliport and the SAMMC Heliport.  Due to the scale of the corridor map, 32 
the remaining airport and heliport facilities described in this section, which are between 1 33 
and 4.5 miles away from the corridor, are not identified on the map. 34 
 35 
According to the FHWA, highway projects within 20,000 ft of an airport or 5,000 ft of a 36 
heliport require Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) coordination if construction height 37 
would exceed a plane (extending outward from helipad or end of runway) defined by a 38 
distance: height ratio of 100:1 for airports or 25:1 for heliports.  Coordination is also 39 
required within this buffer for any construction or alteration of more than 200 ft in height 40 
above the ground level.  Lastly, coordination is required for minimum 17-ft upward 41 
adjustment (lane elevation) of an Interstate Highway that is part of the National System of 42 
Military and Interstate Highways (I-35 and I-410).  Due to the proximity of the SAMMC 43 
Heliport to the proposed elevated lane construction, FAA coordination would be required 44 
and FAA Form 7460-1 (Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration) would be filed at 45 
least 45 days before the start date of the proposed construction in conjunction with project 46 
airway-highway clearance coordination.   47 
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Other Issues and Resources 1 
No National Wild & Scenic Rivers or National Coastal Barrier Resources Protection 2 
properties occur in the proposed project area, and the proposed project does not occur 3 
within the Texas Coastal Management Zone or within the jurisdiction of the International 4 
Boundary and Waters Commission. 5 
 6 
No other Items of Special Nature occur within the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion 7 
Project area. 8 

9 



I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project  
Environmental Assessment    I-35: I-410 South to FM 1103                                                                                                                        I-35: I-410 South to FM 1103 
  

CSJs: 0016-05-111, etc.                                                                                                                              132 
 

4.0 INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSES 1 
 2 
The FHWA and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations require that 3 
potential indirect and cumulative environmental impacts be considered during the NEPA 4 
process.  This chapter describes the anticipated indirect and cumulative impacts of the 5 
proposed project. 6 
 7 

4.1 Indirect Impacts Analysis 8 
 9 
Indirect impacts are defined as impacts that are “caused by the action and are later in time 10 
or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable” according to the CEQ 11 
(40 Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) 1508.8) and may “include growth inducing 12 
effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population 13 
density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, 14 
including ecosystems.”  This analysis of indirect impacts was conducted using the seven-15 
step process (Table 4-1) outlined in TxDOT’s Revised Guidance on Preparing Indirect and 16 
Cumulative Impact Analyses (September 2010).   17 
 18 

Table 4-1: Seven Steps of Indirect Impacts Analysis 19 
Step Description 

1 Scoping  
2 Identify the Study Area’s Goals and Trends 
3 Inventory the Study Area’s Notable Features 
4 Identify Impact-Causing Activities of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 
5 Identify Potentially Substantial Indirect Effects for Analysis 
6 Analyze Indirect Effects and Evaluate Results 
7 Assess Consequences and Consider/Develop Mitigation, (as Appropriate) 

Source: TxDOT’s Revised Guidance on Preparing Indirect and Cumulative Impact Analyses (September 20 
2010) 21 
 22 
All indirect effects would occur outside of the existing or proposed ROW.  As to the cause 23 
and effect relationship between the proposed improvements and the indirect impact, CEQ 24 
states that indirect effects may include induced changes to land use resulting in resource 25 
impacts (40 C.F.R. § 1508.8).  Indirect effects can be linked to direct effects in a causal 26 
chain (National Cooperative Highway Research Program [NCHRP] Report 466).  The 27 
chain can be extended as indirect effects produce further consequences.  Examples of 28 
direct and indirect effects of several types of transportation projects are summarized in 29 
Table 4-2. 30 
 31 
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Table 4-2: Examples of Indirect Effects 1 
Project Action Direct Effect Indirect Effect 

Bypass Highway Improved Access 

Farmland converted to residential 
use.  New residences produce 
new labor force attracting new 
businesses. 

New Light Rail Improved Access 
New businesses open producing 
jobs/taxes.  Traditional 
businesses/residents priced out. 

New Highway Improved Access 
Development alters character of 
historic area.  Visitors increase to 
historic area 

Source: NCHRP Report 466, Desk Reference for Estimating the Indirect 2 
Effects of Proposed Transportation Projects (2002). 3 

 4 
An indirect impacts questionnaire (Appendix D: Supplemental Data) was sent in 5 
November 2013 to an expert panel representing the municipalities, counties, regional 6 
organizations, and school districts within the area of influence (AOI), to supplement the 7 
seven-step process for evaluating indirect effects.  Respondents making up the expert 8 
panel included city planners, a school district operations manager, and a regional transit 9 
director.  The majority of the expert panel were members of the IH 35 PEL Study 10 
stakeholder groups and were therefore familiar with the proposed project and the region.  11 
A map illustrating a draft AOI was presented as part of the questionnaire and feedback 12 
received in the questionnaire responses resulted in modifications to the AOI.  The AOI 13 
defined in Step 1 contains the AOI agreed to by the expert panel as an acceptable study 14 
area for indirect impacts analysis.  The following analysis presented in Steps 1 through 7 15 
contains feedback and professional opinions provided by the expert panel. 16 
 17 
Step 1: Scoping 18 
The first step in the indirect impacts analysis establishes the context for the remaining 19 
steps in the analysis.  Scoping includes determining the appropriate level of effort and 20 
assessment methodology, as well as determining the location and extent of the indirect 21 
impacts study area.  As part of the scoping process, an indirect impacts questionnaire that 22 
included a question regarding the appropriate location and extent of the indirect impacts 23 
study area was sent to an expert panel, as described previously.  More information about 24 
the questionnaire is included in Step 5.  At the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion 25 
Project public meetings held in October 2013, no concerns about induced growth impacts 26 
were raised, but concerns related to noise, lighting, visual aesthetics, construction impacts 27 
related to air quality, falling debris from the elevated structure, the Warbler Woods Bird 28 
Sanctuary in the City of Cibolo, and historic structures in the City of Selma including six 29 
Victorian houses at Evans Road and Cibolo Creek and the Selma Stage Stop were raised. 30 
 31 
Table 4-3 outlines the recommended assessment methodology associated with each of 32 
the proposed project variables and indicates that a combination of qualitative and 33 
quantitative methods is appropriate for assessing the proposed project. 34 

35 
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Table 4-3: Level of Effort Required for Indirect Impacts Analysis 1 
Proposed Project Variables Assessment Methodology 

Project Type Roadway Qualitative 
Project Scale Medium Qualitative 
Project Scope Regional Qualitative/Quantitative 
Stage of Study Design Alternatives Quantitative 
Project Setting Urban commercial and residential Qualitative 

Design Features Addition of elevated managed lanes and direct 
connectors Qualitative/Quantitative 

Project Purpose Add capacity/Relieve congestion Qualitative 

Data Available Planning documents, demographics, 
questionnaires, mapping data Qualitative/Quantitative 

Source: NCHRP Report 466, Figure 3-1. 2 
 3 
Area of Influence  4 
An important part of the scoping process is to determine the location and extent of the 5 
indirect impacts study area, known as the AOI.  Due to the proximity of the proposed 6 
project to other major arterials, a traffic-based analysis was used to identify project 7 
influenced areas that would be the most likely to be indirectly impacted by the proposed 8 
project.  Traffic analysis zones that contained links indicating a plus or minus 15 percent or 9 
more change in traffic between the 2035 No-Build and Build scenarios were selected and 10 
then merged to form the AOI.  Several iterations were tested before determining that a plus 11 
or minus 15 percent was the most appropriate threshold for determining the AOI for the 12 
proposed project.  A 5 percent change showed many outlier links far away from the 13 
proposed project area, likely due to the limitations in accuracy of the model.  A plus or 14 
minus 10 percent change still showed outliers, and also showed several links on I-10, for 15 
which indirect impacts from the proposed project can reasonably be assumed would be 16 
eclipsed by indirect impacts of other projects on I-10.  The plus or minus 15 percent 17 
change iteration resulted in a reasonable AOI which included the major jurisdictions near 18 
the proposed project area.  This AOI was presented to local stakeholders as part of an 19 
indirect impacts questionnaire that will be discussed later in Step 5.  The AOI was 20 
considered appropriate by most of the respondents with a few minor suggestions for 21 
alterations.  All suggestions to alter the AOI boundary were analyzed in concert with the 22 
traffic data and the only modification that was made was to adjust the southern boundary 23 
of the AOI to FM 78 throughout the Cities of Schertz and Cibolo. 24 
 25 
The AOI, depicted in Appendix A, Exhibit 8: Indirect Impacts Area of Influence Map 26 
encompasses approximately 74,290 acres (116 square miles) and includes portions of the 27 
Cities of Cibolo, Converse, Garden Ridge, Kirby, Live Oak, New Braunfels, San Antonio, 28 
Schertz, Selma, Universal City, and Windcrest in Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties. 29 
 30 
The proposed project is part of the Alamo Area MPO’s MTP, Mobility 2035.  The temporal 31 
boundary for the indirect impacts analysis is 2040.  The year 2040 was chosen because it 32 
corresponds to the latest TWDB population projections.  Data collection for this analysis 33 
includes planning documents from jurisdictions and agencies in the AOI, GIS data to aid in 34 
the identification of notable features, and input from the expert panel.  35 
 36 

37 
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Step 2: Identify the Study Area’s Goals and Trends 1 
In this step of the indirect impact analysis, goals and trends in the AOI are identified in 2 
order to provide a better understanding of the important issues in the area.  Goals and 3 
trends typically concern social, economic, ecological, and growth-related issues.  Goals 4 
include those found in comprehensive and other regional or local plans and may include 5 
policies, regulations, and local ordinances, with particular concern for policies that guide or 6 
restrict future development.  Trends include population growth, development trends, and 7 
trends in industry and the regional economy.  8 
 9 
Because there are 11 municipalities (Cibolo, Converse, Garden Ridge, Kirby, Live Oak, 10 
New Braunfels, San Antonio, Schertz, Selma, Universal City, and Windcrest), 3 counties 11 
(Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe), and various agencies (the Alamo Area MPO, VIA 12 
Metropolitan Transit, Randolph Air Force Base) with jurisdiction within the AOI and 13 
numerous associated planning documents, this section provides a summary of goals and 14 
trends within the AOI in Table 4-4, and information on population change for the counties 15 
and cities within the AOI in Table 4-5.  A detailed look at goals and trends within the AOI is 16 
included in Appendix D: Supplemental Data. 17 
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Table 4-4: Summary of Goals and Trends for Jurisdictions within the AOI 

Jurisdiction 
Geographic 

Relationship to 
Proposed Project 

Planning 
Document 

Planning 
Document 

Year 
Goals/Policies/Future Land Use/Zoning Trends/Recent and Future Development 

Alamo Area MPO 
(Previously called 
the San Antonio-
Bexar County 
MPO) 

MPO region covers the 
proposed project limits 
and AOI. 

Mobility 2035 2009 

 Supporting a combination of transit oriented development (TOD) and infill development as 
the regional growth scenario; 

 Increasing the efficiency of the existing transportation system;  
 Decreasing traffic congestion by coordinating traffic operations;  
 Developing and implementing strategies to reduce travel demand at both the regional and 

corridor levels; and 
 Increasing ridership on public transportation. 

Populations in Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties have 
increased 44.7, 109.3, and 102.8 percent, respectively, from 
1990 to 2010, and are expected to increase further by 2040. 

City of Cibolo 
 

Cibolo is adjacent to the 
proposed project limits in 
one small area around 
Wiederstein Road.  Cibolo 
and its extra-territorial 
jurisdiction (ETJ) cover a 
small portion of the AOI. 

Cibolo Complete 
Master Plan 2005 

 Encouraging different patterns of residential development such as mixed-use, zero-lot-line 
zoning, cluster developments, or traditional neighborhood development, and discouraging 
residential use in flood-prone areas; 

 Planning for retail/commercial service areas along major thoroughfares and intersections; 
and 

 Diversifying the economic base by planning for non-residential uses.   

City of Cibolo population has increased by 155.9 percent from 
1990-2010 and is expected to increase by an additional 
1,328.4 percent by 2040.  There is also a strong trend of 
agricultural land converting to single-family residential use. 
 Future Land Use 

and Thoroughfare 
Map 

2013 
 Primarily single-family residential or rural residential land use in undeveloped areas of the 

city and the ETJ; and 
 Commercial and mixed-use next to FM 78 and FM 1103. 

City of Converse 

Converse is buffered from 
the proposed project by 
Live Oak and Universal 
City and makes up a very 
small portion of the AOI. 

1604 Commercial 
Corridor Plan 
Report 

2013 
 Region is underserved in all aspects of commercial development and amenities.   
 The Plan divides land use into commercial sectors along Loop 1604 and includes 

recommendations of design standards. 

City of Converse population has increased by 104.7 percent 
from 1990-2010 and is expected to increase by an additional 
54.9 percent by 2040.  The city has had a lot of residential 
growth over the past two decades but is trying to rebalance 
land use by adding commercial uses. 

City of Garden 
Ridge 

Garden Ridge and its ETJ 
is buffered from the 
proposed project by 
Schertz and covers a 
small portion of the AOI. 

Zoning Map 2008 
 Industrial zoning in the eastern half of the city where the Hanson Quarry is located; 
 Primarily residential and residential-agriculture in the western half; and 
 Some commercial uses along FM 2252. 

City of Garden Ridge population has increased by 124.8 
percent from 1990-2010 and is expected to increase by an 
additional 150.0 percent by 2040. 

City of Kirby 

Kirby is buffered from the 
proposed project by San 
Antonio.  Kirby covers a 
very small portion of the 
AOI. 

Zoning Map 2004 

 Kirby is primarily a residential community.   
 Commercial land use is limited to the south side of FM 78, both sides of Old Seguin Road 

in the northern parts of the city, and Ackerman Road south of Binz-Engelman Road; and 
 Light industrial zoning is located in the eastern section south of Binz-Engelman Road. 

City of Kirby population decreased by 3.9 percent from 1990-
2010 but is expected to increase by 31.2 percent by 2040. 

City of Live Oak 
 

Live Oak crosses the 
proposed project limits 
near the intersection with 
Loop 1604.  Live Oak 
covers a small portion of 
the AOI. 

Comprehensive 
Plan 2022 2011 

 Encouraging the most desirable and efficient use of land while enhancing the physical and 
economic environment of Live Oak;   

 Establishing land use policies that encourage retail along I-35 and Loop 1604; and 
 Enhancing the visual character of Live Oak by creating gateways at key corridors. 

City of Live Oak population has increased by 31.0 percent 
from 1990-2010 and is expected to increase by an additional 
17.9 percent by 2040.  Recent developments include the 
Gateway Plaza Shopping Center and Toepperwein Medical 
Plaza, which will ultimately contain three buildings of roughly 
20,000 square ft each located on 6 acres at the northwest 
corner of Interstate Highway 35 and Toepperwein Road.  A 
proposed Live Oak Town Center, a 112-acre, mixed-use 
project, is under assessment.   

Future Land Use 
Map 2011 

 Commercial use at I-35 near Toepperwein Road;  
 Retail use around I-35 at the Loop 1604 intersection; and  
 Mixed-use non-residential use on the north side of I-35 north of Pat Booker Road.   

City of New 
Braunfels 
 

New Braunfels and its 
ETJ do not touch the 
proposed project limits, 
but cover much of the 
northeastern portion of the 
AOI. 

Comprehensive 
Plan Update 2006 

 Promoting manageable growth;  
 Encouraging a mix of land uses to create a sense of community;  
 Preventing premature development in the City’s peripheral areas;  
 Providing sufficient housing opportunities to meet the future needs; and  
 Encouraging infill development. 

City of New Braunfels population has increased by 111.2 
percent from 1990-2010 and is expected to increase by an 
additional 88.0 percent by 2040.  Although not within the AOI, 
New Braunfels has several large developments planned, 
including Veramendi, a 2,400-acre mixed use development on 
the west side of Loop 337 north of SH 46, Creekside, a 1 
million-square foot retail center on the northeast corner of FM 
306 and I-35, and Resolute Hospital center, a 56-acre mixed-
use development.  General development planning within the 
City of New Braunfels and its ETJ between 2010 and 2012 

Future Land Use 
Map 2012 

 Includes land uses for the ETJ;  
 Residential and industrial land uses within most of the AOI; and  
 Commercial land use designated around the proposed Outer Loop parkway. 

2012 Thoroughfare 
Plan 2012  Proposed parkway within the AOI, extending north and south of I-35 at Schwab Road. 
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Jurisdiction 
Geographic 

Relationship to 
Proposed Project 

Planning 
Document 

Planning 
Document 

Year 
Goals/Policies/Future Land Use/Zoning Trends/Recent and Future Development 

New Braunfels 
Outer Loop Study 
Report (Final) 

2009 

 The City is considering a proposed 40-mile Outer Loop; 
 Preliminary study was completed in 2009 which included the recommendation of 

preferred corridor; and 
 No funding has yet been identified for the proposed project. 

included over 5,300 acres that will result in over 6,400 
residential lots and over 766 acres of non-residential 
development.  According to city staff, the 2013 figures are 
expected to exceed the average of the previous three years.  
 

City of San Antonio 
 

San Antonio and its ETJ 
cover much of the 
southwestern portion of 
the proposed project limits 
and AOI.   

2011 
Comprehensive 
Master Plan 
Framework 
(Component of the 
Comprehensive 
Master Plan) 

2011 

 Employment centers are strategically located and easily accessible by various 
transportation modes; 

 Military installations are supported for future viability and growth; 
 Context sensitive design is utilized to balance function, safety, and aesthetics for 

development and redevelopment; 
 San Antonio’s air quality meets federal air quality standards; 
 Environmental quality protection is integrated into all phases of local planning policy and 

implementation; 
 A multi-modal transportation system is available; and 
 A bicycle infrastructure system is available for commuters and recreational riders. 

City of San Antonio population has increased by 41.8 percent 
from 1990-2010 and is expected to increase by an additional 
43.9 percent by 2040.  According to the City of San Antonio 
Master Development Plan GIS database, there are 10 
approved master development plans within the AOI that are 
either not started or only partially completed according to aerial 
photography, including four commercial, two industrial, one 
residential, and four mixed-use developments, totaling 
approximately 1,325 acres. 
 

North Sector Plan 
(Component of the 
Comprehensive 
Master Plan) 

2010 

 Mass transit corridors within the developed southern half of the North Sector are 
supported through land use planning and increased density at selected locations; 

 Edwards Aquifer Recharge and Contributing Zones are protected as the City’s primary 
potable water source; 

 Endangered species in the area are protected; 
 Compatible land use pattern promoted so that natural resources are preserved and the 

local economy remains viable; and 
 Continue to locate higher density residential and compatible employment uses near the 

intersections of I-10/ I-410, US 281/Loop 1604, I-10/Loop 1604, I-35/I-410, and along 
Lone Star Rail in Selma and Garden Ridge. 

Camelot I 
Neighborhood 
Plan 

2010 

 Focus on more diverse development to balance the land uses in the area;   
 Inclusion of low-density mixed-use land use particularly along Walzem Road;  
 Adding business park and low-density residential land uses along Walzem Road; and  
 Increasing low-density residential land uses along Eisenhauer Road. 

Arena 
District/Eastside 
Community Plan 

2003 

 Conserving existing neighborhoods;  
 Encouraging economic revitalization through transportation;  
 Providing a balanced and coordinated transportation system; and  
 Developing non-motorized transportation solutions. 

Walzem Road 
Area Business 
District Strategic 
Revitalization Plan 

2012  Recruiting new businesses to create a sustainable market mix; and  
 Improving the function and appearance of public infrastructure and public spaces. 

San Antonio Bike 
Plan 2011 + 
Implementation 
Strategy 

2011 
 Increasing the mode share of bicyclist commuters;  
 Providing a safe environment for bicycling in San Antonio; and  
 Developing a comprehensive network of on- and off-street bicycle facilities. 

City of Schertz 
 

Schertz covers the 
northeastern portion of the 
proposed project and 
Schertz and its ETJ 
covers a portion of the 
eastern part of the AOI. 

Comprehensive 
Land Plan 2001 

 Managing growth to protect small town character;  
 Promoting transit-oriented-development; 
 Encouraging compatible development around Randolph Air Force Base; 
 Promoting infill development;   
 Future development of high occupancy vehicle lanes or mass transit; 
 Beautification of major corridors including I-35; and   
 Concentration of commercial and industrial growth in nodes at intersections along major 

thoroughfares including I-35. 

City of Schertz population has increased by 195.2 percent 
from 1990-2010 and is expected to increase by an additional 
119.6 percent by 2040.  Recent development in Schertz 
includes a Sysco distribution center at Schwab Road and I-35 
in 2010, an Amazon distribution center under construction at  
I-35 and Schertz Parkway in 2012, a Caterpillar plant at the 
Tri-County Industrial Park at Doerr Lane and Lookout Road in 
2012, and the Baptist Emergency Hospital at I-35 near Schertz 
Parkway in 2013.  The city also broke ground on The 
Crossvine along FM 1518 in south Schertz, their first mixed-

Schertz Sector 
Plan 2013  Implement a “Highway Commercial Overlay District” along both the northbound and 

southbound frontage roads of I-35.   
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Jurisdiction 
Geographic 

Relationship to 
Proposed Project 

Planning 
Document 

Planning 
Document 

Year 
Goals/Policies/Future Land Use/Zoning Trends/Recent and Future Development 

Future Land Use 
Plan 2001 

 Primarily highway commercial adjacent to I-35;  
 Single-family residential to the south;  
 Agricultural conservation to the north within the ETJ;  
 Open space east of FM 1003 at the Northcliffe golf course;  
 Limited industrial and mixed-use within the AOI. 

use master-planned community, in summer of 2013.  Other 
future developments include the Parklands, Riata, and the 
Reserve at Schertz. 

Economic 
Development Plan 
Update 

2010 

 Recommendations of two target sectors, advanced logistics and distribution and clean 
tech; and  

 Pursuing destination retail projects for the I-35 corridor as one strategy as part of their 
goal to raise awareness of economic development opportunities in Schertz. 

City of Selma 
 

Selma covers the central 
portion of the proposed 
project limits and a small 
portion of the AOI. 

Comprehensive 
Development Plan 
2005-2020 

2007 

 Encouraging commercial development in the area surrounding I-35 and FM 1518; 
 Encouraging redevelopment of the area on the east side of I-35 between Cibolo Creek 

and the City Park as a specialty commercial shopping area; and 
 Encouraging redevelopment of the area on the west side of I-35 between Retama 

Parkway and Old Austin Road into an attractive commercial area. 

City of Selma population has increased by 965.4 percent from 
1990-2010 and is expected to increase by an additional 98.8 
percent by 2040.  Two residential developments, Retama 
Springs located off of Lookout Road and The Trails at 
Kensington Ranch located off of FM 1518, are nearing 
completion, and new construction is beginning on Retama 
West and Lookout Hollow Apartments.  There are two future 
developments planned, The Retreat at Retama and the 
Reserve at Retama. 

Future Land Use 
Map 2007 

 72 percent of the city was classified as developed in 2005;   
 Undeveloped parcels north of Lookout Road are primarily planned for residential and 

industrial uses; and 
 Undeveloped parcels adjacent to I-35 are primarily planned for commercial use. 

City of Universal 
City 

Universal City is buffered 
from the proposed project 
by Selma and Schertz and 
covers a small portion of 
the AOI. 

Comprehensive 
Plan 2008-2013 2007 

 Targeting retail businesses;  
 Expanding commercial development near the Northeast Lakeview College campus; and 
 Public and private investment in infill and redevelopment. 

Universal City population has increased by 33.5 percent from 
1990-2010 and is expected to increase by an additional 26.1 
percent by 2040.  Recent development includes the Northlake 
Business Park, which is intended for retail, office and 
office/warehouse tenancy, a future sports park, and retail and 
commercial across from the Northeast Lakeview College.   

City of Windcrest 
 

Windcrest is adjacent to 
the proposed project near 
the intersection of I-410 
West and covers a small 
portion of the AOI. 

Draft General Plan 
(Not adopted yet) 2013 

 Utilizing city resources and authority to manage growth and development;  
 Planning, locating, and maintaining infrastructure, utilities, and facilities to aid and 

maintain safe, healthy, and sustainable environment for community activity. City of Windcrest population has increased slightly by 0.6 
percent from 1990-2010 due to almost built-out status and is 
expected to increase by an additional 11.3 percent by 2040.  
Windsor Park Mall was recently redeveloped into Rackspace, 
Inc in 2012.   
 

Zoning Map 2012 

 Business district in the southern portion of the city south of Walzem Road;   
 Neighborhood business or business adjacent to I-35 and Walzem Road west of Midcrown 

Drive;   
 Multi-family zones near the intersection of Windway Drive and Shadowcrest, and Willow 

Way north of Weathercock Lane; and   
 Single-family residential in the remainder of the city. 

Randolph Air Force 
Base 

Not located within the AOI 
but has goal of managing 
compatible land use in 
adjacent jurisdictions. 

Air Installation 
Compatible Use 
Zone Study 

2008 

 Goal of managing land use in adjacent jurisdictions in the Randolph Metrocom; 
 Portions of Universal City, Selma, and Schertz contain the Accident Potential Zones 

(APZ) I and II;  
 Uses that concentrate people in small areas are not considered appropriate for this area; 

and 
 Most of the land within the northern APZs had compatible uses. 

--- 

VIA 
Provides public 
transportation service in 
the San Antonio area. 

VIA 2035 
Comprehensive 
Transportation 
Plan 

2011  Improved express bus service in the I-35 corridor 
 

VIA future services include the planned Northeast Corridor  
27-mile express bus route along I-35 from Downtown San 
Antonio to Toepperwein Road that would provide more 
frequent and extended bus service in the I-35 corridor and a 
proposed Transit Center adjacent to I-35 near Ft. Sam 
Houston. 

Source: Cities of Cibolo, Converse, Garden Ridge, Kirby, Live Oak, New Braunfels, San Antonio, Schertz, Selma, Universal City, and Windcrest; VIA; Alamo Area MPO; U.S. Census Bureau, Census 1990, 2000, 2010; Texas Water Development 
Board, 2016 Regional Water Plan; and Project Team Staff, 2013. 
Note: Refer to Appendix D: Supplemental Data for additional information. 
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As shown in Table 4-5, the three counties traversed by the proposed project (Bexar, 1 
Comal, and Guadalupe) added over 650,000 residents between 1990 and 2010, equating 2 
to a 50.1 percent increase in population.  The cities within the AOI have also experienced 3 
growth over the past two decades with the exception of Kirby, which decreased slightly.  4 
More information about population trends in individual cities within the AOI is presented in 5 
Appendix D: Supplemental Data. 6 
 7 
Table 4-5: Historic and Projected Population for Cities and Counties within the AOI 8 

Geography 1990 2000 2010 
Percent 
Change  
(1990-
2010) 

2040 
(Projected) 

Projected 
Percent Change  

(2010-2040) 

City 
Cibolo 1,757 3,169 4,497 155.9% 64,234 1,328.4% 
Converse 8,887 11,508 18,198 104.8% 28,193 54.9% 
Garden Ridge 1,450 1,982 3,259 124.8% 8,146 150.0% 
Kirby 8,326 8,673 8,000 -3.9% 10,494 31.2% 
Live Oak 10,023 9,156 13,131 31.0% 15,480 17.9% 
New Braunfels 27,334 36,494 57,740 111.2% 108,532 88.0% 
San Antonio 935,933 1,144,646 1,327,407 41.8% 1,910,744 43.9% 
Schertz 10,660 18,694 31,465 195.2% 69,106 119.6% 
Selma 520 788 5,540 965.4% 11,012 98.8% 
Universal City 13,057 14,849 17,428 33.5% 21,970 26.1% 
Windcrest 5,331 5,105 5,364 0.6% 5,972 11.3% 
County 
Bexar 1,185,394 1,392,931 1,714,773 44.7% 2,468,254 43.9% 
Comal 51,832 78,021 108,472 109.3% 216,562 99.6% 
Guadalupe 64,873 89,023 131,533 102.8% 276,064 109.9% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 1990, 2000, 2010; Texas Water Development Board, 2016 Regional 9 
Water Plan. 10 
 11 
As reflected above, much of the AOI is nearing build-out and is evolving toward a denser 12 
and more urban environment.  Much of the future development within the AOI would be 13 
influenced by the above-mentioned regional and local urban plans and policies.  As 14 
described above, regional goals include economic development, which requires reliable 15 
transportation.  The pattern of development and redevelopment has intensified over the 16 
past decade and is expected to continue into the foreseeable future.  This steady transition 17 
is consistent with the goals and objectives of the various municipalities in the AOI. 18 
 19 
Step 3: Inventory the Study Area’s Notable Features  20 
The primary objective of Step 3 is to inventory the base environmental conditions of the 21 
proposed project AOI and involves three sub-steps:  22 
 23 

 Inventory Ecosystem Conditions (i.e. natural resources); 24 
 Inventory Socioeconomic Conditions; and 25 
 Inventory Notable Features. 26 

 27 
Section 3.0 Specific Areas of Environmental Concerns documents the existing 28 
baseline conditions with respect to ecosystem and socioeconomic conditions.  The 29 
sections that follow discuss ecosystem and socioeconomic conditions on a broader scale 30 
and identify notable features within the AOI. 31 
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Inventory Ecosystem Condition 1 
As described in Section 3.0 Specific Areas of Environmental Concerns, the area 2 
surrounding the proposed project is primarily urbanized or rapidly urbanizing.  The majority 3 
of the AOI is also primarily developed with the exceptions of undeveloped and/or 4 
agricultural land located in the northeastern portion of the AOI in unincorporated Comal 5 
County and the City of New Braunfels’ ETJ, and the southeastern part of the AOI in the 6 
Cities of Cibolo and Schertz and their ETJs.  As previously discussed, there are riparian 7 
woodlands associated with several of the waterways located within the proposed project 8 
limits, and these riparian areas extend into the AOI.   9 
 10 
The AOI contains areas within Karst Zone 2 (areas having a high probability of containing 11 
suitable habitat for endangered karst invertebrate species) and Karst Zone 3 (areas that 12 
probably do not contain endangered karst invertebrate species).  There are two known 13 
karst features within the AOI in Comal County, one approximately 3 miles from the 14 
proposed project limits on the western boundary of the City of Garden Ridge, and one 15 
approximately 3.5 miles from the proposed project in unincorporated Comal County.  There 16 
are no known occurrences of listed karst species within the AOI.  Known karst features and 17 
known occurrences of listed karst species within Bexar County occur outside of the AOI.  18 
According to the National Wetlands Inventory, there are approximately 85 acres of 19 
Freshwater Emergent Wetland or Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland, 23.7 acres of 20 
Riverine class, and 285 acres of freshwater ponds located in the AOI.  According to TCEQ, 21 
there is one impaired stream segment in the AOI, Dry Comal Creek, 1 mile north of the 22 
proposed project’s northern terminus.   23 
 24 
There is one known occurrence of the Golden-cheeked Warbler in the AOI located at the 25 
Warbler Woods Sanctuary and there are areas of potential Golden-cheeked Warbler 26 
habitat located in the northeast portion of the AOI in unincorporated Comal County and 27 
New Braunfels’ ETJ.  There is one known occurrence of Black-capped vireo in the AOI 28 
located at the Warbler Woods Sanctuary.   29 
 30 
Inventory Socioeconomic Conditions 31 
As previously discussed in Step 2, the three counties traversed by the proposed project 32 
(Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe) added over 650,000 residents between 1990 and 2010, 33 
equating to a 50.1 percent increase in population.  The TWDB’s household population 34 
projections indicate dramatic growth is expected to occur in Bexar, Guadalupe, and Comal 35 
Counties through the year 2040.  The TWDB projects Bexar County to grow to a 36 
household population of 2,468,254 residents by 2040, an approximate increase of 43.9 37 
percent from its Census 2010-documented population.  The TWDB projects an 38 
approximate 99.6 percent growth in the Comal County population and an approximate 39 
109.9 percent growth during the same time period in the Guadalupe County population. 40 
 41 
Table 4-6 summarizes the MPO population, households, and employment control totals 42 
from Mobility 2035.  The study area for the plan included Bexar County and a small portion 43 
of Comal and Guadalupe Counties.  Employment is projected to increase by 60.0 percent 44 
from 2005 to 2035, and population is projected to increase 43.2 percent during the same 45 
period. 46 
 47 
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Table 4-6: Population, Households, and Employment Control Totals for the Study 1 
Area (in millions) 2 

Category 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 Percent Change 
(2005 to 2035) 

Population 
(in millions) 1.55 1.67 1.79 1.91 2.02 2.13 2.22 43.2% 

Households 
(in millions) 0.55 0.59 0.64 0.68 0.73 0.78 0.83 50.9% 

Employment 
(in millions) 0.75 0.86 0.93 0.98 1.05 1.11 1.20 60.0% 

Empl/Pop 
(Percent) 48.4% 51.5% 51.9% 51.3% 51.9% 52.1% 54.1% 10.7% 

Source: Mobility 2035 3 
 4 
Notable Features 5 
The notable features listed in Table 4-7 include sensitive species and habitats, valued 6 
environmental components, and features with relative uniqueness, recovery time, and 7 
unusual landscape features.  Notable features are shown on Appendix A: Exhibit 8, 8 
Sheet 2. 9 
 10 

11 
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Table 4-7 Notable Features within the AOI 1 

Name Resource Type Appendix A: Exhibit 8 
ID # 

Sensitive Species and Habitats 
Karst Zones 2 and 3 Natural Resource NF 1 
Impaired Stream Segment Natural Resource NF 2 
Valued Environmental Components 
Seguin Road Bridge Cultural Resource NF 3 
Dixie Form & Steel Company Cultural Resource NF 4 
Hansmann Farm Cultural Resource NF 5 
Harrison and McCulloch Stage Stop Cultural Resource NF 6 
Old Selma City Hall/WOAI Radio building Cultural Resource NF 7 
“Old” Brooke Army Medical Center Cultural Resource NF 8 
Pershing House Cultural Resource NF 9 
Post Chapel at Fort Sam Houston Cultural Resource NF 10 
John S. Harrison House Cultural Resource NF 11 
Fort Sam Houston Historic District Cultural Resource NF 12 
The Quadrangle  Cultural Resource NF 13 
Jack White Park (Ackerman-White House) Cultural Resource NF 14 
Alphonse W. Perrin House Cultural Resource NF 15 
Fort Sam Houston Traffic Generator NF 16 
San Antonio Military Medical Center Traffic Generator NF 17 
Union Pacific Rail Facilities  Traffic Generator NF 18 
HEB Food Stores Distribution/Warehouse Center Traffic Generator NF 19 
Randolph Air Force Base Traffic Generator NF 20 
The Forum at Olympia Parkway Traffic Generator NF 21 
Retama Park Traffic Generator NF 22 
AT&T Center Traffic Generator NF 23 
Amazon Distribution Center Traffic Generator NF 24 
Splashtown Traffic Generator NF 25 
Rackspace Headquarters Traffic Generator NF 26 
Uniqueness and Unusual Landscape Features 
Warbler Woods Bird Sanctuary Natural Resource NF 27 
Edwards and Trinity Aquifers Recharge Zones Natural Resource NF 28 

Source: Project Team Staff, 2013 2 
 3 

Step 4: Identify Impact-Causing Activities of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 4 
Transportation projects such as the proposed I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion 5 
Project could involve a number of impact-causing activities.  This step is intended to 6 
conceptualize, not quantify, potential indirect impacts that would occur because of the 7 
proposed project.  Table 4-8 summarizes the potential impact-causing activities that may 8 
be associated with the proposed project, including construction, operation, and 9 
maintenance of the facility.   10 

11 
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Table 4-8: Potential Impact-Causing Activities of the Build Alternative 1 
Type of Activity Project-Specific Activity Relevant Details 

Modification of 
Regime 
 

Alteration of Habitat/Flora 
Approximately 2.64 acres of riparian habitat could 
be removed as a result of the construction of the 
proposed project. 

Hydrology 

At this stage of project development it is assumed 
all water features in the proposed project area can 
be spanned so no work is proposed within any 
jurisdictional feature within the project limits.  
Therefore, no permanent impacts are anticipated. 

Land 
Transformation and 
Construction 
 

Construction 
Method, Ancillary Elements 

The proposed project consists of the addition of 
four elevated managed lanes and direct 
connectors.  Elevated lanes require the placement 
of roadway columns and footings.  It is anticipated 
that construction activities would consist of clearing 
the immediate area of vegetation, as needed, to 
allow for the drilling of each column or footing. 

Addition of ROW 
Approximately 21.6 acres of proposed ROW would 
be required. 

Resource Extraction Excavation and dredging Drill shafts of varying depths (30 ft to 100 ft typical) 
would be required. 

Processing Storage of Supplies 

Material storage areas and construction office 
trailers are commonly located within the project 
ROW during construction.  BMPs would be put 
into place. 

Land Alteration 
 

Cut and Fill 
Excavation/embankment work would be contained 
between the mainlanes and frontage road 
systems. 

Landscaping, Erosion Control 

Permanent soil erosion control features would be 
constructed as soon as feasible during the early 
stages of construction through proper sodding 
and/or seeding techniques.  Disturbed areas would 
be restored and stabilized as soon as the 
construction schedule permits and temporary 
sodding would be considered where large areas of 
disturbed ground would be left bare for a 
considerable length of time. 

Impervious Cover 

Impervious cover would increase largely as a 
result of the elevated roadway which would leave 
most of the natural ground underneath 
undisturbed.  The drainage consequences would 
be mitigated with storm sewer system upgrades.  
Water quality BMPs would be used as required. 

Resource Renewal Revegetation, Remediation, 
Reforestation 

During construction, minimal clearing of vegetation 
would occur.  Native vegetation would be re-
established.  Landscaping would be in accordance 
with EO 13112 on Invasive Species and the 
Executive Memorandum on Beneficial 
Landscaping.  There are 42 large trees located 
within the proposed project limits.  The total 
number of large individual trees and total acreage 
affected may change during final design.  TxDOT 
would minimize the loss by preserving as many 
trees as possible.  Trees within the ROW, but not 
in the construction zone, would not be removed if 
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Type of Activity Project-Specific Activity Relevant Details 
possible. 

Changes in Traffic Traffic Patterns on Project and 
Adjoining Facilities 

The proposed project consists of the addition of 
four elevated managed lanes and direct 
connectors.  Traffic congestion is expected to be 
ameliorated with the proposed project.  No major 
traffic diversions from other facilities are expected. 

Waste 
Emplacement Landfill, Waste Discharge 

Soil excavated from the proposed project area 
would likely be stockpiled in upland areas for use 
on another project or sold for other uses, 
depending on the results of soil testing.  The 
contractor, when selected, may choose to provide 
portable sanitary facilities for employees at the 
field office.  No other sanitary waste discharge is 
anticipated. 

Chemical treatment Fertilizer/Herbicide Application 

When used, fertilizers are generally only applied 
during the revegetative phase of the proposed 
project, after which the use of fertilizers is 
discontinued.  Periodic applications of herbicide 
may occur during the maintenance phase of the 
proposed project. 

Access Alteration 

Changes in Access, Circulation 
Patterns, 

Travel Times to Major 
Attractors 

The proposed project includes the reversal, 
reconstruction, removal, and addition of entrance 
and/or exit ramps. 

Source: Project Team Staff, 2013 
 1 
Step 5: Identify Potentially Substantial Indirect Effects for Analysis 2 
This step compares the effects of the proposed project impact-causing actions from Step 4 3 
with the goals and notable features identified in Steps 2 and 3.  This step helps to establish 4 
which effects are potentially substantial and merit subsequent detailed analysis and which 5 
effects are not potentially substantial and require no further assessment.  The three types 6 
of indirect effects are listed below. 7 
 8 

 Encroachment-Alteration Effects:  These effects are linked to the impact-causing 9 
activities identified in Step 4 and apply to ecological and socioeconomic effects; 10 

 Induced Growth Effects:  These effects pertain to how a proposed transportation 11 
project could induce land use change; and 12 

 Effects Related to Induced Growth:  These effects occur as a result of induced 13 
growth.  14 
 15 

Table 4-9 addresses the potential encroachment-alteration effects for each resource and 16 
issue categories, discussing whether or not the effects are considered substantial enough 17 
to merit further analysis in Step 6.  18 
 19 

20 
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Table 4-9: Summary of Encroachment-Alteration Effects Analysis 1 

Resource and/or 
Issue Potential Encroachment-Alteration Effects Analysis 

Further 
Analysis 
in Step 6 

Socioeconomic 
Resources 

The proposed project would change existing access, including reversal, 
reconstruction, addition, and removal of entrance and/or exit ramps.  
The proposed project would also include direct encroachment effects 
including the displacement  of 1 residence, 2 businesses, portions of 
two parking facilities, 2 signs, 11 billboards, and 1 sewage lift station.  
For these reasons socioeconomic resources are carried forward for 
analysis of encroachment-alteration impacts in Step 6.   

Yes 

Water Quality There is one stream segment within 5 miles downstream of the 
proposed project listed as impaired on the 2012 Texas Integrated 
Report for Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list.  Dry Comal Creek 
(Segment 1811A_01) is located approximately 1 mile north of the 
proposed project, and would receive runoff from the northern-most 
section of the proposed project.  For this reason, water quality is carried 
forward for analysis of encroachment-alteration impacts in Step 6.   

Yes 

Floodplains The proposed project would increase impermeable surfaces and have 
the potential to indirectly affect sediment and pollutant loading in the 
100-yr floodplain.  However, floodplain management regulations and 
design standards would require that the proposed Build Alternative be 
designed so as not to alter base flood elevations and not cause 
adverse flood impacts to upstream or downstream properties.  For 
these reasons, floodplains are not carried forward for analysis of 
encroachment-alteration impacts in Step 6.   

No 

Wetlands and 
Other Waters of 
the U.S. 

The Proposed Build Alternatives would not encroach upon potential 
wetland areas that may be subject to USACE jurisdiction.  There were 
no potential wetlands observed during the field investigations 
completed by qualified biologists.  The 20 crossings that are potential 
WOUS would be spanned for the construction of the proposed project.  
If any readjustments are needed for frontage roads or existing 
mainlanes within a WOUS, the work could be covered by a NWP 14 
with or without a PCN.  For these reasons, wetlands and jurisdictional 
waters of the U.S. are not carried forward for analysis of encroachment-
alteration impacts in Step 6.   

No 

Vegetation The proposed project would encroach upon vegetated areas along the 
I-35 corridor due to sections of proposed ROW adjacent to 
undeveloped land in several locations.  For this reason, vegetation is 
carried forward for analysis of encroachment-alteration impacts in Step 
6.   

Yes 

Wildlife The proposed project would encroach upon vegetated areas along the 
I-35 corridor at areas of proposed ROW.  These vegetated areas may 
provide habitat for terrestrial wildlife known to occur in the corridor.  
However, habitat in the corridor is highly disturbed adjacent to the 
existing roadway and on the land adjacent to the highway, and any 
additional wildlife habitat fragmentation would be minimal.  For these 
reasons, wildlife is not carried forward for analysis of encroachment-
alteration impacts in Step 6.   

No 

Threatened and 
Endangered 
Species/Habitat 

Suitable habitat for federal candidate species of Bexar, Comal, and 
Guadalupe Counties may be present within the study area at Salado 
Creek for the golden orb, Texas fatmucket, and Texas pimpleback.  
Potential habitat may be present within the proposed study area for the 
state-listed threatened Texas horned lizard and timber canebrake 
rattlesnake.  Potential habitat was also observed for the following state 
species of greatest conservation need (SGCN) or rare species: 
Guadalupe bass, a mayfly, cave myotis bat, ghost-faced bat, plains 

Yes 
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Resource and/or 
Issue Potential Encroachment-Alteration Effects Analysis 

Further 
Analysis 
in Step 6 

spotted skunk, creeper (squawfoot), spot-tailed earless lizard, Texas 
garter snake, big red sage, and Parks’ jointweed.  For these reasons, 
threatened and endangered species are carried forward for analysis of 
encroachment-alteration impacts in Step 6.   

Cultural 
Resources - 
Historic 

No ROW is required from any of the historic resources identified for the 
proposed project and therefore no direct effects to any historic 
resources are anticipated.  No adverse visual effect or other indirect 
effects to any historic properties from the proposed project are 
anticipated.  For this reason, historic resources are not carried forward 
for analysis of encroachment-alteration impacts in Step 6.   

No 

Cultural 
Resources - 
Archeological 

TxDOT proposed the project would have No Effect on archeological 
historic sites or cemeteries and no further work is recommended in the 
APE and the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Texas 
Historical Commission concurred with these findings.  For this reason, 
archeological resources are not carried forward for analysis of 
encroachment-alteration impacts in Step 6.   

No 

 1 
Induced Growth Effects  2 
The proposed project would increase capacity, improve LOS on the general and managed 3 
lanes, and improve mobility in the area, which could make land within the AOI more 4 
attractive to development.  In order to collect information on potential induced growth, an 5 
indirect impacts questionnaire was distributed to local planning officials.  The results of the 6 
survey indicate that the project has potential for induced growth, and for this reason 7 
induced growth effects are carried forward into Step 6 for further analysis. 8 
 9 
Effects Related to Induced Growth 10 
Since induced growth effects are carried forward for more detailed study, effects related to 11 
induced growth are also reviewed in greater detail in Step 6.  12 
 13 
Step 6: Analyze Indirect Effects and Evaluate Results  14 
The objective of this step is to assess the effects identified in the previous step by 15 
determining magnitude, probability of occurrence, timing and duration, and degree to which 16 
the effect can be controlled or mitigated to determine if those effects have the potential to 17 
be substantial. 18 
 19 

20 
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Encroachment-Alteration Effects  1 
 2 
Ecological Effects 3 
As previously discussed in Section 3.6.3 Vegetation and Wildlife, 1,058.52 acres of the 4 
combined 1,073.45-acre existing and proposed ROW is urbanized.  Indirect effects to 5 
vegetation as a result of encroachment of the proposed project would only occur where 6 
new ROW is being acquired in undeveloped areas.  Most of the proposed ROW is located 7 
in developed or paved areas and the land adjacent to the proposed project is 8 
predominantly urbanized with little habitat for wildlife species.  Proposed ROW adjacent to 9 
undeveloped land occurs as slivers on the south side of I-35 located between FM 1103 10 
and just west of Forester Peak Road (2.15 acres) and on the north side of I-35 between 11 
FM 1103 and Holly Lane (1.78 acres).  Proposed ROW adjacent to undeveloped land also 12 
occurs on the east side of I-35 around the Old Wiederstein intersection between Roy 13 
Richard Drive and Hope Lane (8.72 acres).  In these areas, the encroachment effect would 14 
be limited to a change in the edge effect of the vegetation patches where one community 15 
transitions into another due to relocation of the ROW boundary.  In areas where no new 16 
ROW is being acquired, indirect effects to vegetation associated with the encroachment of 17 
the proposed project would essentially be unchanged from the existing condition (i.e., No-18 
Build Alternative).   19 
 20 
As discussed in Section 3.6.1 Threatened and Endangered Species, suitable habitat for 21 
the federal candidate species of Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties may be present 22 
within the study area at Salado Creek for the golden orb, Texas fatmucket, and Texas 23 
pimpleback.  Potential habitat may be present within the proposed study area for the state-24 
listed threatened Texas horned lizard and timber canebrake rattlesnake.  Potential habitat 25 
was also observed for the following state species of greatest conservation need (SGCN) or 26 
rare species: Guadalupe bass, a mayfly, cave myotis bat, ghost-faced bat, plains spotted 27 
skunk, creeper (squawfoot), spot-tailed earless lizard, Texas garter snake, big red sage, 28 
and Parks’ jointweed.  Ecological encroachment-alteration effects to habitat from the 29 
proposed project are anticipated to be minimal as they would be limited to areas where 30 
ROW would be required next to undeveloped areas, with the exception of increased 31 
potential for accidental spills that could runoff into streams within the AOI.  Although there 32 
may be suitable habitat for the above listed species, no substantial encroachment effects 33 
are anticipated to these species as a result of the proposed project.  34 
 35 
As stated in Section 3.7.3 Water Quality, there is one stream segment within 5 miles 36 
downstream of the proposed project listed as impaired on the 2012 Texas Integrated 37 
Report for Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list.  Dry Comal Creek (Segment 1811A_01) is 38 
located approximately 1 mile north of the proposed project, and would receive runoff from 39 
the northern-most section of the proposed project.  This stream is impaired due to elevated 40 
bacteria levels.  Bacteria are not a typical component of roadway runoff; therefore, project 41 
runoff would not be anticipated to contribute to this impairment.9   42 
 43 

                                            
 
 
9 Erosion, Sediment and Runoff Control for Roads and Highways, Table 1. EPA website. Accessed 8/22/2014. 

http://www.epa.gov/owow/nps/education/runoff.html  
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Added capacity projects potentially increase the chance of degradation of surface water 1 
quality from roadway contaminants or chemical spills from commercial or private transport 2 
vehicles utilizing the roadway.  Indirect water quality impacts in the form of potential 3 
roadway contaminants or chemical spills due to the proposed improvements would only 4 
occur downstream of the proposed project area.  Because contaminants would be carried 5 
down gradient with the streamflow, tributaries feeding into these creeks would not be 6 
indirectly impacted. 7 
 8 
There is a potential for encroachment-alteration effects on water quality and therefore on 9 
species affected by degradation of water quality, for a temporary period of time during pre-10 
construction and construction activities.  To minimize adverse effects to water quality 11 
during construction, the proposed project would utilize temporary erosion and 12 
sedimentation control BMPs from the TxDOT’s manual “Standard Specifications for the 13 
Construction of Highways, Streets, and Bridges.”  There is also potential for degradation of 14 
water quality due to increased impervious cover after construction; however, permanent 15 
BMPs would be identified and utilized by the contractor as appropriate in order to mitigate 16 
this impact.  More information about potential mitigation measures is included in Section 17 
5.0 Mitigation and Monitoring Commitments. 18 
 19 
Notable features included the Warbler Woods Bird Sanctuary, located approximately 0.75 20 
mile from the proposed project.  Warbler Woods also includes habitat for the Golden-21 
cheeked Warbler and Black-capped vireo.  Concerns expressed at the public meeting 22 
regarding the sanctuary included potential for the proposed project to disturb migratory bird 23 
patterns and impacts from potential traffic noise and lighting impacts.  No indirect impacts 24 
to Warbler Woods are anticipated due to the proposed project because of the distance 25 
from the proposed project area. 26 
 27 
Socioeconomic Effects 28 
The proposed project would change existing access as described in Section 1.5 29 
Proposed Action, including reversal, reconstruction, addition, and removal of entrance 30 
and/or exit ramps.  The proposed project would not include driveway changes, introduction 31 
of raised medians, or alterations of intersections that restrict access to local streets.  The 32 
managed lanes would be tolled, but the existing mainlanes and frontage roads would 33 
remain as non-tolled alternatives.  These changes are expected to help manage 34 
congestion along regional and local transportation systems as vehicles begin using the 35 
improved I-35 facility and direct connectors.  36 
 37 
Indirect impacts may include neighborhoods potentially experiencing changes in traffic 38 
circulation due to motorists altering their commute to include side streets or parallel 39 
arterials to access entrance points for the managed lanes.  This could result in decreased 40 
safety and increased traffic noise for neighborhood residents due to the increase in 41 
number of vehicles.  Positive indirect impacts include that the residents of all communities 42 
adjacent to the proposed project, the non-driving public, and users of the I-35 facility would 43 
benefit from the proposed project as a result of improved mobility in the area resulting from 44 
improved traffic operations, and management of traffic congestion.   45 
 46 
As described in Section 3.1.6 ROW Acquisition, Easements, Displacements, and 47 
Relocations, direct encroachment effects include the displacement  of 1 residence, 2 48 
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businesses, portions of two parking facilities, 2 signs, 11 billboards, and 1 sewage lift 1 
station.  The direct encroachment effects of the billboards, signs, parking, and lift station 2 
are not anticipated to result in additional indirect impacts to the neighborhood or economy 3 
because it is anticipated that they would be able to relocate in close proximity to their 4 
existing locations.  The commercial displacements may result in indirect impacts if they are 5 
unable to relocate within the immediate vicinity due to the availability of commercial real 6 
estate, undeveloped parcels, or required zoning.  The residential displacement is not 7 
expected to result in indirect impacts because it is likely that the residence will be able to 8 
relocate within the same ZIP Code.  9 
 10 
Economic drivers such as Fort Sam Houston, San Antonio Military Medical Center, Union 11 
Pacific Rail Facilities, HEB Regional Warehouse District, Rackspace Headquarters, 12 
Randolph Air Force Base, The Forum at Olympia Parkway, Retama Park, AT&T Center, 13 
Amazon Distribution Center, and Splashtown are also expected to be positively impacted 14 
from the proposed project due to improved mobility. 15 
 16 
Summary of Encroachment-Alteration Effects  17 
As previously discussed, potential ecological encroachment-alteration effects include a 18 
change in the edge effect of the vegetation patches where one community transitions into 19 
another due to relocation of the ROW boundary in areas where proposed ROW is adjacent 20 
to undeveloped land. There is also potential for ecological encroachment-alteration effects 21 
on water quality and therefore on species affected by degradation of water quality for a 22 
temporary period of time during pre-construction and construction activities. There is also 23 
potential for minor ecological encroachment-alteration effects to habitat from the proposed 24 
project in to areas where ROW would be required next to undeveloped areas.  25 
 26 
Socioeconomic effects include potential for neighborhoods to experience changes in traffic 27 
circulation due to motorists altering their commute to include side streets or parallel 28 
arterials to access entrance points for the managed lanes, which could result in decreased 29 
safety and increased traffic noise for neighborhood residents due to the increase in 30 
number of vehicles.  Positive socioeconomic impacts include that the residents of all 31 
communities adjacent to the proposed project, the non-driving public, and users of the I-35 32 
facility would benefit from the proposed project as a result of improved mobility in the area 33 
resulting from improved traffic operations, and management of traffic congestion.  Although 34 
there would be several direct encroachment effects due to the proposed project, indirect 35 
impacts would likely be limited to the commercial displacements in the event that they are 36 
unable to relocate within the immediate vicinity due to the availability of commercial real 37 
estate, undeveloped parcels, or required zoning.  38 
 39 
Induced Growth Effects 40 
In order to analyze the potential for induced growth from the proposed project, it is 41 
important to have an understanding of the current land use and availability of land for 42 
potential development.  As shown in Table 4-10, the most recent National Land Cover 43 
Dataset (NLCD) indicates that approximately 47.9 percent of the AOI is developed (low, 44 
medium, and high-density residential, commercial, and industrial uses).  The NLCD 45 
indicates that approximately 43.7 percent of the AOI is forest or grassland, approximately 46 
0.1 percent is open water, 1.4 percent is barren (includes strip mines, gravel pits, and 47 
quarries), 5.0 percent is agricultural, and 1.9 percent is wetlands. 48 
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Table 4-10: NLCD 2006 Land Cover Types within the AOI 1 

 2 
Overall, according to the NLCD data, approximately 48.7 percent of the AOI is classified as 3 
potentially developable (classified as forest/grassland or agricultural).  However, this 4 
includes approximately 4,638 acres of 100-year floodplains.  After removing floodplains, 5 
approximately 31,829 acres or 42.5 percent of the AOI can be considered developable 6 
using NLCD data Table 4-11.  7 
 8 

Table 4-11: Land Development within the AOI 9 
Development Status Acres Percent of AOI 
Developed/Undevelopable Land 38,452 51.3% 
Potentially Developable Land 36,467 48.7% 
Floodplains classified as Developable 4,638 6.0% 
Potentially Developable Land not 
including Floodplains 31,829 42.5% 

Source: NLCD 2006, FEMA Q3  
 10 
It is important to note that the NLCD is less accurate in areas of low-density, large-lot 11 
residential.  Also, some areas in the northern portion of the AOI appear on aerials to be 12 
residential developments but are classified as forest, so the amount of developable land 13 
may be slightly lower than indicated.  In addition, this data is somewhat outdated so 14 
additional development has occurred since the data was collected. 15 
 16 
Expert Panel 17 
Once a framework of existing conditions is established and potential developable lands are 18 
quantified, the next step involves determining the potential for induced growth effects.  One 19 
of the methods commonly used and referenced in TxDOT’s Revised Guidance on 20 
Preparing Indirect and Cumulative Impact Analyses is the use of an expert panel.  An 21 
indirect impacts questionnaire (Appendix D: Supplemental Data) was sent in November 22 
2013 to recipients representing the cities, counties, regional organizations, and school 23 
districts within the AOI.  The questionnaire included questions about development trends 24 
within the respondent’s jurisdiction, and asked for their expert opinions regarding the 25 
potential for induced growth impacts from the proposed project.  Six responses were 26 
received, representing a wide range of base knowledge and positions, including two city 27 
planners, a city planning manager, a city engineer, a school district operations manager, 28 
and a regional transit director (Table 4-12). 29 
 30 

Land Cover Type Description Acres Percent of 
AOI 

Water Open Water 93 0.1% 

Developed  Low-, Medium-, and High-Density Residential, 
Commercial, and Industrial 35,880 47.9% 

Barren  Strip Mines, Gravel Pits 1,021 1.4% 

Forest/Grassland Deciduous, Evergreen, and Mixed Forest, Shrubland, and 
Grassland 32,716 43.7% 

Agricultural Pasture/Hay and Cultivated Crops 3,752 5.0% 
Wetlands Woody Wetlands and Emergent Herbaceous Wetlands 1,459 1.9% 
Total  74,290 100.0% 

Source: NLCD 2006 
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Table 4-12: Indirect Impacts Questionnaire Respondents 1 
Position Organization 

City Planner  City of Cibolo 
Assistant City Engineer City of New Braunfels 
Planning Manager City of San Antonio 

Planner City of Schertz 
Executive Director of Operations Judson ISD 
Director, Advanced Transportation District VIA Metropolitan Transit 

Source: Project Team Staff, 2013  
 2 
The expert panel reported a strong general trend towards development and increasing 3 
population within their jurisdictions.  The responses from the questionnaire indicated that 4 
development within the AOI is likely to occur in concert with planning goals of the various 5 
jurisdictions, regardless of the proposed project, and that the proposed project would 6 
complement planned uses within the AOI.  All but one of the expert panelists indicated that 7 
the proposed project would not induce growth within the AOI.  One of the expert panelists 8 
indicated that improved commuting opportunities from the proposed project could spur 9 
development opportunities that would be added to an already strong development climate, 10 
potentially inducing growth in the portion of the AOI within the City of New Braunfels city 11 
limits and ETJ east of I-35.  Several expert panelists indicated that not improving I-35 12 
would likely hinder economic development in the area.  Expert panelists from several cities 13 
and the school district identified planned developments within the AOI, but stated that the 14 
projects would occur independently of the outcome of the proposed I-35 project.  None of 15 
the expert panelists identified developments that would be dependent on the proposed 16 
project.  A list of proposed developments within the AOI is included in Table 4-13.   17 
 18 

19 
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Table 4-13 Proposed Developments within the AOI 1 
Municipality Project  Description 

Town of Live Oak  Live Oak Town Center A 112-acre, mixed-use project 
City of New Braunfels Veramendi a 2,400-acre mixed use development on the 

west side of Loop 337 north of SH 46 
Creekside A 1 million-square foot retail center on the 

northeast corner of FM 306 and I-35 
Resolute Hospital Center A 56-acre mixed-use development. 

City of San Antonio  10 approved master development 
plans within the AOI that are either 
not started or only partially 
completed  

Four commercial, two industrial, one 
residential, and four mixed-use 
developments, totaling approximately 1,325 
acres. 

City of Schertz  Parklands, Riata, and the Reserve Future residential developments  
City of Selma The Retreat at Retama and the 

Reserve at Retama 
Future residential developments  

City of Garden Ridge  Tuscan Village  Future residential development at the 
southeast corner of the intersection of FM 
3009 and FM 2252  

the Woodlands at Garden Ridge  Future residential development at the west 
side of Bat Cave Road northwest of its 
intersection with Schoenthal Road 

City of Cibolo 
 

Nortex A proposed mixed-use 1,000 acre (or larger) 
project along I-35 near the Schwab Road 
exit 

Commercial/Mixed Use Two proposed commercial/mixed use 
developments at the intersection of I-35 and 
Wiederstein Road 

 2 
In summary, the input from the expert panelists indicates that the proposed project would 3 
not induce growth within the majority of the AOI, due to other factors such as economic 4 
drivers that contribute to the strong growth trend in the area.  For the purpose of this 5 
analysis, the potential area of induced growth is the portion of the AOI within the City of 6 
New Braunfels city limits and ETJ east of I-35, which occurs in the northeastern-most 7 
section of the AOI, northeast of the proposed project terminus.  This area consists of a 8 
narrow strip of land (approximately 500-ft wide) adjacent to the east side of I-35 from just 9 
east of Old Engel Road to Solms Road and on either side of Doeppenschmidt Road within 10 
the city limits of New Braunfels and a small area of land (approximately 260 acres) within 11 
the city limits between Solms Road and the Comal/Guadalupe County boundary, south of 12 
Morningside Drive within the New Braunfel’s ETJ.   13 
 14 
The potential induced growth area adjacent to I-35 and on either side of Doeppenschmidt 15 
Road is currently industrial/commercial land use interspersed with vacant lots.  Along I-35 16 
the area is zoned as light industrial, the west side of Doeppenschmidt Road is zoned 17 
general business, and the east side of Doeppenschmidt Road is zoned as 18 
agricultural/predevelopment (which is described in the zoning ordinance as “designed for 19 
newly annexed areas, agricultural uses, and for areas where development is premature 20 
because of a lack of utilities, capacity, or service, or where the ultimate use has not been 21 
determined.”  The Future Land Use Map shows the area adjacent to I-35 as industrial.  The 22 
zoning and future land use plan for this potential area of induced growth indicates that 23 
development in this area would likely be consistent with future plans for this region. 24 
 25 
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The TPWD EMST was also reviewed to identify habitat types within the areas of potential 1 
induced growth.  As shown in Table 4-14 the majority of the induced growth area is 2 
tallgrass prairie, agriculture, and urban, with a small amount of floodplain and riparian 3 
habitat. 4 
 5 
Table 4-14: TPWD EMST Habitat Types within the Areas of Potential Induced Growth 6 

MOU Habitat Type Acreage Percent 
Tallgrass Prairie, Grassland 136.0 42.0% 
Floodplain 24.7 7.6% 
Riparian 2.3 0.7% 
Disturbed Prairie 40.1 12.4% 
Agriculture 73.2 22.6% 
Urban 47.9 14.8% 
 Total 324.3 100.0% 

Source: EMST, May 2014. 7 
 8 
The induced growth area south of Morningside Drive in the ETJ is currently undeveloped 9 
farmland.  The proposed project could potentially accelerate the conversion of this 10 
agricultural land to residential or commercial uses.  This area is not zoned but is adjacent 11 
to agricultural/predevelopment on the west, and planned development districts and single-12 
family and two-family districts on the north.  To the south is also unzoned and is currently 13 
agricultural.  The zoning and future land use plan shown for adjacent properties indicates 14 
that development in this area would likely be consistent with future plans for this region.  15 
This area includes one potentially jurisdictional stream, Fourmile Creek and approximately 16 
29.7 acres of 100-year floodplain.   17 
 18 
No changes in access would occur in the areas of potential induced growth because they 19 
are located north of the construction limits for the proposed project.  20 
 21 
Analysis of Planning Documents  22 
In addition to analyzing the results of the indirect impacts questionnaire, planning 23 
documents for jurisdictions within the AOI were analyzed to evaluate the potential for 24 
induced growth and compatibility with the proposed project.  As discussed in Step 2, cities 25 
within the AOI have already designated future land uses for undeveloped lands within their 26 
jurisdictions and ETJs, which indicates that growth is already anticipated to occur 27 
regardless of the outcome of the proposed project.  Adjacent to the proposed project, the 28 
Cities of Live Oak, Selma, Schertz, and Cibolo have designated the lands next to I-35 as 29 
commercial and are actively encouraging development in vacant lots within the proposed 30 
project area, with an exception of the westernmost part of Schertz, which is set aside for 31 
agricultural conservation.  With regard to development within the greater AOI, the majority 32 
of undeveloped areas within the AOI belong to the City of New Braunfels and its ETJ, 33 
Cibolo and its ETJ, Schertz and its ETJ, and unincorporated Comal County.  According to 34 
the Future Land Use Map, the City of New Braunfels has designated the majority of the 35 
undeveloped lands in its ETJ within the AOI as residential and industrial land uses, except 36 
for commercial land use designated around the proposed Outer Loop parkway.  The City of 37 
Cibolo’s Future Land Use and Thoroughfares Map indicates that the city has designated 38 
the majority of undeveloped lands within the city and the ETJ within the AOI as single-39 
family residential or rural residential, and commercial and mixed-use next to FM 78 and FM 40 
1103.  The City of Schertz’s Future Land Use Plan designates the majority of its 41 
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undeveloped lands within the AOI as single-family residential and agricultural conservation 1 
within the ETJ.  Unincorporated areas of Comal County are also developing quickly; 2 
19,539 residential lots were added between 2000 and 2008 according to the Recent 3 
Subdivision map. 4 
 5 
The Cities of Garden Ridge, Kirby, and Windcrest are currently built out, so growth would 6 
primarily be limited to redevelopment.  According to city planners, the entire City of Cibolo 7 
and its ETJ is expected to be fully developed by 2040.  As previously described, the Alamo 8 
Area MPO adopted a resolution supporting a combination of TOD and Infill Development 9 
as the regional growth scenario.  This resolution makes induced growth impacts within the 10 
Bexar County portion of the AOI less likely, although as mentioned the resolution is not a 11 
legally binding policy.  However, the questionnaire respondent from the City of San Antonio 12 
confirmed that current policies have encouraged downtown growth and greenfield 13 
development.  14 
  15 
Summary of Induced Growth 16 
As previously discussed, the analysis of the expert panel input as well as analysis of 17 
planning documents for jurisdictions within the AOI indicate that the proposed project is not 18 
expected to induce growth except for a portion of the AOI within the City of New Braunfels 19 
city limits and ETJ east of I-35.  Much of the area is already developed and in vacant areas 20 
current development patterns are expected to continue regardless of the outcome of the 21 
proposed project.  Development within the areas of potential induced growth would likely 22 
be consistent with zoning and future land use plans for the area. 23 
 24 
The proposed project is only one of many factors that could influence growth patterns in 25 
the AOI.  According to the Desk Reference for Estimating the Indirect Effects of Proposed 26 
Transportation Projects, other factors in the development decision-making process include: 27 
 28 

 Location attractiveness (physical features; suitability for development; land price 29 
and development costs; adjacency to markets, customers, and demand 30 
generators); 31 

 Consumer preferences (for local features, existing/anticipated development); 32 
 The existence/availability of other infrastructure (water, sewer, communications); 33 
 Local political and economic conditions (tax rates, incentives, regulatory 34 

environment, availability of labor and capital); and 35 
 The rate and path of urbanization in the region. 36 

 37 
Effects Related to Induced Growth 38 
The area of potential induced growth is primarily farmland with some commercial 39 
development adjacent to I-35.  None of the notable features within the AOI are located in 40 
this area, and therefore potential induced growth from the project is not anticipated to have 41 
ecological or socioeconomic impacts to notable features.  The undeveloped/farmland 42 
areas are adjacent to commercial, transportation, and residential uses.  If development 43 
patterns continue as described in Step 2, it is likely that the portion of the potential induced 44 
growth area adjacent to I-35 would convert to industrial uses, and the portion south of 45 
Morningside Drive would convert to residential uses.  Therefore, one potential effect 46 
related to induced growth would be the conversion of a small amount (< 260 acres) of 47 
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farmland.  This area would not be subject to FPPA because it is in New Braunfel’s ETJ and 1 
would presumably be annexed prior to development.  As previously discussed, the area of 2 
potential induced growth includes one jurisdictional stream, Fourmile Creek, and 3 
approximately 29.7 acres of 100-year floodplain.  Therefore it is possible that future 4 
development could encroach into the floodplain and/or impact the potentially jurisdictional 5 
stream.  However, future development would have to follow existing local and federal 6 
regulations regarding floodplains and jurisdictional waters.  Other effects include the 7 
potential for noise, visual, air quality, and traffic impacts associated with the new 8 
development.  9 
 10 
Step 7: Assess Consequences and Consider/Develop Mitigation  11 
Land use planning practices currently implemented by the 11 municipalities located within 12 
the AOI would help manage any indirect impacts on regional and community growth within 13 
the AOI, including impacts related to an accelerated rate of redevelopment, increased 14 
population density, and localized economic growth.  Examples of regulatory growth and 15 
development management techniques include subdivision regulations, zoning ordinances, 16 
land development regulations, and tree preservation ordinances.  The responsibility of 17 
transportation providers such as TxDOT, local and regional transit agencies, and local 18 
governments would be to implement a transportation system to complement land use or 19 
development management techniques currently in place.  Policy guides and 20 
implementation tools are already in place within the 11 municipalities located in the AOI to 21 
ensure certain types of development or redevelopment occur within the AOI.  Indirect 22 
impacts would be amicable with local government and regional planning efforts. 23 
 24 
It is not anticipated that the proposed project would have an adverse effect on the notable 25 
features within the indirect impacts AOI.  Mitigation for ecological effects includes 26 
temporary erosion and sedimentation BMPs during construction and permanent BMP 27 
drainage filtration features after construction to preserve water quality.   28 
 29 
If neighborhoods experience changes in traffic circulation due to motorists altering their 30 
commute to include side streets or parallel arterials to access entrance points into the 31 
managed lanes, mitigation could include the installation of traffic calming devices in 32 
affected neighborhoods.   33 
 34 
The proposed project has the potential to indirectly impact water quality in the study area 35 
due to contaminant spills.  However, it is reasonable to assume that, for normal roadway 36 
usage and moderate spills, BMPs implemented in conjunction with the proposed project 37 
would largely prevent contamination of downstream surface waters.  Moreover, an 38 
unforeseen major soils disturbance during the construction at the creek and tributary 39 
crossings could potentially exceed the capacity of BMPs to contain, thereby increasing 40 
sediment loads downstream and impairing water quality.  Similarly, a major chemical spill 41 
during or after construction at the creek crossing could likewise exceed BMP capacity, 42 
potentially resulting in non-attainment of the designated water uses for the stream 43 
segment.  For large spills, it would be reasonable to assume that downstream 44 
impoundments or stream confluences would limit the extent of surface water 45 
contamination. 46 
 47 
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4.2 Cumulative Impacts Analysis 1 
 2 
Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 C.F.R. § 1508.7) define cumulative 3 
impacts (i.e., effects) as “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental 4 
impact of the proposed action when added to other past, present and reasonably 5 
foreseeable future actions.”  The purpose of cumulative impacts analysis is to view the 6 
direct and indirect impacts of the proposed project within the larger context of past, 7 
present, and future activities that are independent of the proposed project, but which are 8 
likely to affect the same resources in the future.  This approach allows the decision maker 9 
to evaluate the incremental impacts of the proposed Build Alternative in light of the overall 10 
health and abundance of selected resources.  The evaluation process for each resource 11 
considered may be expressed in shorthand form as follows:  12 
 13 
BASELINE CONDITION + FUTURE EFFECTS + PROJECT IMPACTS = CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 14 
(historical and current)        (expected projects)       (direct and indirect) 15 
 16 
The following five-step approach as described in TxDOT’s Cumulative Impacts Analysis 17 
Guidelines (2014), was utilized to assess the potential cumulative impacts of the past, 18 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions to the resources in the project area: 19 
 20 

1. Resource Study Area, Conditions and Trends  21 
 22 

2. Direct and Indirect Effects on Each Resource from the Proposed Project  23 
 24 

3. Other Actions – Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable – and their Effect 25 
on Each Resource  26 
 27 

4. The Overall Effects of the Proposed Project Combined with other Actions  28 
 29 

5. Mitigation of Cumulative Effects  30 
 31 
All of the resource categories considered in this EA are candidates for indirect and 32 
cumulative impacts analyses.  The initial step of the cumulative impacts analysis uses 33 
information from the evaluation of direct and indirect impacts in the selection of 34 
environmental resources that should be evaluated for cumulative impacts.  TxDOT’s 35 
Guidance states: “If a project will not cause direct or indirect impacts on a resource, it will 36 
not contribute to a cumulative impact on that resource”.  CEQ guidance recommends 37 
focusing on key resource issues of national, regional, or local significance.  To identify 38 
potential issues, consider whether the resource is:  39 
 40 

 Protected by legislation or resource management plans;  41 

 Ecologically important;  42 

 Culturally important;  43 

 Economically important; or  44 

 Important to the well-being of a human community.  45 
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Applying the above criteria, the resources or environmental issues considered for 1 
cumulative impacts assessment are listed in Table 4-15.  As recommended by CEQ 2 
guidance, specific indicators of each resource’s condition are identified and shown.  The 3 
use of indicators of a resource’s health, abundance, and/or integrity are helpful tools in 4 
formulating quantitative or qualitative metrics for characterizing overall impacts to 5 
resources.  These indicators are also key aspects of each resource that have already been 6 
evaluated in terms of the project’s direct and indirect impacts and facilitate greater 7 
consistency and objectivity in the analysis of cumulative impacts. 8 
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Table 4-15: Resources Considered for the Cumulative Impacts Analysis 1 

Resource or Topic 
Evaluated 

TxDOT/CEQ Criteria1 
Included 

for 
Cumulative 

Impacts 
Analysis 

(Yes or No) 

Explanation for Including or Excluding the 
Resource or Topic from Cumulative 

Impacts Analysis 

Would the 
Resource or 

Topic be 
Directly or 
Indirectly 

Impacted? 
(Yes or No) 

Would the Direct 
or Indirect 
Impacts be 

Substantial? 
(Yes or No) 

Is the 
Resource in 

Poor or 
Declining 
Health? 

(Yes or No) 

Community Impacts Assessment 

Regional and Community 
Growth --- --- --- --- 

Excluded because no impacts to regional and 
community growth are anticipated.  The 
proposed project has taken into consideration 
the predicted 2040 demographics and 
developments tracked and monitored by the 
MPO for the San Antonio region. 

Community Cohesion No No No No Excluded because no impacts to community 
cohesion are anticipated. 

LEP Populations No No No No Excluded because no impacts to LEP 
populations are anticipated. 

Environmental Justice 
Population Yes No No Yes Included because of the potential for tolling 

impacts to environmental justice populations.   

Public Facilities and Services No No No No 
Excluded because no direct impacts are 
anticipated and the resources are not in 
declining health. 

ROW Acquisition, 
Easements, Displacements, 
& Relocations 

--- --- --- --- 
Excluded because ROW acquisition and 
potential displacements are not issues that 
warrant cumulative impacts analysis. 

Project-Level Tolling Analysis --- --- --- --- 
Impacts related to this topic are discussed as 
part of the Environmental Justice cumulative 
analysis. 

Section 4(f) and 6(f) Properties 
Section 4(f) and 6(f) 
Properties No No No No Excluded because no impacts to Section 4(f) or 

6(f) resources are anticipated. 
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Resource or Topic 
Evaluated 

TxDOT/CEQ Criteria1 
Included 

for 
Cumulative 

Impacts 
Analysis 

(Yes or No) 

Explanation for Including or Excluding the 
Resource or Topic from Cumulative 

Impacts Analysis 

Would the 
Resource or 

Topic be 
Directly or 
Indirectly 

Impacted? 
(Yes or No) 

Would the Direct 
or Indirect 
Impacts be 

Substantial? 
(Yes or No) 

Is the 
Resource in 

Poor or 
Declining 
Health? 

(Yes or No) 

Aesthetic Considerations 

Aesthetic Considerations Yes No No  No 

Excluded because while direct impacts include 
introduction of new visual elements, the area is 
located in an urban environment and no 
indirect impacts are anticipated. 

Cultural Resources      

Historic Properties No No No No Excluded because neither direct nor indirect 
impacts are anticipated. 

Archeological Resources No No No No Excluded because neither direct nor indirect 
impacts are anticipated. 

Air Quality 

Air Quality No No No No 

Excluded because neither direct nor indirect 
impacts are anticipated.  Project is located in 
an attainment or unclassifiable area for all 
NAAQS. 

Biological Resources 

Threatened and Endangered 
Species Yes No Yes No 

Excluded because direct impacts are not 
expected to be substantial and due to overall 
lack of available habitat within the proposed 
study area, the impacts to wildlife would be 
considered minor. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act --- --- --- --- Excluded because neither direct nor indirect 
impacts are anticipated. 

Vegetation and Wildlife 
Habitat Yes No Yes No 

Excluded because direct impacts are not 
expected to be substantial and due to overall 
lack of available habitat within the proposed 
study area, the impacts to wildlife would be 
considered minor. 
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Resource or Topic 
Evaluated 

TxDOT/CEQ Criteria1 
Included 

for 
Cumulative 

Impacts 
Analysis 

(Yes or No) 

Explanation for Including or Excluding the 
Resource or Topic from Cumulative 

Impacts Analysis 

Would the 
Resource or 

Topic be 
Directly or 
Indirectly 

Impacted? 
(Yes or No) 

Would the Direct 
or Indirect 
Impacts be 

Substantial? 
(Yes or No) 

Is the 
Resource in 

Poor or 
Declining 
Health? 

(Yes or No) 

Invasive Species and 
Beneficial Landscaping 
Practices 

--- --- --- --- 
Excluded because beneficial landscape 
practices is an issue that does not warrant 
cumulative impacts analysis. 

Topography and Soils No No No No Excluded because neither direct nor indirect 
impacts are anticipated. 

Karsts No No No No Excluded because neither direct nor indirect 
impacts are anticipated. 

Groundwater No No No No Excluded because neither direct nor indirect 
impacts are anticipated. 

Water Resources 

Lakes, Rivers, and Streams Yes No No No 
Excluded because direct impacts are not 
expected to be substantial and the resources 
are not in declining health. 

Waters of the U.S., including 
Wetlands Yes No No No 

Excluded because direct impacts are not 
expected to be substantial and the resources 
are not in declining health. 

Water Quality No No No No 
Excluded because direct impacts are not 
expected to be substantial and the resources 
are not in declining health. 

Floodplains No No No No Excluded because neither direct nor indirect 
impacts are anticipated. 

Traffic Noise 

Traffic Noise Yes No No No 
Excluded because minimal direct impacts are 
anticipated and no indirect impacts are 
anticipated. 

Hazardous Materials 

Hazardous Materials --- --- --- --- 
Excluded because hazardous materials are an 
issue that does not warrant cumulative impacts 
analysis. 

Construction Impacts 
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Resource or Topic 
Evaluated 

TxDOT/CEQ Criteria1 
Included 

for 
Cumulative 

Impacts 
Analysis 

(Yes or No) 

Explanation for Including or Excluding the 
Resource or Topic from Cumulative 

Impacts Analysis 

Would the 
Resource or 

Topic be 
Directly or 
Indirectly 

Impacted? 
(Yes or No) 

Would the Direct 
or Indirect 
Impacts be 

Substantial? 
(Yes or No) 

Is the 
Resource in 

Poor or 
Declining 
Health? 

(Yes or No) 

Construction Impacts --- --- --- --- 
Excluded because construction impacts is an 
issue that does not warrant cumulative impacts 
analysis. 

Items of a Special Nature 

Airway-Highway Clearance --- --- --- --- 
Excluded because airway-highway clearance is 
an issue that does not warrant cumulative 
impacts analysis. 

Notes: 
1.  In accordance with TxDOT (2010) and CEQ (2007) selection criteria for limiting the scope of cumulative impacts analysis. 
2.  “---“ represents an environmental “issue” but not a resource (i.e. natural resource, ecosystem, or human community). 

Source: Project Team Staff, 20141 
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As documented in Section 3.0 Specific Areas of Environmental Concern and Section 1 
4.1 Indirect Impacts Analysis, it was determined that the proposed action would not have 2 
considerable direct or indirect impacts on the following resources: community cohesion; 3 
LEP populations; public facilities and services; Section 4(f) and 6(f) properties; visual 4 
aesthetics, historic properties; archeological resources; air quality, threatened and 5 
endangered species, vegetation and wildlife habitat; topography and soils; karsts; 6 
groundwater; lakes, rivers, and streams; waters of the U.S., including wetlands; water 7 
quality; and floodplains. In addition, greenhouse gases were also considered and it was 8 
determined that further analysis would not be required due to the reasons described in the 9 
section below. 10 
 11 
Greenhouse Gases  12 
The earth is warmed by what is called the “greenhouse gas effect.”  Many greenhouse 13 
gases (GHGs) occur naturally. Water vapor is the most abundant GHG and makes up 14 
approximately two thirds of the natural greenhouse effect. CO2 occurs naturally as well as 15 
through anthropogenic activities, such as fossil fuel combustion.  Many GHGs remain in the 16 
atmosphere for time periods ranging from decades to centuries. GHGs trap heat in the 17 
earth’s atmosphere.  The earth has gone through many natural changes in climate in its 18 
history.  Because the atmospheric concentration of GHGs continues to climb, our planet 19 
may experience climate change-related phenomena. For example, warmer global 20 
temperatures may cause changes in precipitation or sea levels.  21 
 22 
To date, no national standards have been established regarding GHGs, nor has EPA 23 
established criteria or thresholds for ambient GHG emissions pursuant to its authority to 24 
establish motor vehicle emission standards for CO2 under the CAA. However, there is a 25 
considerable body of scientific literature addressing the sources of GHG emissions and 26 
their impacts on climate, including reports from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 27 
Change, the U.S. National Academy of Sciences, and EPA and other federal agencies. 28 
GHGs are different than other air pollutants evaluated in federal environmental reviews 29 
because their impacts are not localized or regional given their rapid dispersion into the 30 
global atmosphere, which is characteristic of these gases. The Resource Study Area for 31 
CO2 and other GHG emissions is the entire planet. In addition, from a quantitative 32 
perspective, global climate change is the cumulative result of numerous and varied natural 33 
and anthropogenic emissions sources (in terms of both absolute numbers and types), each 34 
of which makes a relatively small addition to global atmospheric GHG concentrations. In 35 
contrast to broad-scale actions such as those involving an entire industry sector or very 36 
large geographic areas, it is difficult to isolate and understand the GHG emissions’ impacts 37 
for a particular transportation project. Furthermore, presently there is no scientific 38 
methodology for attributing specific climatological changes to a particular transportation 39 
project’s emissions.  40 
 41 
The transportation sector is the second-largest source of total GHG emissions in the United 42 
States, behind electricity generation. The transportation sector was responsible for 43 
approximately 27 percent of all anthropogenic GHG emissions in the United States in 44 
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2009.10 The majority of transportation-related GHG emissions result from fossil fuel 1 
combustion. CO2 is the largest component of these GHG emissions. U.S. CO2 emissions 2 
from the consumption of energy accounted for about 18 percent of worldwide energy 3 
consumption CO2 emissions in 2009.11 U.S. transportation CO2 emissions accounted for 4 
about 6 percent of worldwide CO2 emissions.12  5 
 6 
While the contribution of GHGs from transportation in the United States as a whole is a 7 
large component of U.S. GHG emissions, as the scale of analysis is reduced down to an 8 
individual transportation project, the GHG contributions become quite small.  9 
 10 
Under NEPA, detailed environmental analysis should focus on issues that are significant 11 
and meaningful to decision making [40 C.F.R. §§ 1500.1(b), 1500.2(b), 1500.4(g), and 12 
1501.7]. FHWA has concluded, based on the nature of GHG emissions and the exceedingly 13 
small potential GHG impacts of the proposed action), that GHG emissions from the 14 
proposed action would not result in “reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts on 15 
the human environment” [40 C.F.R. § 1502.22(b)]. The GHG emissions from the action 16 
alternatives would be insignificant and would not play a meaningful role in a determination 17 
of the environmentally preferable alternative or identification of the Preferred Alternative. 18 
More detailed information on GHG emissions is not “essential to a reasoned choice among 19 
reasonable alternatives” [40 C.F.R. § 1502.22(a)] or to making a determination in the best 20 
overall public interest based on a balanced consideration of transportation, economic, 21 
social, and environmental needs and impacts [23 C.F.R. § 771.105(b)]. For these reasons, 22 
no alternatives-level GHG analysis has been performed for this project.  23 
 24 
To put “meaningful” analysis into context, we can look at a recent USDOT-National 25 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration prepared EIS that analyzed and disclosed the 26 
potential environmental impacts of the proposed model years 2012-2016 Corporate 27 
Average Fuel Economy standards for the total fleet of passenger and non-passenger 28 
automobiles.  These standards were estimated to reduce 61 billion gallons of fuel usage 29 
and 654.7 million metric tons of CO2 emissions.  In the EIS, there was a substantial 30 
discussion of GHGs and climate change that included modeling of the alternative scenarios 31 
that were being considered.  In regards to global temperature change across the alternative 32 
scenarios, the analysis concluded that for the year 2011, the reduction in temperature 33 
increase in relation to the No Action Alternative ranged from 0.013 o F to 0.032 o F.  In other 34 
words, on a temporal scale of 100 years, that agency action has a potential effect on 35 
climate change that is measured in hundredths of a degree.  To emphasize the large scale 36 
of the NHTSA action, it should be noted that the EIS indicated that 19.1 percent of total U.S. 37 
CO2 emissions come from passenger cars and light trucks.  This proposed project and its 38 
                                            
 
 
10 Calculated from data in U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s U.S. Greenhouse Gas Inventory Report: 1990-2013. 
The report is available at: http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/ghgemissions/usinventoryreport.html 
11 28 Calculated from data in U.S. Energy Information Administration’s International Energ y Statistics, Total Carbon 
Dioxide Emissions from the Consumption of Energ y, <eia.gov/cfapps/ ipdbproject/IEDIndex3.cfm?tid=90&pid=44&aid=8>, 
accessed September 12, 2011. 
12 29 Calculated from data in U.S. Energy Information Administration’s Figure 104, <205.254.135.24/oiaf/ieo/ 
graphic_data_emissions.html>, and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Table ES-3, <epa.gov/climatechange/ 
emissions/downloads11/US-GHG-Inventory-2011-Executive- Summary.pdf>.  
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alternatives are much smaller scale than the national NHTSA fuel standard EIS.  Even with 1 
this meaningful NHTSA analysis, one could question the preciseness of the input date, the 2 
margin of error of the models, and the ability to predict anything 100 years into the future.  3 
In addition, the Center for Environmental Quality recently redrafted their 2010 draft climate 4 
change and GHG guidance and mentioned “climate change is a particularly complex 5 
challenge given its global nature and inherent inter-relationships among its sources, 6 
causation, mechanisms of action and impacts.   This complexity is the very reason that it is 7 
not similar to considering the impacts of other environmental resources. As the EPA 8 
acknowledged in Massachusetts v. EPA, 549 U.S. 497, 524 (2007) “predicting future 9 
climate change necessarily involves a complex web of economic and physical factors 10 
including: our ability to predict future global anthropogenic emissions of GHGs and 11 
aerosols; the fate of these emissions once they enter the atmosphere (e.g., what 12 
percentage are absorbed by vegetation or are taken up by the oceans); the impact of those 13 
emissions that remain in the atmosphere on the radiative properties of the atmosphere; 14 
change in critically important climate feedbacks (e.g., changes in cloud cover and ocean 15 
circulation); changes in temperature characteristics (e.g., average temperatures, shifts in 16 
daytime and evening temperatures); change in other climatic parameters (e.g. shifts in 17 
precipitation or storms); and ultimately the impact of such changes on human health and 18 
welfare (e.g., increases or decreases in agricultural productivity or  human health impacts)”.  19 
Asking a federal agency to navigate this complex web might have limited benefit if applied 20 
judiciously, but certainly has great risk and cost if misapplied.  In order to minimize the 21 
potential for misinterpretation and misapplication, it is appropriate to await CEQ final 22 
guidance. 23 
 24 
Resources Eligible for Cumulative Impacts Analysis 25 
Cumulative impacts are analyzed in terms of the specific resource being affected.  As 26 
shown in Table 4-15, the resources eligible for cumulative impacts analysis include 27 
environmental justice and tolling. 28 
 29 
Appendix D contains the regional toll analysis for the proposed priced facility network from 30 
a regional perspective by resource.  Impacts to environmental justice populations related to 31 
tolling and a summary of the results of the regional toll analysis are addressed in Section 32 
4.2. 33 
 34 
The following section describes steps 1 through 5 for the resource eligible for cumulative 35 
impacts analysis. 36 
 37 
Environmental Justice Populations 38 
 39 
Step 1:  Resource Study Area, Conditions and Trends   40 
Environmental justice populations are included in this cumulative impacts analysis due to 41 
the tolling component of the proposed project.  As described in Section 3.1.4 42 
Environmental Justice, no disproportionately high and adverse impacts to EJ populations 43 
are anticipated from the proposed project with the exception of economic impacts from 44 
tolling.  The project-level toll analysis indicated that lower income groups would pay a higher 45 
proportion of their income for tolls as compared to middle and higher income groups. 46 
 47 
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The resource study area (RSA) for environmental justice populations is the Alamo Area 1 
MPO planning area, which includes the entirety of Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties 2 
and a portion of Kendall County, as shown in Appendix A, Exhibit 9: Cumulative Impacts 3 
Resource Study Areas.  The temporal study period is from 2000 to 2035.  2000 was 4 
selected because the 4-county region saw a large increase in population during the period 5 
from 2000 to 2010.  2035 was selected to correlate with the MPO’s Regional Transportation 6 
Plan, Mobility 2035. 7 
 8 
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, in 2010 there were approximately 1,988,188 people 9 
within the environmental justice RSA, of which approximately 1,293,432 were minority, and 10 
approximately 244,613 were living under the poverty level.  Table 4-16 shows the total 11 
population, percent minority, and percent living below poverty in 2000 and 2010 for the four 12 
counties within the RSA.  The percent minority increased slightly from 2000 to 2010 in all 13 
four counties, and in Bexar County over two-thirds of the population was considered to be a 14 
minority population in 2010.  The percent living below poverty increased slightly for all four 15 
counties from 2000 to 2010. 16 
 17 

Table 4-16: Environmental Justice Populations in 2000 and 2010 within the RSA 18 

County 

2000 2010 

Total 
Population 

Percent 
Minority 

Percent 
Below 

Poverty 
Total 

Population 
Percent 
Minority 

Percent 
Below 

Poverty* 
Bexar 1,392,931 64.4% 12.7% 1,714,773 69.7% 17.8% 
Comal 78,021 25.2% 6.4% 108,472 28.7% 9.9% 
Guadalupe 89,023 40.6% 7.3% 131,533 45.2% 9.7% 
Kendall 23,743 19.5% 7.9% 33,410 22.9% 8.0% 

Source: Decennial Census 2000, 2010; *2008-2012 ACS 5-Yr Estimates 19 
 20 
Step 2: Direct and Indirect Effects on Each Resource from the Proposed Project  21 
As discussed in Section 3.1.4 Environmental Justice, the focus area for potential 22 
environmental justice impacts is the general area associated with CT 1205.02 BG 3, CT 23 
1212.03 BG 2, CT 1214.04 BG 3, and CT 1308 BG 1 (the Willowood Estates 24 
Neighborhood, part of the City of San Antonio adjacent to the I-35/I-410 South interchange, 25 
the Park Village Neighborhood, and Morningside Heights Neighborhood), but no 26 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts are anticipated from the proposed project in 27 
these area.  There are one residential and two business displacements due to the proposed 28 
project, but they are not located in areas identified as environmental justice communities.  29 
No indirect impacts to environmental justice communities are anticipated from the proposed 30 
project. 31 
 32 
With respect to tolling, the proposed project would not evenly distribute the benefits of time 33 
cost savings associated with the managed lanes among all income groups because lower 34 
income groups would pay a higher proportion of their income for tolls as compared to 35 
middle and higher income groups.  However, alternative project-specific, non-toll options, 36 
including transit (i.e., VIA) and non-toll alternatives (I-35 mainlanes and frontage roads) 37 
would be available.  These project-specific non-toll options are available to all groups, 38 
including low-income populations, and would assist in offsetting the unequal distribution of 39 
travel time cost savings benefits based on income, regardless of toll collection method. 40 
 41 
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Step 3: Other Actions – Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable – and their Effect 1 
on Each Resource  2 
Other reasonably foreseeable actions include those programmed in the MPO’s Regional 3 
Transportation Plan, Mobility 2035.  These include other tolled/managed lane facilities such 4 
as on portions of Loop 1604, US 281, and I-10.  The proposed toll projects in the 2035 long-5 
range transportation plan have been evaluated for potential impacts to environmental 6 
justice communities.  The results of the MPO analysis indicate that the travel time in 7 
environmental justice areas would decrease overall with the tolled facilities, but the travel 8 
times for environmental justice populations would increase if the 2035 long-range 9 
transportation plan was not implemented.   10 
 11 
Step 4: The Overall Effects of the Proposed Project Combined with other Actions  12 
The anticipated increase of tolled facilities in the regional transportation network from no 13 
lane miles in 2005 to approximately 5 percent of all lane miles in 2035 is indicative of an 14 
emerging regional tolling network.  It is reasonable to assume that there would be a 15 
cumulative effect on environmental justice populations upon build out of the toll system; 16 
however, given the layout and orientation of the regional system, it is highly unlikely that a 17 
driver would routinely travel the entire length of the entire system during the course of 18 
normal activities.   19 
 20 
Historically, TxDOT has financed highway projects on a “pay-as-you-go” basis, using motor 21 
fuel taxes and other revenue deposited in the state highway fund.  However, population 22 
increases and traffic demand have outpaced the efficiency of this traditional finance 23 
mechanism.  As funding mechanisms evolve, the trend towards utilization of toll facilities in 24 
this region would through time create “user impacts” as access to highway systems 25 
becomes an issue to the economically disadvantaged. 26 
 27 
As discussed in Section 3.1.7 Project Level Tolling Analysis, the economic impact of 28 
tolling would be higher for low-income residents because the cost of paying tolls would 29 
represent a higher percentage of household income than for non-low-income households.  30 
The proposed I-35 managed lanes, as an element of the system of toll roads now being 31 
planned for the San Antonio region, would contribute to a cumulative impact on low-income 32 
users of the system.  However, the Alamo Area MPO’s Regional Toll and Managed Lane 33 
Analysis (included in Appendix D) found that there appears to be no adverse impacts of 34 
the toll/managed lane future roadway system on environmental justice populations. 35 
 36 
Access to the managed lanes of the emerging tolling network would be limited to those who 37 
elect or can only on an occasional basis afford to pay the toll.  Not maintaining a prepaid 38 
electronic toll account would impact any user, including low-income users, because the cost 39 
of paying the accumulated toll charges without an account would represent a higher toll rate 40 
than toll charges affiliated with a prepaid account.   41 
 42 
Should low-income populations be unable to pay the toll and/or utilize non-toll alternatives, 43 
this may result in a difference in travel time associated with using non-toll alternatives.  The 44 
difference in travel times between the managed lanes and the non-toll lanes would be the 45 
highest during peak periods of travel when traffic congestion within the future regional 46 
transportation network would be the greatest.  However, the overall added capacity 47 
provided by the on-going and future transportation improvements would relieve traffic 48 



I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project  
Environmental Assessment          I-35: I-410 South to FM 1103 

CSJs: 0016-05-111, etc.                                                                                                                              167 

congestion for all motorists of the regional transportation network whether they use the 1 
managed or non-toll lanes compared to the existing network.  The results of the Alamo 2 
Area MPO’s Regional Toll and Managed Lane Analysis suggest that environmental justice 3 
populations can have the benefit of the facilities. 4 
 5 
Step 5: Mitigation of Cumulative Effects  6 
The tolling of the managed lanes of the proposed I-35 project would not result in 7 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and low-income populations; 8 
therefore, according to EO 12898 regulation, mitigation associated with environmental 9 
justice is not currently proposed.  The Alamo Area MPO’s Regional Toll and Managed Lane 10 
Analysis states that mitigation measures of the environmental justice communities with 11 
respect to the regional toll system include the availability of non-toll travel lanes within the 12 
alignment of each of the proposed toll/managed lane facilities.  As currently proposed, the 13 
San Antonio Toll System will include and incorporate non-toll capacity within the same 14 
corridor as toll capacity, in accordance with Texas state law.  No corridor in which non-toll 15 
traffic exists today would be converted to a toll-only traffic scenario in the future.  Under 16 
this approach, environmental justice communities would see a benefit from the proposed 17 
improvements as capacity would increase on non-toll facilities based on drivers choosing 18 
to use the toll facility.  19 

20 
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5.0 MITIGATION AND MONITORING COMMITTMENTS 1 
 2 
ROW Acquisition, Easements, Displacements, and Relocations 3 
Approximately 21.6 acres of proposed ROW would be required resulting in 19 4 
displacements.  TxDOT would be responsible for the ROW acquisitions.  Acquisition and 5 
relocation assistance would be in accordance with the TxDOT Right-of-Way Acquisition 6 
and Relocation Assistance Program.  Consistent with the USDOT policy, as mandated by 7 
the URARPAPA, as amended in 1987, TxDOT would provide relocation resources 8 
(including any applicable special provisions or programs) to all displaced persons without 9 
discrimination.   10 
 11 
Aesthetic Impacts 12 
The visual analysis indicated that the proposed project would introduce new visual 13 
elements within the proposed project limits.  These new elements are predominantly 14 
located in proximity to commercial and residential areas adjacent to the existing I-35 15 
facility.  Mitigation could include vegetation and screening walls, where appropriate.  16 
During future project phases, context sensitive solutions could be considered.  17 
 18 
Air Quality 19 
Measures to control fugitive dust would be considered and incorporated into the final 20 
design and construction specifications and included on the EPIC sheet that will be 21 
included with the final design plan set. 22 
 23 
The TERP includes incentive programs to encourage the development of multi-pollutant 24 
approaches to ensure that the air in Texas is both safe to breathe and meets minimum 25 
federal standards.  TxDOT encourages contractors to utilize this program to the fullest 26 
extent possible to minimize diesel emissions.  Information about the TERP program can 27 
be found at: http://www.tceq.state.tx.us/implementation/air/terp/. 28 
 29 
Threatened/Endangered Species and Wildlife Habitat 30 
Prior to any construction activities, a qualified biologist shall survey the proposed study 31 
area for any listed species due to the time period that would elapse between this 32 
evaluation and the start of construction activities.  A brief investigation of the site 33 
immediately prior to construction by a qualified wildlife biologist would help to minimize 34 
any adverse impacts to species that have limited mobility during roadway construction 35 
activities.  Approved BMPs would be installed, inspected, and maintained as detailed in 36 
the construction documents to minimize potential impacts to aquatic resources.  37 
 38 
Between October 1 and February 15, the contractor would remove all old migratory bird 39 
nests from any structures that would be affected by the proposed project, and complete 40 
any bridge work and/or vegetation clearing.  Between February 15 and October 1, the 41 
contractor would be prepared to prevent migratory birds from building nests per the EPIC 42 
plans.  In the event that migratory birds are encountered on-site during project 43 
construction, adverse impacts on protected birds, active nests, eggs, and/or young would 44 
be avoided.  If species are present, work should cease at that location and TxDOT 45 
personnel should be contacted.   46 
 47 
TxDOT would provide the Section 2: Standard Recommendations portion of the BMP 48 
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Programmatic Agreement to the contractor. 1 
 2 
Per the TPWD MOU, mussel best management practices (BMPs), specifically the water 3 
quality BMPs, are recommended for the false spike mussel, and are required for the 4 
creeper (squawfoot), golden orb, Texas fatmucket, and Texas pimpleback to reduce 5 
stormwater runoff into streams in order to minimize turbidity and sedimentation.   6 
 7 
Per TPWD MOU, it is required that contractors be advised of potential occurrence in the 8 
project area, and to avoid harming the species if encountered for the Texas horned lizard.  9 
This should include avoiding harvester ant mounds in the selection of Project Specific 10 
Locations (PSLs) where feasible.  11 
 12 
Per the TPWD MOU, contractors would be advised of potential occurrence in the project 13 
area, and to avoid harming the species if encountered for the timber canebrake rattlesnake 14 
and the Texas garter snake. 15 
 16 
Per the TPWD MOU, contractors would be advised of potential occurrence in the project 17 
area, and to avoid harming the species if encountered for the plains spotted skunk and the 18 
spot-tailed earless lizard.  It is also required that contractors avoid unnecessary impacts to 19 
dens of the plains spotted skunk.  20 
 21 
Per the TPWD MOU, fish BMPs are required for the Guadalupe bass and mussel BMPs, 22 
specifically the water quality BMPs, are required for the creeper (squawfoot).  23 
 24 
Per the TPWD MOU, bridge bat and cave/cliff bat BMPs are required for the cave myotis 25 
bat and cave/cliff bat BMPs are required for the ghost-faced bat. 26 
 27 
EO 13112 and Executive Memorandum on Beneficial Landscaping 28 
In accordance with EO 13112 on Invasive Species and the Executive Memorandum on 29 
Beneficial Landscaping, seeding and replanting with TxDOT approved seeding 30 
specifications that is in compliance with EO 13112 would be done where possible. 31 
 32 
Waters of the U.S., including Wetlands 33 
Detailed design is not available at this time; however, the design engineer anticipates that 34 
water features less than 110 ft in width would be spanned by any new roadway segments.  35 
Reconfiguration of existing mainlanes and frontage roads could result in temporary or 36 
permanent impacts to some of the 22 waters within the project area.  Any temporary 37 
impacts would be authorized by a NWP 14 for linear transportation projects.  If permanent 38 
fills are to be placed within the OHWM, permitting could consist of a NWP 14 with a PCN or 39 
an IP, depending upon the amount of permanent impacts to occur.  Based on the current 40 
level of design, it is anticipated a NWP 14 without a PCN would authorize the proposed 41 
construction.   42 
 43 
If additional jurisdictional impacts are identified after the proposed project is let for 44 
construction due to the construction contractor’s elected construction methodologies or 45 
activities, the contractor would be responsible for obtaining the appropriate Section 404 46 
permit from the USACE.   47 
 48 
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Water Quality 1 
BMPs that comply with Category I, II, and III of Section 401 Certification would be required.  2 
Category I erosion control BMPs could include vegetation matting or blankets, mulch filter 3 
berms/socks, or compost filter berms/socks.  Category II sedimentation control BMPs could 4 
include silt fencing, rock berms, sand bag berms, or sediment basins.  Post-construction 5 
TSS BMPs that comply with Category III requirements could include vegetative filter strips, 6 
grassy swales, constructed wetlands, sediment chambers, or extended detention basins. 7 
 8 
Runoff from the proposed project would discharge within 5 stream miles upstream of 9 
Segment 1811A_01 (Dry Comal Creek), which is listed as threatened/impaired for bacteria.  10 
Appropriate BMPs, such as grass-lined ditches, drainage swales, etc., would be used to 11 
control the constituent of concern and the proposed project is not expected to contribute the 12 
constituent of concern to the impaired water body.  Specific BMPs would be determined 13 
later by the contractor.  14 
 15 
TxDOT would comply with TCEQ’s TPDES Construction General Permit.  A SW3P would 16 
be implemented, and a construction site notice would be posted on the construction site.  17 
To minimize adverse effects to water quality during construction, the proposed project 18 
would utilize temporary erosion and sedimentation control practices (i.e., temporary 19 
vegetation, mulch, sod, silt fences, rock berms, grassy swales, and vegetation-lined 20 
ditches).  Where appropriate, these temporary erosion and sedimentation control structures 21 
would be in place prior to the initiation of construction and would be maintained throughout 22 
the duration of the construction.  Clearing of vegetation would be limited and/or phased in 23 
order to maintain a natural water quality buffer and minimize the amount of erodible earth 24 
exposed at any one time.  Upon completion of the earthwork operations, disturbed areas 25 
would be restored and reseeded according to the TxDOT’s specifications. 26 
 27 
Floodplains 28 
The hydraulic design for the proposed project would be in accordance with current FHWA 29 
and TxDOT design policies.  The proposed project would be in compliance with 23 C.F.R. 30 
650 regarding location and hydraulic design of highway encroachments within the 31 
floodplains.  The proposed project would comply with EO 11988 which requires federal 32 
agencies to avoid to the extent possible the long- and short-term adverse impacts 33 
associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid direct and 34 
indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative.  The 35 
facility would permit the conveyance of the 100-year flood, inundation of the roadway being 36 
acceptable, without causing significant damage to the facility, stream, or other property.  37 
The proposed project would not increase the base flood elevation to a level that would 38 
violate applicable floodplain regulations and ordinances.  Coordination with the local 39 
floodplain administrator would be required.   40 
 41 

42 
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Traffic Noise 1 
Provisions will be included in the plans and specifications that require the contractor to 2 
make every reasonable effort to minimize construction noise through abatement measures 3 
such as work-hour controls (i.e., reduced nighttime construction near residential areas) and 4 
proper maintenance of muffler systems. 5 
 6 
Noise abatement is proposed for Receivers 1 and 3-6 (see Appendix C: Corridor Map).  A 7 
noise workshop would be held to determine if abatement measures are desired by adjacent 8 
property owners. 9 
 10 
Hazardous Materials 11 
Additional investigation and assessment of the high risk sites are recommended to identify if 12 
construction activities including excavation at adjacent locations may encounter 13 
contaminants.   14 
 15 
Utility adjustment requirements have not yet been determined.  There is a potential for 16 
contamination to be encountered during underground utility adjustments.  Coordination with 17 
utility companies concerning this contamination would be addressed during the ROW stage 18 
of project development.  It is anticipated that all utility adjustments or relocations would be 19 
completed prior to construction. 20 
 21 
The proposed project may include the demolition of bridge structures.  The bridges may 22 
contain asbestos containing materials and/or lead-based paint.  Asbestos inspections and 23 
lead-based paint surveys, specifications, notifications, licenses, accreditations, abatement, 24 
and disposal, as applicable, would comply with federal and state regulations.  Asbestos and 25 
lead-based paint issues would be addressed by the contractor prior to construction. 26 
 27 
Should unanticipated hazardous materials/substances be encountered during construction, 28 
TxDOT would be notified and steps would be taken to protect personnel and the 29 
environment.  Any unanticipated hazardous materials encountered during construction 30 
would be handled according to applicable federal, state, and local regulations per TxDOT 31 
Standard Specifications.  The contractor would take appropriate measures to prevent, 32 
minimize, and control the spill of hazardous materials in the construction staging area.  All 33 
construction materials used for the proposed project would be removed as soon as the work 34 
schedules permit. 35 
 36 
Construction Impacts 37 
Construction activities would require temporary lane, local ramp, and cross street 38 
closures.  Regardless, access to businesses and residences would be maintained at all 39 
times.  Per VIA request, a minimum of 30-days advance notice shall be given to VIA 40 
before implementing specific construction phases with potential to impact existing VIA bus 41 
stops.  VIA would need this time to develop bus detour routes and inform the public. 42 
 43 
City and local public safety officials would be notified of proposed road closures or 44 
detours.  Detour timing and necessary rerouting of emergency vehicles would be 45 
coordinated with the proper local agencies.  Lane closures and detours would comply with 46 
FHWA Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices standards. 47 
 48 
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The contractor would be required to take every possible reasonable step and follow 1 
mitigation procedures in accordance with state and local governing regulations to avoid or 2 
minimize construction impacts.  Further, the contractor would be responsible for ensuring 3 
regulatory compliance pertaining to all project specific locations, such as construction 4 
staging areas, borrow sites, field office locations, etc. 5 
 6 
Traffic delays would be minimized through coordination between TxDOT, contractors and 7 
affected neighborhoods or landowners (in areas immediately adjacent to the proposed 8 
ROW) and by developing a construction schedule that would allow for a minimum delay 9 
for movement across the proposed ROW.  Also, efforts would be made to provide 10 
appropriate construction detours, informative signage, and maintenance of access to 11 
residences, farms, businesses, and community facilities.  Project construction could have 12 
additional impacts on potential hazardous material sites.  However, risks can be 13 
minimized by conducting Phase I Environmental Site Assessments according to American 14 
Society for Testing and Materials standards to identify and avoid hazardous material sites.  15 
If hazardous materials are found during the construction phase, TxDOT standard 16 
guidelines would be followed.   17 
 18 
Airway-Highway Clearance 19 
The heliport at the San Antonio Military Medical Center is located approximately 200 ft 20 
from the proposed project corridor.  This facility is within the FAA coordination ‘buffer’ and 21 
therefore has the potential for obstruction of air navigation.  Notice of Proposed 22 
Construction or Alteration (Form 7460-1) would be filed with the FAA to obtain airway-23 
highway clearance for the proposed project. 24 
 25 
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6.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 1 
 2 
Past public involvement activities related to the proposed project include the public 3 
involvement process for the IH 35 PEL Study.  During the IH 35 PEL Study, the Alamo RMA 4 
and TxDOT formed a Technical Advisory Committee and Community Advisory Committee 5 
to provide advice and recommendations regarding transportation needs and proposed 6 
improvements for I-35 within the Study Area.  Technical Advisory Committee members 7 
included resource agencies such as the THC, TPWD, TCEQ, USACE, and USFWS, as well 8 
as municipalities, school districts, and economic development groups.  Community Advisory 9 
Committee members included local church and community leaders.  Eight meetings were 10 
held with the Technical Advisory Committee and Community Advisory Committee.  The IH 11 
35 PEL Study project team also conducted one-on-one meetings with a number of key 12 
state, local, and federal agencies in the Study Area (including THC, Lone Star Rail District, 13 
VIA, Joint Base San Antonio, FHWA, and the Alamo Area MPO).  Additionally, eight public 14 
meetings were held in the Study Area between November 2011 and October 2012 to 15 
provide background study information and to allow the public to provide feedback on 16 
transportation needs and possible solutions.  The public involvement for the IH 35 PEL 17 
Study followed TxDOT’s and FHWA’s policies and procedures.  18 
 19 
Public involvement for the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project built off of the 20 
public, agency, and stakeholder involvement programs administered during the IH 35 PEL 21 
Study.  Agency and stakeholder interests were facilitated in the NEPA phase through a 22 
project kickoff meeting in September 2013 with members of the IH 35 PEL Study 23 
Technical Advisory Committee.  Coordination meetings with the THC, local historical 24 
commissions, FHWA, and the Alamo Area MPO also occurred throughout the NEPA 25 
process, as appropriate.  Additionally, two public meetings and an online open house 26 
were held in October 2013 to collect public input on preliminary design options and 27 
potential impacts of the proposed improvements to I-35.  Both public meetings were 28 
conducted in an open house format and included exhibits and a video presentation which 29 
played throughout the meeting.  Project team staff was on hand to discuss the project with 30 
meeting attendees.  The online open house offered the same materials that were 31 
available at both public meetings, including the narrated video presentation and electronic 32 
versions of the public meeting hand-outs, display boards, and conceptual schematic.  The 33 
public comment period was open from Monday, October 28, 2013 through Friday, 34 
November 8, 2013.  Public comments received during this time and responses to 35 
comments can be found in the I-35 San Antonio Expansion Project Public Meeting 36 
Summary and Analysis Report submitted under separate cover. A second Stakeholders 37 
Meeting was held on August 6, 2014 to present updates on the proposed project and 38 
provide an opportunity for stakeholders to review the 60% schematic design and provide 39 
comments or ask questions. 40 
 41 
TxDOT held meetings with affected property owners (MAPOs) on Tuesday, October 28 42 
and Thursday, October 30, 2014. The meetings were held at different locations along the 43 
I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project corridor and were conducted in an open 44 
house format. Prior to the meetings, the project team mailed invitation letters to all 45 
affected property owners. The letters were accompanied by a project description, project 46 
location map, and a personalized map that showed the proposed ROW needs specific to 47 
each owner’s property. The invitation letters also included the contact information for 48 
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Jonathan Bean, Director of Transportation Planning and Development for the TxDOT San 1 
Antonio District, so that property owners could contact him if they had any questions or 2 
were unable to attend one of the MAPOs. At the meetings, TxDOT and project staff were 3 
on hand to discuss the proposed project and answer questions. 4 
 5 
TxDOT approved the EA for the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project as 6 
“satisfactory for further processing” on January 21, 2015. A public hearing was held on 7 
February 26, 2015 at Morgan’s Wonderland located at 5223 David Edwards Drive in San 8 
Antonio, Texas.  Public hearing legal notices were published in the San Antonio Express-9 
News on January 27, 2015 and in the New Braunfels Herald-Zeitung and La Prensa 10 
Bilingual Newspaper (Spanish text) on January 28, 2015. Display ads for the public hearing 11 
were published in the San Antonio Express-News, New Braunfels Herald-Zeitung, and La 12 
Prensa Bilingual Newspaper (Spanish text) on February 22, 2015. Bilingual public hearing 13 
legal notices published in local papers informed the public of the opportunity to request the 14 
presence of an interpreter (for language or other special communication needs) at the 15 
public hearing to ensure that such persons would have meaningful access to the programs, 16 
services, and information that TxDOT provided. Brochures and comment forms were 17 
available in both English and Spanish at the public hearing.  18 
 19 
Letters, public hearing flyers, and project location maps were mailed on January 30, 2015 to 20 
agencies, property owners whose parcels are adjacent to the proposed project, and to 21 
elected officials including city, county, state, and federal representatives.  Public hearing 22 
flyers were also mailed out on the same date to other individuals in the stakeholder 23 
database for whom email addresses were not available. Public hearing email notifications 24 
and reminders were sent on February 9 and 23, 2015 to approximately 816 stakeholders. 25 
Public hearing flyers were also delivered in person to the following entities for distribution 26 
and/or posting at their respective facilities: Julia Yates Semmes Library, Kingdom Life 27 
Christian Ministries, Livingway Christian Church, Selma Stage Stop Visitor Center, Schertz 28 
Civic Center, Thousand Oaks Library, and Wayland Baptist University. 29 
 30 
The public hearing format included an open house followed by a formal presentation and a 31 
public hearing comment session. The total registered attendance at the public hearing was 32 
182 persons, which included 2 public officials, 155 members of the public, 22 TxDOT staff 33 
and project team members, and 3 members of the media. The online open house received 34 
674 visits, 440 of which were single visits and not repeat visitors. Ten completed comment 35 
forms, one written comment, and 18 verbal comments were received at the public hearing; 36 
15 comments were submitted via email to info@i35northeast.com; two written comments 37 
were mailed to the project mailing address at I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion 38 
Project, 130 East Travis Street, Ste. 200, San Antonio, Texas 78205; and 11 comments 39 
were submitted through the online open house comment form.  The majority of the 40 
comments from the public involved issues or questions related to tolling, the location of 41 
entry and exit points, and general support for the project and its capacity to provide options 42 
for travel and to have a positive impact on the economy. Other comments focused on 43 
utilizing current funding for non-tolled roads and concerns over right of way acquisition. 44 
Overall, commenters generally supported the proposed expansion of  45 
I-35 in Northeast San Antonio, though some expressed opposition to tolling.   46 
 47 
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7.0 DETERMINATION OF ASSESSMENT 
 
Based on the information in this EA and in the proposed project’s administrative record, 
TxDOT recommends implementation of the Build Alternative.   
 
The proposed project would expand the existing 6 to 10-lane facility to a 10 to 14-lane 
facility by constructing four elevated, managed lanes (two lanes in each direction) and 
direct connectors at the major interchanges (I-410 South, I-410 West, and Loop 1604) to 
provide access to and from the managed lanes.  The proposed project would provide a 
highway facility that would meet current design and safety standards and would improve 
mobility within the proposed project area.  This improved mobility would result in reducing 
the time necessary to move people and goods from one point to another.  The 
construction of the Build Alternative would best meet the purpose and need stated in this 
document.   
 
The engineering, social, economic, and environmental investigations conducted thus far 
for the proposed project indicate that it would result in no significant adverse impacts to 
the quality of the human or natural environment, and TxDOT anticipates the project would 
result in the issuance of a FONSI. 
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AMENDED AND RESTATED  
POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 

FOR TOLL COLLECTION OPERATIONS 

ON THE ALAMO RMA TURNPIKE SYSTEM 

 

SECTION 1  PURPOSE 

These Amended and Restated Policies and Procedures for Toll Collection Operations (“Policies 
and Procedures”) are established pursuant to Alamo RMA Resolution No. 07-20, adopted on 
October 10, 2007 and revised by Resolution No. 12-08, adopted on April 12, 2012. Under 
provisions of Chapter 370 of the Texas Transportation Code, ALAMO RMA possesses the 
authority to designate a turnpike project or a portion of a turnpike project as a controlled-access 
toll road (Sec. 370.179). These Policies and Procedures establish Alamo RMA practices and 
operations for toll collection systems on designated controlled-access toll roads operating 
within the Alamo RMA turnpike system, and incorporate provisions of Texas Transportation 
Code Sec. 370.177 regarding failure or refusal to pay turnpike project tolls and related penalties 
and offenses. 

SECTION 2  DEFINITIONS 

ACH Automated Clearing House Network. 

CSC The Customer Service Center or its successor(s). 

Electronic Toll Tag or 
Toll Tag or Tag  

A device that records the usage of a vehicle using a toll road; usually 
adhered to the windshield of the vehicle, allowing motorists to drive 
non-stop through designated electronic toll collection lanes.  
(Electronic Toll Tags are a type of “transponder” pursuant to Texas 
Transportation Code Sec. 370.178.) 

ETC 
 
Facilities  

Electronic Toll Collection. 

Facilities operated by the Alamo RMA including toll and managed 
lanes  

IVR 

Managed Lane  

Interactive Voice Response. 

A travel lane that allows transit, registered car pool users with a tag 
account, and vehicles exempted by state law to use the facility for no 
charge. All vehicle types not mentioned above will be charged a toll 
fee for the usage of the lane.  

Non-payment 
Transaction 

A transaction where the customer does not pay the toll in the lane at 
the time of travel through the toll lane. 

Non-Tagged Non-
payment 

Vehicles not equipped with toll tags and that do not pay the toll at 
the time of travel through the toll lane.    



Adopted	and	approved	by	the	Alamo	RMA	Board	of	Directors	on	April	12,	2012			 Page	2	
 

 
Tag Class 

 
The Alamo RMA class that is determined using the vehicle 
information that is programmed in the toll tag. 

Tagged Non-payment 

 

Toll Lane  

A vehicle equipped with a toll tag that is not valid  

 
A lane operated by the Alamo RMA as a traditional turnpike lane 
with a fixed fee for usage paid by all drivers unless exempted by 
state law or these policies.  

U/O Unusual Occurrence. 

VES Violation Enforcement System. 

VPC Violation Processing Center. 

 
SECTION 3  EXEMPTIONS FROM TOLL PAYMENT 

Users of Alamo RMA Toll Facilities shall be required to pay a toll unless they are determined 
to be exempt under Texas State Statutes or as authorized by the Alamo RMA Board under the 
provisions of the Texas State Statutes. 

 
(a) Emergency and Military Vehicles: In accordance with the provisions of Sec. 370.177, 

362.901 and 541.201 of the Texas Transportation Code, the Alamo RMA will ensure 
that authorized emergency vehicles, as well as state and federal military vehicles, are 
exempt from paying tolls on the Alamo RMA toll road system. 
 

(b)  Public Transportation Vehicles: In accordance with the provisions of Sec. 370.177 and 
Sec 541.201 of the Texas Transportation Code and to facilitate a multi-modal 
transportation system that ensures safe and efficient travel for all individuals in the San 
Antonio Metropolitan Statistical Area, public transit vehicles operated by a public 
agency and having the characteristics of a bus as defined by 541.201 of the Texas 
Transportation Code shall be permitted free usage of any managed lanes in operation by 
the Alamo RMA. On traditional toll facilities without the managed lane designation, 
exemptions shall be established on an annual basis between the Alamo RMA and the 
public agency transit provider based on projected usage within the toll corridor.  
 

(c)        Registered Carpool Vehicles – In accordance with the provisions of Sec 370.177 of the 
Texas Transportation Code, users who are part of a registered car pool that have a 
declared vehicle as part of a carpool as a funded account with a tag will be able to use 
the managed lane facility under the operation of the Alamo RMA for no charge 
dependent on the technology available to implement this provision. On traditional toll 
facilities without the managed lane designation, the tag account will be charged the 
published rate for a toll tag transaction as determined by the Alamo RMA on an annual 
basis in accordance with these policies.  
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SECTION 4   PAYMENT METHODS   
 
To promote an efficient and effective system of toll collection within the Alamo RMA system, 
the Alamo RMA will utilize an all-electronic system of toll collection providing for open road 
travel without the requirement to stop at a toll gantry or plaza.   
 
In accordance with Sec 370.178 (d) of the Texas Transportation Code, transponder customer 
account information, including contact and payment information and trip data, is confidential 
and not subject to disclosure under Chapter 552 of the Texas Government Code.  
 
The Alamo RMA may expand options for payment by subsequent actions and the availability of 
technology.  
 
Toll Tag  
 

a) Toll Tag – The Alamo RMA may provide toll tags to the community through storefront 
customer service operations, online distribution, and/or other venues that may be 
determined to be in the best interest of the Alamo RMA and its customers.   
 

b) Toll Tag accounts – The Alamo RMA may provide customers with the option of having 
a pre-paid tag account acting as a debit card against the balance on the tag account or a 
linked account allowing the tag account to withdraw funds on a preset threshold. 
 

c) Toll Tag account access – The Alamo RMA may provide storefront customer service 
operation, telephone and/or online customer account access for all registered account 
holders. Cash tag account users will be able to convert their account to a linked account 
via these options.  
 

d) Tag replenishment methods – The Alamo RMA may provide customers with options for 
tag replenishment as outlined in this section. i) Automatic replenishment – this option 
will require a customer to have a linked tag account with a major credit card or bank 
account with authorization allowing for their funds to be withdrawn when the balance 
on their tag account reaches a specific threshold as outlined in the tag user account 
agreement. This replenishment will occur without additional action being needed by the 
customer. ii) Manual replenishment – this option will require a customer to routinely 
replenishment the tag account, either via a cash payment at one of the locations 
discussed under Section C or via a credit card or bank account. This option requires the 
customer to take the appropriate action when the tag account is approaching a zero 
balance and the customer is responsible for ensuring the tag account has funding in 
order to avoid being referred to the violation enforcement process as discussed in this 
policy. More details on the cash / manual replenishment method are spelled out below.  
 

e) Toll Tag Cost – the specific cost of a toll tag may be determined by the Alamo RMA in 
coordination with the tag provider. The Alamo RMA may elect to utilize an existing 
statewide interoperable toll tag for the Alamo RMA system and will, at the time of 
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selection, adopt the business policies for toll tag cost in place by the operator of the tag 
account.  

 

Video Tolling  

Those users electing to utilize the video tolling system, in lieu of having a toll tag 
account, will see an additional amount, no less than 33% but no more than 50% of the 
total toll fees added to cover the processing costs for each video transaction in addition 
to a $1.00 handling charge.  The specific amount of a video toll surcharge will be 
determined prior to operational activity by the Alamo RMA for the tolling system and 
will be reviewed annually.  

 
Cash Access  
 

As the Alamo RMA system will utilize open road tolling, customers will not be able to 
stop on the travel lanes to pay a toll with cash. The Alamo RMA, therefore, encourages 
cash customers to either utilize the video tolling option, or a pre-paid tag option in order 
to utilize the Alamo RMA toll system. The Alamo RMA may utilize one or more of the 
following options to provide cash customers access to pre-paid toll tags, allow for 
deposits onto toll tag accounts, or to process video toll bill:  

 
i) Retail operations – the Alamo RMA may seek to partner with local 
establishments in and around the Alamo RMA operational regions to provide 
walk up tag operations, similar to those techniques employed by other public 
sector entities in the region 
 
ii) Kiosk operations – the Alamo RMA may seek to provide kiosk locations, 
operating similar to Automated Teller Machines, throughout the Alamo RMA 
operational regions to provide for replenishment of tag accounts  
 
iii) Store front operations – the Alamo RMA may seek to provide dedicated 
customer service space for tag accounts within the administrative offices of the 
Alamo RMA  
 
iv) Call Center – the Alamo RMA may seek to provide a customer service 
operation to allow video toll bills to be paid via phone, by mail, or in person  

 
The options listed above may be utilized in conjunction with other Alamo RMA 
operations to provide access to the Alamo RMA tolled lane system.  
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SECTION 5   TOLL INCENTIVES AND PROMOTIONS  

 

To promote the use of Alamo RMA toll roads and to maximize the use of toll tags on Alamo 
RMA facilities, the Alamo RMA may offer customers incentives and discounts. All actions 
undertaken by this section shall be in accordance with Section 370.180 of the Texas 
Transportation Code.  

(a) Incentive Offers: From time to time the Alamo RMA may conduct promotions or 
marketing activities that encourage drivers to use Alamo RMA toll roads and/or toll tag 
and/or reward customers for such use. 

(b) Corridor specific promotions: The Alamo RMA may conduct promotions on a corridor by 
corridor basis to encourage drivers to use Alamo RMA toll roads and/or toll tag and/or 
reward customers for such use. The corridor specific promotions may be in limited duration 
and targeted area and may be replicated at the Alamo RMA’s discretion for other corridors.  

 
 
SECTION 6    CUSTOMER SERVICE AND VIOLATION POLICIES  
 
In addition to the other powers and duties provided by Chapter 370 of the Texas Transportation 
Code, with regard to its toll collection and enforcement powers for its turnpike projects or other 
toll projects developed, financed, constructed, and operated under an agreement with the 
authority or another entity, an authority has the same powers and duties as the department under 
Chapter 228, a county under Chapter 284, and a regional tollway authority under Chapter 366 
of the Texas Transportation Code. As such, the Alamo RMA may, from time to time, review 
and revise the customer service and violation policies to provide the highest possible experience 
for customers on the Alamo RMA system.  
 

Upon implementation of the Alamo RMA toll collection system, Alamo RMA expects that 
there may be a high percentage of customers using a toll road who will not have a toll tag. The 
objective of the toll operations procedures and policies created by the Alamo RMA is to 
increase the percentage of toll road customers who establish toll tag accounts with the CSC. 
Additionally, because tolling is a new concept for customers in the South Texas region, it will 
take some time for customers to adjust to the toll road operations, rules and regulations. It is 
understood that the objective of the Alamo RMA is to collect revenue and minimize toll 
violation abuse; Alamo RMA believes that a moderate approach towards customers who do not 
pay the toll ultimately will allow for a period of adjustment as customers begin using the new 
toll roads, and will create new toll customers for the Alamo RMA.  
 

The CSC provides customer service to Alamo RMA customers and supports all operations 
related to customer toll tag account setup, account maintenance and customer service. The 
efficient operation of the CSC is critical to the success of the Alamo RMA toll collections. The 
CSC will adhere to the following provisions with respect to customer service, toll violations, 
and toll tag use: 
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(a) Customers That Use Toll Tag Lanes Without Corresponding Toll Tags: 

 
If a customer who believes they caused a Non-payment Transaction contacts the CSC 
and establishes (or re-establishes, if the customer has an invalid toll tag account) a valid, 
funded toll tag account within seven (7) days, or such period of time that is dictated by 
the terms of any agreement with the CSC, after the Non-payment Transaction was 
committed, the administrative fee that CSC is allowed to charge will be waived, and the 
unpaid toll amount will be deducted from the customer’s account balance upon the 
customer providing proof of said action to the Alamo RMA.   
 
In the event that the violating customer does not either open and adequately fund a new 
toll tag account, or adequately fund their existing toll tag account, within the specified 
time frame, that customer will then receive a “Notice of Nonpayment” via regular mail 
for the unpaid toll amount plus an administrative fee, set in accordance with state law. If 
the violating customer contacts the CSC within thirty (30) days after such notice is 
mailed, and either opens and adequately funds a new toll tag account, or adequately 
funds their existing toll tag account, all of the administrative fee will be waived, and any 
remainder of the fee not waived, plus the unpaid toll amount, will be deducted from the 
customer’s account balance upon the customer providing proof of said action to the 
Alamo RMA. 
 

(b) Violation Enforcement Strategies: 
 
If a customer who receives a “Notice of Nonpayment” does not take any of the actions 
described in subsection (a) above within thirty (30) days after such notice is mailed, the 
Non-payment Transaction becomes an offense under Sec. 370.177 of the Texas 
Transportation Code, and a collection process will be implemented to attempt collection 
of the unpaid toll amount plus the additional administrative fee (which may include the 
collection agency’s fees).  If the collection process does not succeed in obtaining the toll 
amount and corresponding fees owed, the violating customer may be referred for 
prosecution.  An offense for failure or refusal to pay a toll under Sec. 370.177 of the 
Texas Transportation Code is a misdemeanor subject to a fine of up to $250.00 for each 
offense.  If convicted of the offense, a violating customer will be liable for the unpaid 
toll amount, plus a $100 administrative fee, plus court costs and a fine of up to $250.00.  
In the prosecution of an offense under Sec. 370.177, proof that the vehicle passed 
through a toll collection facility without payment of the proper toll, together with proof 
that the defendant was the registered owner or the customer of the vehicle when the 
failure to pay occurred, establishes the nonpayment of the registered owner.  The proof 
may be by testimony of a peace officer or Alamo RMA employee or representative, 
video surveillance, or any other reasonable evidence. Under provisions of Sec. 370.177, 
there are certain exceptions to violation for failure to pay toll regarding rental cars and 
vehicles sold but for which title has not been officially transferred by TxDOT.  In 
addition, it is a defense to prosecution if the vehicle is stolen prior to the failure to pay a 
toll, but only if the theft is reported to the appropriate law enforcement agency within 
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the required time period, as described in Section 370.177 (j) of the Texas Transportation 
Code.  

 
(c) Procedures for Disputing Toll Violations: 
 

Customers may dispute an alleged failure to pay toll violation by contacting the CSC by 
walk-in, telephone, regular mail, e-mail, and/or facsimile. 
 

(d) Appealing a Toll Violation to Alamo RMA  
 

A customer who has contacted the CSC and/or VPC and has been unable to 
satisfactorily resolve a dispute regarding a toll violation may submit a written appeal to 
the Alamo RMA. Such appeal shall be for the purposes of the customer providing the 
Alamo RMA with the information upon which they base their appeal. The Alamo RMA 
may or may not determine that there is any merit to such appeal and is not required to 
undertake any formal proceedings to make such determination. 

 
 

SECTION 7  TOLLING POLICY FOR PHASES OF ALAMO RMA TURNPIKE 
PROJECT “UNDER CONSTRUCTION” 

 
(a) For any toll project to be developed in phases, the authority may defer the 

commencement of toll collection operations on that phase until additional phases of the 
project are constructed so as to provide continuous uninterrupted travel for a distance, or 
to a destination, to be designated by the Board of Directors on a project specific basis. 
The deferral of toll collection operations shall end once the component phases of the 
project or the designated travel corridor as identified by the Board of Directors are 
“substantially complete.” 

(b) The phrase “substantially complete” shall mean that the toll project is open to traffic for 
its entire length as designated by the Board of Directors on a project specific basis. 
Temporary closures due to emergencies or short-term construction or maintenance 
operations shall not preclude a toll project from being deemed substantially complete. 

(c) The authority may install signage and toll collection equipment on or along a project (or 
any phase thereof) indicating that toll collection operations are being deferred and that 
tolls will be collected on the entirety (or any portion) of the project in the future. 

(d) The designation of a project as a toll project or candidate toll project in SABCMPO’s 
then governing transportation plan or transportation improvement program prior to the 
time it is open to traffic shall preclude the project from being deemed a “conversion” 
under provisions of the Texas Transportation Code when toll collection operations 
begin. 

(e) Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Board of Directors may, upon receipt of a written 
request from SABCMPO or from the Commissioners Court, waive this policy and toll a 
phase of project that is under construction prior to completion of the entirety of the 
project. 
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SECTION 8   PARALLEL FACILITIES  
 

The Alamo RMA anticipates constructing new toll capacity within existing corridors in 
the San Antonio / Bexar County region, which will create additional choice within 
these corridors. As such, parallel facilities providing non-toll travel will remain 
available for all motorists.  

 
SECTION 9   EQUAL ACCESSES TO ALAMO RMA SYSTEM AND AGENCY  
 

In accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1965 and Executive Order 12898 
relating to actions to address environmental justice in minority and low-income 
populations and Executive Order 13166 relating to improving access to  services for 
persons with limited English proficiency, and relevant state law and guidance, the 
Alamo RMA will provide customer service access, informational pieces and 
operational pieces that fully comply with the directives established by each of these 
documents as may be amended from time to time.  
 
The Alamo RMA primary website will be available in English and Spanish, via online 
based translation program, as well as other languages offered via online based 
translation programs.  
 
Customer service will be offered in the predominant language(s) in the region served 
by the Alamo RMA, as determined by the Alamo RMA Executive Director in 
consultation with the Alamo RMA Board of Directors.  
 
The Alamo RMA will comply fully with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, 
as may be amended from time to time.  

 
SECTION 10   TOLL SYSTEM OPERATIONS  
 

ELECTRONIC TOLL SYSTEM  
 

On a periodic basis, the Alamo RMA electronic toll system may undergo performance 
auditing to ensure operational compliance with established system specifications 
provided at the time of procurement of the system.  

 
SECTION 11   TOLL RATES AND ESCALATION  
 

INITIAL TOLL RATES  
 

Initial toll rates may be set in the range of $0.17 to $0.50 per mile for toll facility 
usage, dependent on the final project financial plan as developed and approved by the 
Alamo RMA Board of Directors. Toll rates will be set on a project by project basis for 
the type of facility and with approval by the Alamo RMA Board of Directors.  
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ESCALATION FACTOR  

 
The Alamo RMA toll rates will be adjusted on an annual basis. The minimum increase 
each year is to be set at 2.75% or the Consumer Price Index for the immediate 
preceding year, whichever is greater for the first ten years of operation. Starting in year 
eleven and for each subsequent year the minimum increase shall be 3% or the 
Consumer Price Index for the immediate preceding year, whichever is greater. This 
increase will be automatic in accordance with the bond covenants of the Alamo RMA.  
 

SECTION 12  REVIEW AND REVISIONS 
 

REVIEW OF TOLL POLICY  
 
  As established in this toll policy, the Alamo RMA will conduct reviews of the toll 
policy from time to time to ensure optimal performance and operation of the Alamo 
RMA toll system.  

 
REVISIONS OF TOLL POLICY  

 
The Alamo RMA toll policy may be revised from time to time by the Alamo RMA 
Board of Directors on the advice of the Alamo RMA Executive Director. All revisions 
will be required to comply with any outstanding bond covenants, federal and state law.  
 
 



 



ALAMO AREA METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION

2020FY 

TxDOT District County          CSJ Hwy Phase Project Sponsor MPO Proj ID No.

Year of 
Expenditure 

Cost

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN "Mobility 2040"

City

     Updated:         
January 26, 2015

Bexar15 - San Antonio

Description:

Loop 1604 C TxDOT 9109.0
Limits From: FM 1303
Limits To: FM 1937

Total Project Cost Information (TxDOT %):

ROW Purchase: $0
Construction Cost: $20,000,000
Construction Engineering $800,000
Contingencies: $1,400,000
Indirect Costs: $400,000

Preliminary Engineering $980,000

Other Field $800,000
$24,380,000

Type of Work: Added Capacity: Non - Toll

Total Project Cost: 

$20,000,000

Authorized Funding by Category/Share

Other

Cost of 
Approved 
Phases:

$20,000,000
3 - Prop 1
Other

$20,000,000
$0

Other $0
Other $0

$0 $20,000,000 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $20,000,000 $0 $0 $20,000,000

Total
Local 

ContribStateFederal Local
Funding 

Categories

Totals

Project History: added w/ 12/8/14 adoption of the MTP

Last Revision Date:
Expand from 2 lanes to 4 lane divided

Comal15 - San Antonio

Description:

IH 35 C TxDOT 4014.0
Limits From: Guadalupe/Comal County Line
Limits To: FM 1103

Total Project Cost Information (TxDOT %):

ROW Purchase: $0
Construction Cost: $115,781,525
Construction Engineering $4,978,605
Contingencies: $5,661,717
Indirect Costs: $5,904,858

Preliminary Engineering $5,673,295

Other Field $0
$138,000,000

Type of Work: Added Capacity: Toll

Total Project Cost: 

$138,000,000

Authorized Funding by Category/Share

Other

Cost of 
Approved 
Phases:

$115,781,525
CDA
Other

$138,000,000
$0

Other $0
Other $0

$0 $0 $0 $138,000,000
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $138,000,000 $138,000,000

Total
Local 

ContribStateFederal Local
Funding 

Categories

Totals

Project History: 10/13 - revise description; 4/13 - add project to MTP (Env document)

Last Revision Date: 11/2013

0016-05-111

exp from 6 lane to 10 lane expy (add 4 new managed lanes); Env study req; project is subject to change

Guadalupe15 - San Antonio

Description:

IH 35 C TxDOT 4013.0
Limits From: Bexar/Guadalupe County Line
Limits To: Guadalupe/Comal County Line

Total Project Cost Information (TxDOT %):

ROW Purchase: $0
Construction Cost: $247,503,986
Construction Engineering $10,642,671
Contingencies: $12,102,945
Indirect Costs: $12,622,703

Preliminary Engineering $12,127,695

Other Field $0
$295,000,000

Type of Work: Added Capacity: Toll

Total Project Cost: 

$295,500,000

Authorized Funding by Category/Share

Other

Cost of 
Approved 
Phases:

$247,503,986
CDA
Other

$295,500,000
$0

Other $0
Other $0

$0 $0 $0 $295,500,000
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $295,500,000 $295,500,000

Total
Local 

ContribStateFederal Local
Funding 

Categories

Totals

Project History: 10/13 - revise description; 4/13 - add project to MTP (Env document)

Last Revision Date: 11/2013

0016-06-047

exp from 8 lane to 12 lane expy thru FM 3009; then 6 to 10 lane expy from FM 3009 to Comal CL (add 4 new managed lanes); Env study req; project is subject to c
hange

41Phase: C=Construction, E=Engineering, R=ROW
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ALAMO AREA METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION

2020FY 

TxDOT District County          CSJ Hwy Phase Project Sponsor MPO Proj ID No.

Year of 
Expenditure 

Cost

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN "Mobility 2040"

City

     Updated:         
January 26, 2015

Bexar15 - San Antonio

Description:

IH 35 North C ARMA 3477.0
Limits From: IH 410 N
Limits To: Guadalupe/Bexar County Line

Total Project Cost Information (TxDOT %):

ROW Purchase: $0
Construction Cost: $836,256,270
Construction Engineering $46,541,843
Contingencies: $58,537,939
Indirect Costs: $36,042,645

Preliminary Engineering $40,976,557

Other Field $0
$1,018,355,254

Type of Work: Added Capacity: Toll

Total Project Cost: 

$1,018,355,254

Authorized Funding by Category/ShareCost of 
Approved 
Phases:

$836,256,270
CDA
Other

$1,018,355,254
$0

Other $0
Other $0

$0 $0 $0 ,018,355,254
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 ,018,355,254 $1,018,355,254

Total
Local 

ContribStateFederal Local
Funding 

Categories

Totals

Project History: 10/13 - revise limits and description; 04/13 - revise limits

Last Revision Date: 11/2013

0016-07-113

Exp from 8 to 12 lane expy (add 4 new managed lanes) incl managed lane conns at Loop 1604; Env study req; project is subject to change

Bexar15 - San Antonio

Description:

IH 35 North C ARMA 61.2
Limits From: IH 410 S
Limits To: IH 410 N

Total Project Cost Information (TxDOT %):

ROW Purchase: $0
Construction Cost: $565,092,463
Construction Engineering $31,450,221
Contingencies: $39,556,472
Indirect Costs: $24,355,485

Preliminary Engineering $27,689,531

Other Field $0
$688,144,172

Type of Work: Added Capacity: Toll

Total Project Cost: 

$688,144,172

Authorized Funding by Category/ShareCost of 
Approved 
Phases:

$565,092,463
CDA
Other

$688,144,172
$0

Other $0
Other $0

$0 $0 $0 $688,144,172
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $688,144,172 $688,144,172

Total
Local 

ContribStateFederal Local
Funding 

Categories

Totals

Project History: 10/13 - revise description; 4/13 - revise limits and description

Last Revision Date: 11/2013

0017-10-168

Exp 8 to 12 lane (add 4 new managed lanes) incl managed lane conns at IH 410 N & IH 410 S; Env study req; project is subject to change

Bexar15 - San Antonio

Description:

IH 35 North C ARMA 3514.0
Limits From: US 281/IH 37, East
Limits To: IH 410 S

Total Project Cost Information (TxDOT %):

ROW Purchase: $0
Construction Cost: $275,545,055
Construction Engineering $15,335,459
Contingencies: $19,288,154
Indirect Costs: $11,875,992

Preliminary Engineering $13,501,708

Other Field $0
$335,546,368

Type of Work: Added Capacity: Toll

Total Project Cost: 

$335,546,368

Authorized Funding by Category/ShareCost of 
Approved 
Phases:

$275,545,055
CDA
Other

$335,546,368
$0

Other $0
Other $0

$0 $0 $0 $335,546,368
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $335,546,368 $335,546,368

Total
Local 

ContribStateFederal Local
Funding 

Categories

Totals

Project History: 10/13 - revise description

Last Revision Date: 11/2013

0017-10-180

Expand from 6 lane to 10 lane expy (add 4 new managed lanes); Env study req; project is subject to change

42Phase: C=Construction, E=Engineering, R=ROW
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Project Name Limits    From:
Project Description

FY 2015-2018 Transportation Improvement Program
Appendix D - Environmental Clearance Projects

To:

36th Street Extension Billy Mitchell Duncan

Construct 4 lane divided roadway

IH 35 North US 281/IH 37 Comal County Line

Expand to 10-12 lane expressway (add 4 new managed lanes)

Loop 1604 NE IH 35 North IH 10 East

Expand to 4 lane expressway (construct 4 new managed lanes)

Loop 1604 West US 90 SH 16

Expand to 6 and 8 lane expressway (construct 2 to 4 managed lanes)

Loop 337 N River Road Hillcrest

Expand to 4 lane divided highway

99
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1 BACKGROUND 1 

 2 
The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) proposes improvements to Interstate 3 
Highway 35 (I-35) from I-410 South to Farm-to-Market (FM) 1103. The proposed 4 
project, generally referred to as the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project, is 5 
located in Bexar, Guadalupe, and Comal Counties.  The proposed improvements would 6 
add capacity in the form of elevated, managed lanes generally between the existing 7 
mainlanes and frontage roads. In addition, proposed direct connectors would link the 8 
proposed managed lanes to the existing I-410 South, I-410 West, and Loop 1604 9 
facilities. The construction limits along I-35 begin approximately 2.8 miles south of the  10 
I-35/I-410 South interchange near Copeland Drive and extend to approximately 1.3 11 
miles north of FM 1103 to account for transitions to the existing I-35 facility.  The total 12 
length of the proposed construction limits along I-35, including the direct connectors at 13 
the three major interchanges, is approximately 23.7 miles.  14 

 15 

Section 136 of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1970 (Public Law [P.L.] 91-605) requires 16 
consideration of aesthetic values in the highway planning process.  This evaluation of the 17 
visual impacts of the proposed project uses a process consistent with the Federal 18 
Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects 19 

(FHWA 1988).  The FHWA guidelines describe three levels of project aesthetics: internal, 20 
relational, and environmental. Traditional design theory often evaluated project 21 
aesthetics in isolation, considering only the internal aesthetics of the project. The 22 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process provides a framework for assessing 23 
the visual quality and potential visual impacts of a project within the context of its 24 
surroundings, or the relational aesthetics of the project. NEPA also provides guidance for 25 

considering how a potential project would visually relate to its total affected environment, 26 
or the environmental aesthetics of a project. This evaluation will consider all three levels 27 

of project aesthetics.  28 

TxDOT and the Cities of San Antonio, Live Oak, Selma, and Schertz have construction 29 
guidelines relevant to visual impacts, specifically design specifications for proposed 30 
projects that are intended to enhance the visual environment.  Table 1 summarizes 31 
relevant visual resource guidelines for community development and construction 32 

planning in the municipalities along or adjacent to the proposed project limits. It is evident 33 
that these communities value the visual quality of improvements along the corridor and 34 
seek contextual relationships for aesthetic treatments. 35 

 36 
  37 
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Table 1: Summary of Plan Policies and Goals 1 
Planning Document Policies or Plan Chapter Requirements/Goals 

TxDOT - San Antonio 
District Urban Design 
Themes (Bexar and 
Outlying Counties). 
(2005)  
 
 

Mission Region Roadway 
Design Theme (both sides of  
I-35 from I-410 South to I-410 
West; east side of I-35 from  

I-410 West to FM 1103) 

The roadway design elements of this design 
theme consist of heavy, strong, richly 

textured materials that reflect the 
architecture of regional missions. 

TxDOT - San Antonio 
District Urban Design 
Themes (Bexar and 
Outlying Counties). 
(2005) 

Hill Country Region Roadway 
Design Theme (west side of  

I-35 from I-410 West to  
FM 1103) 

The roadway design elements of this design 
theme consist of simple materials that 

translate the historical architecture of Hill 
Country towns into modern structures of the 

highway. 

City of San Antonio 
Comprehensive Master 
Plan Framework (2011) 

Community Character 

Goal 3.F - Context sensitive design is 
utilized to balance function, safety, and 

aesthetics for development and 
redevelopment. 

Multi-Modal Transportation 
Policy 6.A.1 - Context Sensitive Street 

design is encouraged for new and 
redeveloped streets and streetscapes. 

City of San Antonio 
North Sector Plan 
(2010) 

Land Use 

Goal LU-5, Strategy LU-5.1 - Sets forth 
standards and guidelines for existing scenic 

corridors, gateway corridors, and overlay 
districts to maintain and enhance a 

consistent design theme along North Sector 
principal and arterial roadways, which 

include I-35 between Walzem Road and 
Toepperwein Road. 

City of San Antonio 
Northeast Gateway 
Corridor District Plan 
(2004) 

Site Development 

Ordinance 99358 (enacted June 2004) - 
Sets forth site development standards for 
preservation/enhancement of aesthetics 
along I-35 between Walzem Road and 

Toepperwein Road. 

City of Live Oak 
Neighborhood & 
Business Plan (2012) 

Site Development along I-35 Requirement for aesthetic appeal of non-
residential development along I-35. 

City of Selma 
Comprehensive 
Development Plan 
(2007)  

Article VII of City of Selma 
Zoning Ordinance - I-35 
Overlay Zoning District 

Article VII, Overlay Districts – Article VII of 
the City of Selma’s Zoning Ordinance 

provides rules, regulations, and criteria for 
aesthetic and quality development within 

Selma’s Overlay Districts, including the I-35 
Overlay Zoning District. 



Aesthetic Considerations Technical Report 
I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project  I-35: I-410 South to FM 1103 

CSJs: 0016-05-111, etc.                                                                                                                     3 
 

Planning Document Policies or Plan Chapter Requirements/Goals 

City of Schertz 
Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan (2001) 

Land Use 

Goal 1, Objective A, Action 3 - Coordinate 
efforts with the Texas Department of 

Transportation to improve aesthetic features 
along I-35, I-10, and FM 78 including unique 

signage, intense and artistic landscaping, 
architectural additions to overpasses, and 

distinct entry/exit of City limits. 

City of Schertz 
Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan (2001) 

Transportation 

Goal 3, Objective A, Action 1 - Work with 
TxDOT to ensure that the design of bridges, 

overpasses, retaining walls and other 
improvements include consideration of 

visual impact and utilizes design features 
and materials, including landscaping 

treatments that will enhance the aesthetic 
appearance of the structures. 

Community Enhancement 

Goal 1, Objective B, Action 1 - Develop 
gateways and scenic corridors into and 

through the community to establish a first 
impression and create a recognizable 

identity for Schertz; Identify and develop 
specific locations for entrance gateways and 

enhanced corridors such as along I-35. 

Sources: TxDOT San Antonio District Urban Design Themes, 2005; San Antonio Comprehensive Master 1 
Plan Framework, 2011; City of San Antonio North Sector Plan, 2010; Northeast Gateway Corridor District 2 
Plan, 2004; City of Live Oak Neighborhood & Business Enhancement Plan, 2012; City of Selma 2005 – 3 
2020 Comprehensive Development Plan, 2007; City of Schertz Comprehensive Land Plan, and 2001.   4 

 5 
  6 
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2 METHODOLOGY 1 
 2 

The visual impacts of project alternatives are determined by assessing the visual 3 
resource change due to the proposed project and predicting viewer response to that 4 
change. Visual resource change is the sum of the change in visual character and 5 
change in visual quality.  6 
 7 
The first step in determining visual resource change is to assess the visual character 8 
and quality of the existing landscape. The second step is to compare the visual 9 
character and quality of the existing resources with projected visual character and 10 
quality after the proposed project is constructed. The third step is to determine the 11 
viewer response to those changes, which is the sum of viewer exposure and the visual 12 
sensitivity of the proposed project area. The resulting level of visual impact is 13 
determined by combining the severity of resource change with the degree to which 14 

people are likely to respond to the change.  For the purpose of this study, key 15 
viewpoints were identified along the limits of the proposed project corridor in order to 16 
compare the existing visual character and quality of the landscape to the projected 17 
visual character and quality of the landscape after construction of the proposed project.  18 
More information about the key viewpoints, including a table with descriptions of each of 19 
the viewpoints, is provided in Chapter 3: Existing Conditions.  20 

 21 
The criteria that were used to assess the potential visual impacts at each key viewpoint 22 
are described in Table 2.  23 

 24 
Table 2: Visual Assessment Evaluation and Criteria 25 

Visual Resource Change Anticipated Viewer Response to Change 

Visual Character/Quality Primary Viewers Visual Sensitivity 

High = Assessment unit, or 
portions thereof, is of substantial 
visual and/or aesthetic quality to 
the primary viewers. 
Moderate = Assessment unit, or 
portions thereof, is of average 
visual and/or aesthetic quality to 
the primary viewers. 
Low = Assessment unit is of 
little or no visual and/or 
aesthetic quality to the primary 
viewers. 

A = Motorists 
B = Single-Family Residents 
C = Multi-Family Residents 
D = Recreational Users 
E = Commercial/Office Tenants 
F = Industrial Tenants 
G = Pedestrians 
H = Cyclists 
I = Others 
 

High = Introduction of new 
elements into the area could 
substantially impact the quality 
of the visual resources observed 
by the primary viewers. 
Moderate = Introduction of new 
elements into the area could 
potentially impact the quality of 
the visual resources observed 
by the primary viewers. 
Low = Introduction of new 
elements into the area is not 
likely to impact the quality visual 
resources observed by the 
primary viewers. 

Source: Project Team Staff, 2014 26 
 27 
Table 3 defines the four impact levels used to describe potential visual impacts as a 28 
result of the proposed project.  Results of the visual assessment of the long-term effects 29 
of the proposed project at each key viewpoint are provided in Table 4 in Chapter 4: 30 
Long-Term Effects. 31 
 32 
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Table 3: Potential Impacts to Visual Resources 1 
Impact Level Definition 

Not noticeable 

Changes to the visual quality of the key view would not be 
immediately noticeable. The changes are either in the 

background or are fully screened from the primary 
viewers at this viewpoint. 

Noticeable 
Changes to the visual quality of the key view would be 

noticeable, but would not dominate the surrounding 
landscape. 

Co-dominant 
Changes to the visual quality of the key view would be 
noticeable and would attract the attention of primary 

viewers at this viewpoint. 

Dominant 
Changes to the visual quality of the key view would be 
very noticeable and would dominate the surrounding 

landscape. 
 Source: Project Team Staff, 2014 2 
 3 

Visual impacts throughout the corridor within the construction limits of the proposed 4 
project are also discussed in terms of the effect that new physical elements associated 5 
with the proposed project would have on the following:  6 
 7 

 Landform Quality – the existing natural or man-made landform; 8 

 Visual Resources – the physical resources, including native vegetation, 9 
introduced landscaping, and the built environment, that make up the character of 10 
the area; and 11 

 Visual Intrusion/Privacy – the creation of direct views from the proposed 12 
structure into previously private spaces. 13 
 14 

These assessments are described in Chapter 5: Roadway Improvement Impacts and 15 

Chapter 6: Visual Intrusion/ Privacy Impact Assessment. 16 

 17 
  18 
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3 EXISTING CONDITIONS 1 

 2 
An inventory of the existing visual resources along the I-35 corridor from just south of 3 
Copeland Drive to just north of FM 1103 was conducted through a desktop review of 4 
planning documents and online resources for the Cities of San Antonio, Live Oak, Selma, 5 
and Schertz and a field survey conducted on August 13, 2013. The visual environment 6 
for the I-35 corridor within the proposed project limits consists primarily of urban and 7 
developing suburban commercial and residential areas.  Small areas of landscaped 8 
vegetation occur within the existing I-35 ROW near the project end at FM 1103.  9 
Generally, visual and aesthetic resources along the proposed project corridor include 10 
historic structures, parklands, and natural areas. Several transportation and utility 11 
infrastructure crossings are dominantly visible within the proposed project limits and a 12 
major electric utility line parallels the west side of I-35 between the I-35/I-410 South and 13 
I-35/I-410 West interchanges. Views along the northern portion proposed project limits, 14 

from FM 3009 to FM 1103, are characteristically rural/suburban with areas of farmland, 15 
rangeland, and woods parkland.  In particular, between FM 1103 and Wiederstein 16 
Road, scenic views of hill country and riparian woodland are visible west of I-35 from 17 
the southbound I-35 mainlanes and frontage roads.   18 
 19 

In order to evaluate visual impacts of the proposed project, 14 key viewpoints were 20 
identified to depict the current visual character of the I-35 corridor within the proposed 21 
project limits.  Many of the key viewpoints included in this assessment were identified 22 
because they are representative of the typical character of the landscape or 23 
representative of the typical viewers of the landscape.  The remaining key viewpoints 24 
were identified for inclusion in the analysis because they are sensitive places, like 25 
historic resources, along the proposed project corridor.  The 14 key viewpoints included 26 
in this analysis are described in Table 4 and are also identified in the EA’s Appendix C: 27 

Corridor Map. 28 

  29 
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Table 4: Descriptions of Key Viewpoints 

Key View 

Number 
Key View Key View Location 

Appendix C 

Sheet No. 
Key View Description 

1 Salado Creek 
Greenway South 

Intersection of Salado 
Creek and I-35,  
San Antonio, TX 

1 

Salado Creek Greenway South is a city-owned, 7.5-mile hike and 
bike trail that connects a string of municipal recreational facilities.  
This trail is a segment of a larger network planned to encircle the 

entire city of San Antonio, primarily along Leon and Salado Creeks.  
The greenway crosses under an elevated I-35 bridge near the 

project begin.  Frontage roads, at a lower elevation, were extended 
to allow safe distances between trail users and vehicular traffic. 

2 
George Beach 

Avenue 
Intersection 

I-35 at George 
Beach Avenue,  
San Antonio, TX 

2 

George Beach Avenue is the main thoroughfare linking I-35 to the 
San Antonio Military Medical Center.  The campus is comprised of 
10 separate organizations that provide inpatient care, outpatient 

care, advanced rehabilitative services, and troop leadership.  The 
multi-story buildings, parking garage, and surface parking lots have 

high visibility along the I-35 frontage roads whereas the general 
purpose lanes are depressed in this area restricting views of land 

uses along the corridor. 

3 
East Terrell Hills 
Neighborhood 

6910 Glendora 
Avenue,  

San Antonio, TX 
3, 4 

East Terrell Hills Neighborhood is primarily a single family 
residential neighborhood with pockets of apartment complexes and 
two neighborhood schools.  The key view is from the Oaks of Terrell 
Hills Apartment Homes.  This apartment complex, as well as other 

residential sites, is only separated from the I-35 corridor by a 
railroad easement. 

4 
Walzem 

Elementary School 
4618 Walzem Road,  

San Antonio, TX 4, 5 

This public school is within the North East Independent School 
District and educates children from pre-kindergarten through 5th 

grade.  Walzem Elementary School is approximately 0.2 miles from 
the intersection of Walzem Road and I-35.  The intersection can be 

seen from the school’s entrance. 

5 New Creation 
Christian Fellowship 

8700 Fourwinds 
Drive, Windcrest, TX 4, 6 

New Creation Christian Fellowship is a non-denominational church 
located east of the I-35 and I-410 West interchange.  Fourwinds 

Drive runs parallel to the interchange frontage roads and the church 
parking lot provides additional separation between the interchange 

and campus buildings. 

6 Starlight Terrace 
Neighborhood 

103 Starlight 
Terrace,  

San Antonio, TX 
6 

Starlight Terrace is a single family residential neighborhood.  This 
neighborhood collector street, Starlight Terrace, intersects I-35.  

Except for this connectivity, the neighborhood is offset from the I-35 
corridor by a buffer of small industrial businesses and storage. 
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Key View 

Number 
Key View Key View Location 

Appendix C 

Sheet No. 
Key View Description 

7 Northeast 
Methodist Hospital 

12412 Judson Road,  
Live Oak, TX 8 

This hospital has been serving northeast San Antonio for a number 
of years.  It recently underwent major renovations to upgrade and 
expand the facility and services to better meet the needs of the 
area.  Services include emergency care, open heart surgery, 

cardiac catheterizations, neurosurgery, inpatient rehabilitation, 
orthopedic surgery, cancer care, intensive care, and inpatient and 
outpatient surgeries and procedures.  The property runs along I-35 
and fronts Judson Road.  I-35 is within view from various entrances, 

parking lot terraces, and building levels. 

8 Jordan Ford Car 
Dealership 

13010 I-35 North,  
San Antonio, TX 8 

Several vehicle dealerships exist along the I-35 corridor within the 
project limits.  The Jordan Ford dealership has a typical site layout 
with vehicle selections parked up to the right-of-way (ROW).  The 

Livingway Christian Church is highly visible when looking towards I-
35 from Jordan Ford. 

9 I-35/Loop 1604 
Interchange 

I-35 at Loop 1604,  
San Antonio, TX 8 

The I-35/Loop 1604 interchange is recognized as a major retail 
center along the I-35 corridor.  The interchange sits higher than the 

neighboring retail uses and improvements to Loop 1604 are 
currently under construction.  Retail anchors in the southern 

quadrants are a cinema and a furniture store.  One of the largest 
shopping centers in Texas, The Forum at Olympia Parkway, is in 
the northeast quadrant of the interchange.  A retail strip, Shops at 

the Forum, is to the north, and a new mixed-use project, the 
Gateway Plaza Shopping Center, is currently under development 
along Loop 1604.  Across from this future retail site, the southwest 

quadrant of the interchange is home to the Randolph Brooks 
Federal Credit Union campus and undeveloped property. 

10 Old Selma City Hall  15412 I-35 North,  
Selma, TX 10 

The Old Selma City Hall is located along the  
I-35 frontage road in Selma and is currently in operation as a 

Hooters Restaurant.  The structure holds historical significance as 
the original Selma City Hall.  The building’s setback is 

representative of one of the nearest buildings to the I-35 ROW. 

11 

Our Lady of 
Perpetual Help 
Catholic Church 

and School 
 

16075 North Evans 
Road, Selma, TX 10 

The Our Lady of Perpetual Help campus is set back from the I-35 
ROW by small businesses that appear to be a re-use of single 

family residences.  Their existence provides a perforated buffer of 
the interstate.  The prominent view from the church and school are 

the I-35 general purpose lane retaining walls extending from the 
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Key View 

Number 
Key View Key View Location 

Appendix C 

Sheet No. 
Key View Description 

North Evans Road intersection. 

12 Selma Stage Stop 
and Visitors Center 

9374 Valhalla,  
Selma, TX 10 

The site is located within a city park and is the first site designated 
with a state historical marker in Selma, TX.  The site dates to the 
1850s and was part of the Harrison and McCulloch stage coach 

route that connected Austin to San Antonio.  The Stage Stop is set 
back from the I-35 ROW, but the property in between is 

undeveloped. 

13 Selma/Schertz City 
Limits 

I-35, Selma/Schertz  
city limits, TX 11 

The primary land uses along the I-35 corridor’s study area are typical 
of most interstate highway systems.  Land uses include retail 

shopping centers, hotels, restaurants, car dealerships, churches, 
medical facilities, banks, convenience stores, storage facilities, and 

industrial warehouses.  Maintaining access points and views to 
businesses and/or their signage are interests of these property 

owners.  Throughout the project limits, the general purpose lanes 
vary from depressed to elevated construction.  In this area, the 

existing general purpose lanes are higher than the frontage roads 
and neighboring businesses, but no retaining wall construction 

exists. 

14 Schertz Parkway 
Intersection 

I-35 at Schertz 
Parkway, Schertz, TX 11 

Schertz Parkway is a popular multi-modal thoroughfare between I-35 
and downtown Schertz.  Wide trails flanking the roadway provide 

hike and bike connectivity within the streetscape between residential 
neighborhoods, neighborhood services, and civic uses.  The civic 

uses include schools, a library, a recreational facility, a senior center, 
and a civic center. 

Source: Project Team Staff, 2014 
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4 LONG-TERM EFFECTS  1 

 2 
No-Build Alternative 3 

 4 

Under the No-Build Alternative for the proposed project, no impacts to visual resources 5 
are anticipated. However, traffic operations on the existing facility would not be 6 
improved and congestion along I-35 would continue to increase over time.  This 7 
increase in congestion, characterized by heavy traffic traveling at slow speeds for 8 
extended periods of time, could impact visual quality at locations along the proposed 9 
project limits from which the existing mainlanes are visible. 10 
 11 
Build Alternative 12 
 13 

The proposed project would be almost entirely elevated, maintaining a minimum 14 

clearance of approximately 16.5 feet (ft) between the bottom of the bridged structure 15 

and the roadway it parallels. The height of the proposed elevated managed lanes would 16 

be greatest at the major interchanges, ranging from approximately 65 feet at the I-35/ 17 

I-410 South interchange to approximately 109 feet at the I-35/Loop 1604 interchange. 18 

The range of heights of the proposed facility is one of its predominant visual 19 

characteristics and was considered in this visual assessment.  The minimum height of 20 

the elevated sections of the proposed managed lanes is approximately 16.5 ft from the 21 

existing I-35 facility.  The height of the proposed elevated managed lanes which would 22 

traverse local cross streets ranges from approximately 27 to 42 ft from the top of the 23 

cross street bridge(s) to the top of the managed lanes.  The approximate maximum height 24 

of the proposed elevated managed lanes at the major interchanges would be: 25 

 I-35/I-410 South interchange – 65 ft; 26 

 I-35/I-410 West interchange – 96 ft; and 27 

 I-35/Loop 1604 interchange – 109 ft. 28 
 29 

The results of the visual assessment of the long-term effects of the Build Alternative are 30 
presented in Table 5 and are followed by simulated views of the proposed project 31 
improvements in Figures 1 to 14.  Refer to Chapter 2: Methodology for definitions of 32 

the criteria used in the assessment (Table 2) and the levels of impacts to visual 33 
resources (Table 3).  The key views and their associated viewsheds, the area visible 34 
from each viewpoint, for each of the simulations are shown on Appendix C: Corridor 35 
Map in the EA.  Other than minimizing the number of vertical columns, the simulated 36 
improvements do not consider aesthetic treatments nor do they capture all of the safety 37 

requirements that may be associated with the representative elevated bridge structures.  38 
They do illustrate the scale of the 60% schematic design and potential forms of the 39 

proposed structures.  The simulations show what the proposed project would look like 40 
from a specific vantage point within each of the key views.  The results presented in 41 

Table 5 provide a more comprehensive assessment of the anticipated impacts to visual 42 
resources at each of the key viewpoints, taking into consideration the contextual 43 

aesthetics of each of the sites. 44 
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Table 5: Visual Assessment of Key Viewpoints 

Key 
View 

Number 
Key View 

Existing 
Visual 

Character/ 
Quality 

Visual 
Character/ 

Quality with 
Proposed 

Project 

Visual 
Resource 
Change 

 

Primary 
Viewers 

Visual 
Sensitivity 

Anticipated 
Viewer 

Response to 
Change 

 Impacts to 

Visual 

Resources 

1 
Salado Creek 

Greenway 
South 

Moderate Moderate Low 
 

A, D, F, G, H High Low 
 Not 

noticeable 

2 
George Beach 

Avenue 
Intersection 

Moderate Low Moderate 
 

A, E, F Moderate Moderate 
 

Dominant 

3 
East Terrell 

Hills 
Neighborhood 

Low Low Low 
 

A, B, C, G High Moderate 
 

Co-dominant 

4 
Walzem 

Elementary 
School 

Moderate Moderate Low 
 

A, E, I High Low 
 

Noticeable 

5 
New Creation 

Christian 
Fellowship 

Low Low Low 
 

A, E, I Moderate Low 
 

Noticeable 

6 
Starlight 
Terrace 

Neighborhood 
Moderate Moderate Low A, B, G High Low Noticeable 

7 
Northeast 
Methodist 
Hospital 

Low Low Low A, E Moderate Low Noticeable 

8 
Jordan Ford 

Car 
Dealership 

Moderate Low Moderate A, E Moderate Low Co-dominant 

9 
I-35/ 

Loop 1604 
Interchange 

Moderate Low Moderate A, E Moderate Moderate Dominant 

10 Old Selma 
City Hall Moderate Low Moderate 

 
A, E, I Moderate Moderate 

 
Dominant 

11 
Our Lady of 
Perpetual 

Help Catholic 
Moderate Moderate Low A, B, D, I Moderate Low Noticeable 
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Key 
View 

Number 
Key View 

Existing 
Visual 

Character/ 
Quality 

Visual 
Character/ 

Quality with 
Proposed 

Project 

Visual 
Resource 
Change 

 

Primary 
Viewers 

Visual 
Sensitivity 

Anticipated 
Viewer 

Response to 
Change 

 Impacts to 

Visual 

Resources 

Church and 
School 

12 

Selma Stage 
Stop and 
Visitors 
Center 

Moderate Moderate Low A, D, I High Moderate Co-dominant 

13 Selma/Schertz 
City Limits Moderate Low Moderate A, E, F Moderate Moderate Dominant 

14 
Schertz 
Parkway 

Intersection 
Moderate Low Moderate A, E, G, H, I Moderate Moderate Dominant 

Source: Project Team Staff, 2014  
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Figure 1: Simulated View 1 - Salado Creek Greenway South1 

 2 

Figure 2: Simulated View 2 - George Beach Avenue Intersection 3 

 4 
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Figure 3: Simulated View 3 - East Terrell Hills Neighborhood1 

 2 

Figure 4: Simulated View 4 - Walzem Elementary School 3 

 4 
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Figure 5: Simulated View 5 - New Creation Christian Fellowship 1 

 2 

Figure 6: Simulated View 6 - Starlight Terrace Neighborhood 3 

 4 
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Figure 7: Simulated View 7 - Northeast Methodist Hospital 1 

 2 

Figure 8: Simulated View 8 - Jordan Ford Car Dealership 3 

 4 
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Figure 9: Simulated View 9 - I-35/Loop 1604 Interchange 1 

 2 

Figure 10: Simulated View 10 - Old Selma City Hall 3 

 4 
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Figure 11: Simulated View 11 - Our Lady of Perpetual Help Catholic Church  1 

and School 2 

 3 

Figure 12: Simulated View 12 - Selma Stage Stop and Visitors Center 4 

 5 
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Figure 13: Simulated View 13 - Selma/Schertz City Limits 1 

 2 

Figure 14: Simulated View 14 - Schertz Parkway Intersection 3 

 4 
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5 ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT IMPACTS 1 

 2 
No-Build Alternative 3 

 4 

Under the No-Build Alternative for the proposed project, no impacts to visual resources 5 
are anticipated. 6 
 7 
Build Alternative 8 

 9 
The proposed roadway improvements are consistent with existing man-made landforms 10 
within the I-35 ROW.  The frontage roads largely follow the rolling terrain of the corridor, 11 
and the mainlanes vary from elevated to depressed sections to allow for grade 12 
separation clearances at intersections.  Elevated ramping of existing direct connections 13 
to Loop 1604, I-410 West, and I-410 South is present at the interchanges with I-35.  As 14 

described in Chapter 4: Long-Term Effects, elevated managed lanes are proposed 15 
and vertical clearances are necessary.  The vertical change of this lane structure would 16 
change the current forms throughout the I-35 corridor bringing greater prominence to 17 
the roadway infrastructure.  The linear patterns would parallel the existing lanes and 18 
additional multi-level ramping would be prevalent at the interchanges. 19 

 20 
Vegetation within the ROW is primarily defined as grassy slopes and swales.  Only 42 21 
large trees were identified within the entire project limits.  Seven of these trees are near 22 
the southern terminus of the project.  Tree and shrub plantings do exist along the 23 
corridor and are located in the street yards of neighboring land uses.  Introducing 24 
elevated lanes would reduce the grassy areas along the corridor and some of the large 25 
trees may require removal during construction.  Because the elevated lanes are 26 
proposed in between or above the existing mainlanes and frontage roads, shading 27 

should not be a major concern for the viability of landscaping within neighboring 28 
properties.  However, any utility improvements near the ROW edges have the potential 29 
to negatively impact street yard vegetation that is located within a few feet of the 30 
property line. 31 

 32 
6 VISUAL INTRUSION/ PRIVACY IMPACT ASSESSMENT  33 

 34 
No-Build Alternative 35 
 36 

Under the No-Build Alternative for the proposed project, no impacts to visual resources 37 
are anticipated. 38 
 39 
Build Alternative 40 

 41 
Visual intrusion and privacy concerns exist for residential neighborhoods with corridor 42 
views.  The placement of the ramps may provide a bird’s eye view to some residential 43 

properties, but the intent of these managed lanes is to provide continuous traffic flow 44 

which would limit viewer exposure from the elevated managed lanes to the offset 45 
residential properties.   46 
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 1 

Another consideration related to visual intrusion is the reverse concern that neighboring 2 
businesses have along the corridor.  In various locations, elevated structures may limit 3 
views of signage from the general purpose mainlanes; however, views of signage may 4 
be enhanced in other areas, such as views from the elevated, managed lanes.    5 
 6 
7 MITIGATION 7 
 8 

The visual analysis indicated that the project would introduce new visual elements 9 
within the proposed project limits. These new elements are predominantly located in 10 
proximity to commercial and residential areas adjacent to the existing I-35 facility within 11 
the project limits. Mitigation could include vegetation and screening walls, where 12 
appropriate. During future project phases, context sensitive solutions could be 13 
considered.  The policies and goals identified in Table 1 could serve as the basis for 14 

those design considerations.   15 
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January 21, 2014 

ARCHEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND STUDY 
I-35 FROM I-410 SOUTH TO FM 1103 

BEXAR, GUADALUPE, AND COMAL COUNTIES, TEXAS 
(CSJs: 0016-05-111, 0016-06-047, 0016-07-113, and 0017-10-168) 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 
San Antonio District propose transportation improvements along Interstate Highway 35 (I-35) from I-410 
South to Farm-to-Market (FM) 1103 in Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties, Texas (CSJs: 0016-05-
111, 0016-06-047, 0016-07-113, and 0017-10-168). The proposed project, generally referred to as the I-
35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project, includes the construction of four elevated managed lanes 
(two in each direction) between the existing I-35 mainlanes and frontage roads. Operational 
improvements and direct connectors are also proposed at the I-35/I-410 South, I-35/I-410 West, and I-
35/Loop 1604 interchanges.  As depicted in Appendix A: Figures 1 through 3, the construction limits 
along I-35 begin south of the I-35/I-410 South interchange near AT&T Center Parkway (to account for 
transitions to the existing I-35 roadway) and extend to FM 1103 for a distance of approximately 18.8 
miles. Figures 1 through 3 (see Appendix A) show the project location on county base maps, on the San 
Antonio East, Longhorn, and Schertz, Texas U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, and on 
aerial imagery maps, respectively. Figures 4 and 5 (see Appendix A) show the proposed typical sections 
and schematics, respectively, as currently proposed. The final project design is still under consideration 
and will change as the project is refined. The following project description is based on the 30 percent 
schematic design.  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project includes the construction of four elevated managed lanes (two in each direction), 
operational improvements, and proposed direct connectors at major interchanges within the project limits.  
The proposed direct connectors include: 

• I-35/I-410 South interchange – Total of 2 direct connectors extending from I-35 to north of 
Seguin Road, a length of approximately 1 mile; 

• I-35/I-410 West interchange – Total of 4 direct connectors extending from I-35 to Starcrest Drive, 
a length of approximately 2.6 miles; and  

• I-35/Loop 1604 interchange – Total of 4 direct connectors extending from I-35 to west of 
Lookout Road, a length of approximately 1.5 miles. 

The total length of the proposed construction limits along I-35, including the direct connectors at the three 
major interchanges, is approximately 23.9 miles. 

There is a variation of heights associated with the proposed elevated managed lanes and direct connectors.  
The minimum height of the elevated sections of the proposed managed lanes is approximately 16.5 feet 
from the existing I-35 facility.  The height of the proposed elevated managed lanes which would traverse 
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local cross streets range from approximately 26 to 40 feet from the top of the cross street bridge(s) to the 
top of the managed lanes. The approximate maximum height of the proposed elevated managed lanes at 
the major interchanges would be: 

• I-35/I-410 South interchange – 77 feet; 

• I-35/I-410 West interchange – 96 feet; and 

• I-35/Loop 1604 interchange – 109 feet. 

The proposed project would not modify the existing I-35 mainlanes. The proposed improvements are 
generally contained within existing right-of-way (ROW); however, the acquisition of minimal amounts of 
ROW (approximately 7.460 acres) is anticipated at this stage of project development. Minor 
improvements to existing frontage roads would be required to accommodate the proposed new managed 
lanes. No residential or commercial displacements are anticipated at this time.   

Given the length of the proposed project, construction and design information is presented by arbitrary 
segment numbers that correspond to the project’s CSJ numbers to assist in the organization and 
description of the proposed transportation undertaking. The segments, from south to north, are: 

Segment 1 (CSJ: 0017-10-168) begins just south of the I-35/AT&T Center Parkway intersection in 
eastern San Antonio and extends 7.40 miles along I-35 to the I-35/I-410 West interchange.  This segment 
also includes the proposed direct connectors at I-35/I-410 South and I-35/I-410 West. 

Segment 2 (CSJ: 0016-07-113) begins at the I-35/I-410 West interchange and extends 6.79 miles along 
I-35 to the Bexar/Guadalupe County Line.  This segment also includes the proposed direct connectors at 
Loop 1604. 

Segment 3 (CSJ: 0016-06-047) begins at the Bexar/Guadalupe County Line and extends 3.33 miles north 
to the Guadalupe/Comal County Line. 

Segment 4 (CSJ: 0016-05-111) begins at the Guadalupe/Comal County Line and extends 1.15 miles north 
to the I-35/FM 1103 intersection.  

The existing I-35 ROW varies from approximately 300 feet to 949 feet wide (see Figures 4.1 
through 4.3). The proposed ROW primarily consists of narrow strips up to approximately 50 feet wide 
adjacent to the existing ROW.  An exception is the proposed ROW at the intersection of I-410 West and 
I-35 near the northern end of Segment 1, where it is a maximum of approximately 125 feet wide.  

The proposed ROW consists of a total of 7.460 acres: 3.796 acres in Segment 1 (0.190 acre along the I-35 
northbound access road exit onto AT&T Center Parkway and 3.606 acres at the intersection of I-35 and 
I-410 West) (see Figures 5.1, 5.2, 5.9, and 5.10), 1.146 acres in Segment 2 (0.056 acre along the I-35 
northbound access road exit onto Pat Booker Road, 1.004 acres along the I-35 northbound access road 
entrance from Loop 1604, and 0.086 acre along the I-35 southbound access road entrance onto I-410 
West) (see Figures 5.15 and 5.16), and 2.518 acres in Segment 4 on the I-35 northbound and southbound 
access roads immediately south of FM 1103 (see Figures 5.23 and 5.24); there is no proposed ROW in 
Segment 3. 
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The depth of the proposed impacts throughout the Area of Potential Effect (APE) is not known at this 
time. Estimated depths of disturbances, based on standard construction techniques, would range from 
approximately two to three feet below existing ground surface for at grade sections of the roadway and 10 
feet for new culverts. The depth of the columns that would support the managed lanes and direct 
connectors would be approximately 20-30 feet deep. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The proposed project is located in the Edwards Plateau ecoregion of Texas as defined by the Texas Parks 
and Wildlife Department (TPWD). Commonly referred to as the “Hill Country,” the Edwards Plateau is a 
rough rocky area that supports a tall or mid-grass understory and an overstory made up primarily of live 
oak (Quercus virginiana), Ashe juniper (Juniperus ashei), and mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa).  

Geology 

Geology of the APE consists of Cretaceous chalk and marl (Pecan Gap Chalk), and Quaternary 
(Pleistocene) alluvial and colluvial deposits (e.g., Quaternary Alluvium, Fluviatile terrace deposits, and 
Leona Formation). The following geology discussion proceeds from south to north. 

Segment 1 geology, from south to north, consists of Pleistocene Fluviatile deposits, the Pleistocene Leona 
Formation, and Cretaceous-age Pecan Gap Chalk. The fluviatile terrace deposits include gravel, sand, and 
clay above the current flood plains of drainages with; constituent materials including limestone, dolomite, 
and chert (Barnes 1974). The Leona Formation comprises fine calcareous silt that grades to coarse gravels 
and may correlate with Onion Creek Marl in Austin (Barnes 1974). The Cretaceous-age Pecan Gap 
Chalk, which consists of chalk and chalky marl up to 400 feet thick (Barnes 1974), is in the northern 
limits of Segment 1 from approximately the I-35/Walzem Road intersection to the northern terminus of 
the segment at the I-35/I-410 West interchange; based on the age and character of Pecan Gap Chalk, 
which predates known human occupation of Texas, those deposits have little to no potential to contain 
intact archeological materials. Given the character of the Pleistocene deposits that are above the current 
flood plains of drainages, there is a potential for prehistoric lithic procurement sites in areas where gravels 
are exposed at the ground surface or within drainage channels, though such sites would likely be 
palimpsests of surface artifacts spanning thousands of years of prehistoric activity and would have little 
research potential. Segment 1 contains no recent (Holocene) alluvium that regionally has been shown to 
have a good potential to contain intact buried archeological resources. 

Segment 2 geology consists of, from south to north, Cretaceous Pecan Gap Chalk (described above), a 
small area of the Leona Formation (described above) that extends east into the APE at the I-35/I-410 
West interchange, and Pleistocene fluviatile deposits along and adjacent to Cibolo Creek at the northern 
terminus of Segment 2. The terrace deposits include gravel, sand, and clay above the current flood plains 
of drainages; when adjacent to the Edwards Plateau as the I-35 project is, the constituent materials tend to 
be gravel, limestone, dolomite, and chert (Barnes 1974). Given the character of the Pleistocene terrace 
deposits that are above the current flood plains of drainages, there is a potential for prehistoric lithic 
procurement sites in areas where the gravels are exposed at the ground surface or within drainage 
channels, though such sites would likely be palimpsests of surface artifacts spanning thousands of years 
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of prehistoric activity and would have little research potential. Segment 2 contains no recent (Holocene) 
alluvium that regionally has been shown to have a good potential to contain intact buried archeological 
resources. 

Segment 3, from south to north, consists of a band of Pleistocene Fluviatile deposits (described above) 
along and adjacent to Cibolo Creek at the southern terminus of Segment 3 and Cretaceous Pecan Gap 
Chalk (described above) extending to the northern terminus of Segment 3 at the Comal/Guadalupe 
County Line. Segment 3 contains no recent (Holocene) alluvium that regionally has been shown to have a 
good potential to contain intact buried archeological resources. 

Segment 4 geology consists of Cretaceous-age Pecan Gap Chalk (described above). Segment 4 contains 
no recent (Holocene) alluvium that regionally has been shown to have a good potential to contain intact 
buried archeological resources. 

Soils 

Soils throughout the APE are generally calcareous clayey soils overlying chalk, marl, and Pleistocene (or 
older) gravelly alluvium and colluvium. Segment 1 contains soils of the Houston Black-Houston 
association, which consists of dense clayey upland soils that developed in situ. Included in the association 
are small areas of Trinity and Frio soils that are found on floodplains and bottomlands. Given the in situ 
development of the Houston Black and Houston series soils, they have little to no potential to contain 
intact buried archeological deposits. In contrast, the small areas of Frio and Trinity soils, if intact, have a 
potential to contain buried archeological material. However, given that the majority of the APE is 
disturbed—consisting primarily of existing I-35 ROW in densely developed urban areas with surface and 
subsurface utilities—it is doubtful that these small areas of Trinity and Frio soils that may extend into the 
APE contain archeological deposits with significant research potential. 

Segment 2 contains soils of three general associations: the Austin-Tarrant association, the Houston Black-
Houston association, and the Lewisville-Houston Black, terrace association (Taylor et al. 1991). The 
southern terminus of Segment 2 contains soils of the Houston Black-Houston association described above 
that grade into soils of the Austin-Tarrant association just north of Windcrest. The Austin-Tarrant 
association consists of dense clayey upland soils that developed in situ from chalks and marls and 
therefore have little to no potential to contain intact buried archeological material. At the northern 
terminus of Segment 2 is a band of Lewisville-Houston Black, terrace association, near and along Cibolo 
Creek that roughly corresponds in extent to the band of Pleistocene fluviatile terrace deposits on the north 
and south sides of the creek. The Lewisville-Houston Black, terrace association, consists of clays and silts 
clays that developed in old alluvium; it has some potential to contain buried archeological material given 
the alluvial origins of the soil. However, based on its Pleistocene age, any archeological deposits are 
likely surficial and/or compressed shallowly into the soil and out of primary context. 

Segment 3 contains, from south to north, soils of the Branyon-Barbarosa-Lewisville association and the 
Austin-Eddy association. The Branyon-Barbarosa-Lewisville association consists of clayey soils on 
ancient stream terraces that formed from ancient alluvium (Taylor et al. 1991:3). This association extends 
along Cibolo Creek into Guadalupe County at the southern terminus of Segment 3. The Austin-Eddy 
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association extends from just north of Cibolo Creek to the northern terminus of Segment 3 at the 
Guadalupe/Comal County Line. This association is characterized by moderately deep to very shallow 
clayey to gravelly upland soils that developed in place from weathered chalk and marl. Given that the 
Branyon-Barbarosa-Lewisville association formed from ancient alluvium, it has little potential to contain 
intact buried archeological material. Similarly, the in situ development of the Austin-Eddy association is 
not conducive to buried archeological deposits.  

Segment 4 contains, from south to north, soils of the Austin-Castephen-Houston Black association and 
the Heiden-Houston Black association (Batte 1984). The Austin-Castephen-Houston Black association 
consists of clayey upland Blackland Prairie soils that developed in place from chalks and interbedded 
marls; given the in situ development of these soils, they have little to no potential to contain intact 
archeological deposits. The Heiden-Houston Black association consists of clayey upland Blackland 
Prairie soils that developed in place from underlying calcareous clay and shale; given the in situ 
development of these soils, they have little to no potential to contain intact archeological deposits. 

Vegetation 

The San Antonio/Bexar County area supports a diverse assemblage of vegetation as it is located in an 
ecotone where four major Texas vegetation types meet. The region is characterized by Edwards Plateau 
vegetation to the west, Blackland Prairie to the northeast, the Post Oak Savanna to the east, and the 
Tamaulipan Shrublands to the south (McMahan et al. 1984). 

Major floristic influences of the area include woody vegetation of the Edwards Plateau, such as Plateau 
live oak (Quercus fusiformis), Spanish oak (Quercus buckleyi), netleaf hackberry (Celtis reticulata), and 
Ashe juniper (Juniperus ashei) trees and shrubs. Another strong vegetational influence includes 
Tamaulipan Shrublands that contributes such species as blackbrush (Acacia rigidula), with occasional 
bluewood (Condalia hookeri), huisache (Acacia farnesiana), spiny hackberry (Celtis pallida), whitebrush 
(Aloysia gratissima), shrubby blue sage (Salvia ballotaefolia), and Texas paloverde (Parkinsonia 
aculeata). The Blackland Prairie and the Post Oak Savanna contribute plant species that prefer heavy clay 
soils and flora adapted to sandy soils, respectively. Many of these species are prairie forbs and grasses. 
Other plants ubiquitous in South-Central Texas include honey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa), huisache 
(Acacia farnesiana), pricklypear (Opuntia engelmannii var. lindheimeri), and Mexican persimmon 
(Diospyros texana).  

Fallow fields and waste areas are typically dominated by Johnsongrass (Sorghum halapense), 
bermudagrass (Cynodon dactylon), threeawns (Aristida spp.), silver bluestem (Bothriochloa laguroides), 
dallies-grass (Paspalum dilatatum), knotroot bristlegrass (Setaria parviflora), and sideoats grama 
(Bouteloua curtipendula). Common forbs include upright prairie coneflower (Ratibida columnifera), 
western ragweed (Ambrosia psilostachya), silverleaf nightshade (Solanum elaeagnifolium), common 
sunflower (Helianthus annuus), and broom snakeweed (Gutierrez sarothrae). 

Riparian areas are typically dominated by trees such as sugar hackberry (Celtis laevigata) and live oak 
(Quercus virginiana). The riparian areas of larger stream systems often support bald cypress (Taxodium 
distichum), sycamore (Platanus occidentalis) cedar elm (Ulmus crassifolia), eastern cottonwood (Populus 
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deltoides), green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), boxelder (Acer negundo), and black willow (Salix nigra), 
in addition to hackberry and live oak. Common herbaceous species in riparian areas include giant 
ragweed (Ambrosia trifida), western ragweed (A. psilostachya), Johnsongrass, woodoats (Chasmanthium 
latifolium), bermudagrass, switchgrass (Panicum virgatum), and vaseygrass (Paspalum dilitatum). 

PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS AND KNOWN ARCHEOLOGICAL SITES 

A review of records available on the Texas Historical Commission’s online Texas Archeological Sites 
Atlas (ATLAS) on December 4, 2013 indicated that 56 previous archeological investigations have been 
conducted (Appendix B) and 42 previously recorded archeological sites and historic cemeteries 
(Appendix C) are located within a 1,000-meter search radius of the APE. Additionally, a number of 
historic structures were observed within the study area on the 1936 (revised 1940) and 1961 General 
Highway Maps, Bexar, Guadalupe, and Comal Counties, Texas (Texas State Highway Department 
(TSHD) 1940, 1961) and the 1953 and 1961 USGS 7.5’ San Antonio East, Longhorn, and Schertz, Texas 
topographic quadrangle maps (Perry-Castañeda Library Map Collection (PCL) 2011). 

Previous Investigations 

The previous investigations are presented from south to north in Appendix B. The date, type, location, 
and results of the investigations; project sponsor; and publication references, when available, are 
presented in the table. These investigations consist of short linear surveys or small area surveys; the 
majority of these were conducted prior to proposed roadway improvements. Proposed roadway 
improvement projects were investigated for TxDOT, TxDOT/Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 
TxDOT/City of San Antonio, and TxDOT/City of Selma.  

Proposed waterline improvement projects resulted in investigations for the Texas Water Development 
Board (TWDB), TWDB/Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the San Antonio Water System 
(SAWS). Three investigations were conducted at Fort Sam Houston for the Army and the Corps of 
Engineers/Fort Worth District (COE/FW).  

Transmission and telephone line and substation investigations were conducted for the Lower Colorado 
River Authority (LCRA), the Rural Electrification Administration (REA), the City Public Service (CPS 
Energy), Southwestern Bell, and the Comal Independent School District (CISD).  

Improvements to parks, greenbelts, and one golf course were investigated for the cities of San Antonio, 
Universal City, and Selma, Bexar County, TxDOT/City of Selma, and TxDOT/FHWA/City of San 
Antonio. Additional development projects were investigated for the US Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) and COE/FW. 

Of the 56 archeological investigations, thirty surveys resulted in negative findings within the study area 
(see Appendix B). Twenty-six archeological investigations resulted in the recording and/or testing of 34 
cultural resources (33 archeological sites and one cemetery) within the study area. These include the 
recording of seven archeological sites (41BX779, 41BX1408, 41BX1209, 41BX1406, 41BX389, 
41BX422, and 41BX305) during a survey for the COE/FW and Army at Fort Sam Houston, eleven 
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archeological sites (41BX482, 473 through 479, combined sites 41BX271 and 41BX17, and 41BX1765) 
during three separate surveys for the City of San Antonio’s Salado Creek Greenbelt, two archeological 
sites (41BX1265 and 41BX1267) during a survey for Universal City’s Olympia Hills Golf Course, and 
two archeological sites (41BX998 and 41BX999) during a survey for the City of Selma’s Retama Park. 
Additionally, one archeological site each was recorded during surveys conducted for TxDOT at Wurzbach 
Parkway (41BX950), for TxDOT/FHWA/City of San Antonio at the southern Salado Creek Greenbelt 
(41BX1679), for Southwestern Bell at the Retama/Selma wireless tower (41GU39), for SAWS at the 
Cibolo Creek Sewershed (41BX1922), a transmission line for REA (41BX401), an electrical substation 
survey for CPS (41CM335), and two electrical substation surveys for LCRA revisited the same site 
(41GU82). Site 41GU22 was recorded during a survey for REA at Cibolo Circuit Number 2 and revisited 
later during an electrical substation survey for CPS. 

Site 41BX564 was investigated prior to two TxDOT roadway improvements at Loop 1604 and FM 2252 
and a Cibolo Creek Municipal Water Line project. Five surveys conducted for the City of Selma included 
a neighborhood park (41BX1914), a hike and bike trail/historic Harrison Home (41BX1966), and the 
Selma Stagecoach Stop (41BX1409); site 41BX1409 was revisited during a road improvement project 
and during a site specific assessment utilizing metal detecting.  

Additionally, three National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) testing and/or data recovery projects 
were carried out for the Army at 41BX1209, the city of San Antonio at combined sites 41BX17 and 
41BX271, and for the City of Selma and TxDOT at 41BX1409 (see Appendix B). 

Archeological Sites 

The previously recorded archeological sites are presented south to north in Appendix C. The project 
segment numbers, site trinomials, descriptions, NRHP/State Antiquities Landmark (SAL) eligibility 
determinations, and distance to the proposed APE are presented in the table.  

Segment 1 

Site 41BX1609 is the historic 1874 Jack White Home which currently serves as a San Antonio City Park 
Police Office; it has been modified and moved and determined ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP or 
listing as a SAL.  

Seven prehistoric sites, 41BX779, 41BX1408, 41BX1209, 41BX1406, 41BX389, 41BX422, and 
41BX305, were recorded during a large area survey at Fort Sam Houston which is located at the 
southwestern terminus of the study area. Fort Sam Houston was authorized in 1875 and completed in 
1879 as the United States Army’s principal supply base in the Southwest; it is designated as a National 
Historic Landmark (NHL) District and is included in the NRHP. Site 41BX1209 was tested and 
determined ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP or listing as a SAL; 41BX1406 was also determined 
ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP or listing as a SAL. Three prehistoric sites (41BX389, 41BX422, and 
41BX305) have unknown eligibility determinations requiring avoidance or further evaluation, as 
significance testing was recommended for all three sites. There is no record of historic structures within 
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the portion of Fort Sam Houston located within the study area and it is unlikely that there are associated 
historic archeological deposits within the APE.  

Eleven prehistoric sites, 41BX482, 41BX473 through 479, and combined sites 41BX271 and 41BX17, 
were recorded during the survey of the Salado Creek Greenbelt and revisited during the surveys of Tobin 
Park. Sites 41BX482, 41BX478, 41BX473 through 41BX 475, and 41BX477 were determined to have no 
research values and no further work was recommended. Three sites, 41BX479, 41BX476, and combined 
sites 41BX271 and 41BX17, require further assessment in the form of archeological testing and more in-
depth background research prior to any potential construction impacts. Site 41BX1765 was recorded near 
these sites in the Salado Creek floodplain; it has been destroyed by modern development. Site 41BX1765 
is ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP or listing as a SAL and no further work is warranted. 

The remaining sites (presented south to north, Segment 2: 41BX950, 41BX998, 41BX401, 41BX1922, 
41BX564, 41BX1267, 41BX1265 (see cemetery discussion below), 41BX1914, 41BX1966, 41BX1409, 
and 41BX999; Segment 3: 41GU39, 41GU82, and 41CM335; and Segment 4: 41GU22) were recorded 
during small area or short linear surveys.  

A total of nine sites (41BX1679, 41BX1408, 41BX1209, 41BX1406, 41BX1765, 41BX998, 41BX999, 
41GU82, and 41CM335) were determined ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP or listing as SALs and 
require no further cultural resource investigation.  

Two sites (41BX1914 and 41BX1409) were determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and SAL 
listing and 21 sites (41BX779, 41BX389, 41BX422, 41BX305, 41BX482, 41BX473 through 479, 
combined sites 41BX271 and 41BX17, 41BX950, 41BX401, 41BX1922, 41BX564, 41BX1267, 
41BX1966, 41GU39, and 41GU22) have unknown NRHP eligibility. These 23 archeological sites should 
be avoided; if this is not possible, further eligibility assessment or data recovery may be warranted.  

NRHP eligible multicomponent site, 41BX1914, consists of the historic 1852 Harrison House and 12.86-
acre homestead located on a bluff overlooking Cibolo Creek in Selma, Texas. Its associated historic road 
connects the property to the NRHP eligible historic Stage Stop and Post Office (41BX1409). The 
Harrison House, a one story stone structure, is a NRHP historic property and listed as a SAL. The non-
contributing prehistoric component of the site consists of a looted Archaic-period open camp containing 
lithic tools and debitage and fire cracked rock (FCR); it is located in the agricultural field south of the 
Harrison House. This property is located a distance of 600 m to the proposed APE and should not be 
affected by the proposed project. However, if the proposed project is expanded in the area of 41BX1914, 
additional research would be required to confirm the NRHP property boundary of the Harrison House 
listing and to determine if the NRHP boundary needs to be updated. 

Only four of the above listed 23 archeological sites requiring avoidance or additional research are located 
in close proximity to the proposed APE. The remaining sites vary between 101 meters (m) and 1,069 m to 
the proposed APE and would not be impacted by the proposed project. Combined sites 41BX271/41BX17 
are located a minimum of 29 m south of I-410 West and may extend into the APE. This buried prehistoric 
camp contained human burials, a large burned rock midden (BRM), diagnostic artifacts, and hearths; it is 
likely NRHP and SAL eligible and further investigations would be warranted if it cannot be avoided.  
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Site 41BX564 is located within or immediately adjacent to the proposed APE near Selma Creek. When 
this site was investigated in 2008, no evidence of the site was found within the eastbound access road of 
Loop 1604; however, it may require a site visit to determine whether any potential significant cultural 
deposits exist within the proposed APE.  

NRHP-nominated site 41BX1409 is located within 47.4 m of the proposed APE. It is a multicomponent 
site containing the historic 1852 Selma Post Office and Stage Coach Stop and buried Late Prehistoric 
cultural deposits. The cultural assemblage includes a prehistoric Scallorn arrow point and lithic debitage 
found in a buried context; historic glass, ceramics, bone, and metal fragments were observed on the 
surface. The cobble and mortar structure is located 75 m east of I-35 and 75 m south of Cibolo Creek; it 
has been restored and is in excellent condition. Protective barriers and/or archeological monitoring during 
construction may be necessary, dependent upon the proposed impacts near the site. 

From south to north, the nine cemeteries are Unnamed (BX-C204), Perrin (BX-C006), Bueche (BX-
C005), Agnes Hurst (BX-C200), Our Lady of Perpetual Help #1 (BX-C114), Englemann (BX-C077), 
Mission Burial Retama, also known as Grote Cemetery (BX-C187), Unnamed (41BX1265), and Our 
Lady of Perpetual Help #2, also known as the Selma Catholic Cemetery (BX-C115). Please see Appendix 
C for specific information regarding project segment numbers, cemetery names, descriptions, locations, 
NRHP eligibility determinations, and distance to the proposed APE. Our Lady of Perpetual Help #1 
Cemetery (BX-C114) is nearest the proposed APE at a distance of 53.3 m, followed by Our Lady of 
Perpetual Help #2 (BX-C115) at 97.1 m; the remaining cemeteries vary between 289 and 991 m from the 
proposed APE. Two cemeteries (Bueche/BX-C005 and 41BX1265) have been determined eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP and listing as SALs; the remaining six have undetermined NRHP and/or SAL 
eligibility. Cemeteries of any age are protected from disturbance by Section 711.035 of the Health and 
Safety Code and by TxDOT’s Cemetery Policy. All cemeteries require avoidance and protection; 
archeological monitoring and/or protective barriers may be necessary dependent upon the proposed 
impacts near these cemeteries. 

Numerous historic structures were observed within the APE on the 1936 (revised 1940) and 1961 General 
Highway Maps, Bexar, Guadalupe, and Comal Counties, Texas (TSHD 1940, 1961) and the 1953 and 
1961 USGS 7.5’ San Antonio East, Longhorn, and Schertz, Texas topographic quadrangle maps (PCL 
Map Collection 2011). Fort Sam Houston is located at the southwestern terminus of the proposed APE; it 
is designated as a NHL District and is listed in the NRHP. Four historic properties (NRHP-nominated Old 
Lone Star Brewery and Fort Sam Houston and NRHP eligible school buildings and a commercial 
property) and 47 potential historic structures were identified within the study area and are reported under 
separate cover. Due to the extensive modern residential and commercial development and highway 
construction within the study area and the limited amount of proposed ROW, it is unlikely that there are 
associated intact historic archeological deposits within the APE. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  

Based on the results of this cultural background study, geologic and soil conditions, and the previous 
level of disturbances (e.g. fiber optic cables, overhead transmission lines, subsurface utilities, and 
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construction of I-35) within the existing I-35 ROW from I-410 South to FM 1103, Blanton & Associates, 
Inc. (B&A) recommends an archeological investigation at the interface between Segments 2 and 3, 
located along Cibolo and Selma Creeks. Because numerous significant sites have been recorded along 
both creeks on similar landforms as those in the study area, the area is considered to have a potential to 
contain buried cultural resources. An archeological reconnaissance survey with limited subsurface testing 
(i.e., shovel testing), as necessary based on field conditions, is recommended to assess the level of 
previous impacts and potential for buried archeological resources in this area of Segments 2 and 3. 

Additionally, three archeological sites (combined sites 41BX271 and 41BX17 in Segment 1 and 
41BX564 in Segment 2) may extend into the proposed APE. Based on CAR-UTSA's recommendation, 
the location of 41BX271/17 should be assessed if there is a potential for sub-surface impacts, as the site 
contained burials and substantial buried archeological deposits; further evaluation within the proposed 
APE may be necessary. However, site 41BX564 was recorded as a surface lithic scatter with little 
potential for research. Based upon the site descriptions of 41BX564, no further investigations are 
recommended at this location.  

The NRHP-listed Selma Post Office and Stage Coach Stop (41BX1409) and Our Lady of Perpetual Help 
Cemeteries # 1 (BX-C114) and #2 (BX-C115) are in close proximity to the proposed APE at 47.4 m, 53.3 
m, and 97.1 m, respectively. If the proposed project is expanded in the area of these sites within Segments 
1 and 2, additional research may be needed to determine whether the sites extend into the APE. 

The NRHP-listed Harrison Homestead and historic road property (41BX1914) is located in Segment 2 
relatively close to the proposed APE. If the proposed project is expanded in the area of this site, additional 
research would be required to accurately determine the NRHP property boundary of the Harrison House 
listing and to determine if the NRHP boundary needs to be updated. 

Based on the above data, it is the opinion of B&A that the proposed construction within the remainder of 
the proposed I-35 APE should be allowed to proceed as planned without additional investigations, as 
there is little to no potential to affect archeological historic properties or SALs. However, if it is 
determined that the I-35 project ultimately requires impacts beyond those currently proposed, further 
assessments and/or an intensive survey may be warranted in those areas to determine potential impacts to 
archeological resources eligible for inclusion on the NRHP or SAL listing (13 TAC 26.12).  
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2008 
Linear survey of [southern] Salado Creek Hike and Bike Trail (TAC #4122); site 41BX1679 
within the study area  

TxDOT/FHWA/ City 
of San Antonio 

Young 2008 

1978 
Area survey at Fort Sam Houston; seven prehistoric sites (41BX779, 41BX1408, 41BX1209, 
41BX1406, 41BX389, 41BX422, and 41BX305) within the study area 

COE/Fort 
Worth/Army 

None per ATLAS 

2007 Area survey of three sewer outfall siphons near Salado Creek (TAC# 4730); negative survey 
San Antonio Water 
System 

Held and Darnell 2008 

1999 Linear survey of sewer relief line (TAC# 2185);  negative survey 
San Antonio Water 
System 

Miller and Meadows 
2000 

1992 Area survey of Pletz County Park (TAC# 1070); negative survey 
Bexar County Parks 
Department 

Cox 1992 

1983 Linear water line survey between Gembler  and Williams Roads; negative survey EPA/TWDR None per ATLAS 

? Area survey of the exit ramp to Old Sequin Road at the NE I-410 Loop; negative survey  TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1981 Area survey between Old Sequin Road and the NE I-410 Loop; negative survey HUD None per ATLAS 

2002 
Testing at Fort Sam Houston; site 41BX1209 within the study area; Karl Kibler (PI), Patrick 
McLoughlin (author) with Prewitt & Associates  

Army McLoughlin 2002 

1987 Linear survey, negative results within the study area COE/Fort Worth None per ATLAS 

1975 Linear survey of Rittiman Road between Harry Wurtzbach Hwy and I-410; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1977 
Area survey by UTSA/CAR of the southern part of Robert L. B. Tobin Park (Tobin Park); three 
sites (41BX478, 41BX479, and 41BX482) within the study area (revisited in 2007) 

City of San Antonio 
McGraw and Valdez 
1977 

2007 
Linear survey of the Salado Creek Greenbelt (TAC# 4561); revisited eleven previously recorded 
sites 41BX17/271, 41BX473 through 479, 41BX482, and 41BX1765  

City of San Antonio Munoz 2008 

1977 
Area survey of northern part of Tobin Park, south of I-410 on both sides of Salado Creek; eight 
sites (41BX271, and 41BX473 through 479) within the study area (revisited in 2007, see above) 

City of San Antonio None per ATLAS

1966/2006 Testing of sites 41BX17 and 41BX271 within Tobin Park 
City of San 
Antonio/TxDOT 

Schuetz 1966 and 
Thompson 2006 

? Linear survey of I-35, just north of North Weidner Road to I-410; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1980 
Linear survey of Crestway Drive, Randolph Blvd. to Midcrown Drive; negative results within the 
study area 

TxDOT None per ATLAS 

2006 
Area survey (both sides of Beitel Creek paralleling railroad tracks adjacent to I-410); negative 
survey 

COE/Ft. Worth 
Lowe (not yet 
available) 
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1991 
Linear survey of Wurtzbach Parkway, Crosswinds Way to West Avenue; site 41BX950 within 
the study area  

TxDOT None per ATLAS 

2009 
Area survey (TAC# 5391); archeological and historic resources survey of existing bridge and 
road ROW along Weidner Road at Beitel Creek; negative survey 

City of San 
Antonio/TxDOT 

Kibler and Dase 2009 

1990 Linear survey of O'Connor Road, I-410 to Live Oak Road; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1990 Narrow area survey of O'Connor Road, I-410 to Live Oak Road; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1997 Linear survey of O'Connor Road west of Wurtzbach Parkway; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1991 Linear survey of Judson Road between I-35 and Nacogdoches Road; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1985 
Linear survey of Toepperwein Road, west of I-35 from Village Oak Drive west beyond the study 
area; negative results within the study area 

TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1977 Linear survey of I-35 between Tech Com and Selma Creek; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

2007 Linear survey of Loop 1604 (TAC# 4182); revisited 41BX564 (not significant within their ROW) FHWA and TxDOT Thompson et al. 2008 

2010 
Linear survey of Loop 1604 between I-35 and US 90 (TAC# 5624); negative results within the 
study area 

TxDOT 
Young and Sanchez 
2011 

1976 
Linear survey of transmission line between Lookout Road and FM 2252; site 41BX401 was 
recorded by CAR-UTSA within the study area 

REA None per ATLAS 

2012 
Linear survey of sewer line at Cibolo Creek Sewershed (TAC# 5936); site 41BX1922 within the 
study area. 

San Antonio Water 
System 

Dayton 2012 

1982 
Linear survey of Cibolo Creek Municipal water line, southwest of the Loop 1604 and 
Nacogdoches Road (FM 2252) intersection; site 41BX564 within the study area  

EPA/TWDB Fox 1982 

1986 
Linear survey of Nacogdoches Road (FM 2252) from O’Conner Road to Loop 1604; revisited 
site 41BX564 within the study area  

FHWA and TxDOT Weir 1986 

1998 
Area survey (TAC# 1939) of proposed Olympia Hills Golf Course; sites 41BX1265 and 
41BX1267 within the study area  

City of Universal 
City 

Walter et al. 2002 

2011 Area survey of a neighborhood park (TAC# 6083); site 41BX1914  City of Selma Clark 2012 

2013 Linear survey of hike and bike trail and Harrison Home (TAC# 6434); site 41BX1966  City of  Selma Clark 2013 

2005 Area survey and shovel testing of the Selma Stagecoach Stop (TAC# 2395); site 41BX1409  City of  Selma Nickels et al. 2005 

2004 Area survey (TAC# 3557) of Selma Emergency Access Road adjacent to 41BX1409  City of Selma Voellinger 2004 
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2010 Area survey, pedestrian and metal detecting (TAC# 3740); site 41BX1409 (see above) 
City of Selma and 
TxDOT 

Peyton 2010 

2011 
Data recovery at 41BX1409 (TAC# 4216) by M. Voellinger with Cedar Valley Environmental 
Services  

City of 
Selma/TxDOT 

Voellinger 2011 (not 
yet available) 

1997 Area survey of proposed Retama/Selma Monopole project; site 41GU39 Southwestern Bell Vierra et al. 1998 

1993 
Three adjacent linear surveys of Retama Park infrastructure (TAC# 1300); sites 41BX998 and 
41BX999 within the study area  

City of  Selma Guderjan 1993 

1982 Linear water line survey, negative results within the study area EPA and TWDB None per ATLAS 

1998 Linear water line survey (TAC 1934); negative results within the study area TWDB Henderson 1998 

1976 Linear survey for transmission line; negative survey REA None per ATLAS 

2011 Linear survey of electric line corridor along Lookout Road (TAC# 5981); negative survey CPS Energy Galindo 2011 

2011 Linear survey of water lines (TAC# 5757); negative survey 
San Antonio Water 
System 

Matthew et al. 2013 

1988 Linear survey of I-35 from Selma Creek extending north of the study area; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1997 
Small area survey associated with a transmission line; north side of West Dietz Creek, east of I-
35; negative survey  

LCRA None per ATLAS 

1997 Linear survey of transmission line; parallel to and east of I-35; negative survey LCRA None per ATLAS 

2002 Area survey of Weiderstein electric substation (TAC# 2775); site 41GU82 within the study area LCRA Malof et al. 2005 

2007 
Area survey of Weiderstein Substation Drainage Ditch (TAC # 4412); site 41GU82 within the 
study area  

LCRA 
Malof and Prikryl 
2008 

2010 Area survey (TAC# 5500) of Comal ISD development; negative survey Comal ISD Peyton 2010 

2007 Area survey southwest of the intersection of Humertus Road and I-35; negative survey COE/Ft. Worth None per ATLAS 

1991 
Linear survey of I-35 from just south of FM 1103 continuing north beyond the study area; 
negative results within the study area 

TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1985 
Area survey centered around Fox Run, Scenic Hills Lane, and CR 376; site 41GU22 within the 
study area  

REA Moore 1985 

2013 Linear survey of Tri-County Substation (TAC# 6447); site 41CM335 within the study area CPS Smith et al. 2013 
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Appendix C: Known Archeological Sites I-35 from I-410 South to FM 1103 

Site Site Description 
Eligibility Distance to APE   

(meters/mile) Eligible Unknown Ineligible 
SEGMENT 1 (CSJ: 0017-10-168) 

41BX1679 
2006: Historic 1874 Jack White Home, 
currently City Park Police Office 

x 173 m (0.11 mile) 

41BX779 

1987: Historic 1930s Ft. Sam Houston 
dump; Salado Creek gullies filled with 
garbage from demolished military post 
(possibly Camp Travis WWI barracks); 
dump may cover prehistoric sites at this 
location. Further assessments 
recommended. 

x 815 m (0.51 mile) 

41BX1408 
2000: Historic domestic dump in 
depression located 30 m SE of Salado 
Creek 

x 945 m (0.59 mile) 

41BX1209 

Recorded in 1978; tested in 2002: small 
prehistoric open camp with limited 
cultural assemblage; located on Fort 
Sam Houston overlooking Salado 
Creek. 

x 750 m (0.47 miles) 

41BX1406 
2000: Prehistoric lithic scatter; 6 flakes 
in a cluster, possibly looters pile; 
overlooking Salado Creek. 

x 952 m (0.59  mile) 

41BX389 

1977: Prehistoric lithic scatter, widely 
scattered core tools, some flakes, some 
FCR; flakes and core concentrated in 5 
x 5 meter area south of main site; 
indeterminate site condition; upland 
site; site should be assessed for 
significance. 

x 1,069 m (0.66 mile) 

41BX422 

1977: Prehistoric lithic scatter 200 m 
west of Salado Creek; 1 scraper on 
large cortical flake, 8 flakes, and 2 core 
fragments exposed in horse trail; 
surface investigation only; site should 
be assessed for buried cultural 
materials. 

x 715 m (0.44 mile) 

41BX305 

1977: Prehistoric open camp located on 
the southwest bank of Salado Creek in 
John James Park; shell, FCR, flakes, 
cores, bifaces, and unifaces observed; 
disturbed by horse trails, hiking paths, 
dumping areas, and flooding;  site 
dimension unknown; NRHP/SAL 
testing recommended. 

x 984 m (0.61 mile) 

BX-C204 

Unnamed cemetery located on the east 
side of the intersection of Ray Bon 
Drive and Guinevere Drive, located 
immediately east of the study boundary. 

x 991 m (0.62 mile) 

41BX482 

1977, 2007: Prehistoric lithic scatter on 
terrace of Salado Creek; destroyed by 
bulldozing; currently a city dump; no 
further work required. 

x 484 m (0.30 mile) 
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Site Site Description 
Eligibility Distance to APE   

(meters/mile) Eligible Unknown Ineligible 

41BX479 

1977, 2007: Prehistoric 
quarry/workshop (all stages of lithic 
debitage, cores, scrapers) on shallow 
terrace of Salado Creek; testing 
recommended.  

x 466 m (0.29 mile) 

41BX478 

1977, 2007: Prehistoric lithic scatter 
(light scatter of debitage and cores) on 
low terrace of Salado Creek; no 
research value and no further work 
recommended. 

x 428 m (0.27 mile) 

41BX476 

1977, 2007: Prehistoric open camp with 
probable BRM on bank of Salado 
Creek; some flood damage; has 
research potential and testing 
recommended. 

x 324 m (0.20 mile) 

41BX475 

1977, 2007: Prehistoric lithic scatter on 
terrace of Salado Creek; sparse 
assemblage; no research value and no 
further work recommended. 

x 286 m (0.18 mile) 

41BX474 

1977, 2007: Prehistoric lithic scatter on 
terrace of Salado Creek; sparse 
assemblage, flood damaged and eroded; 
no research value and no further work 
recommended. 

x 240 m (0.15 mile) 

41BX473 

1977, 2007: Prehistoric lithic scatter on 
terrace of Salado Creek; sparse 
assemblage, flood damaged and eroded; 
no research value and no further work 
recommended. 

x 188 m (0.12 mile) 

41BX477 

1977, 2007: Prehistoric lithic scatter on 
terrace of Salado Creek; sparse 
assemblage; no research value and no 
further work recommended. 

x 101 m (0.06 mile) 

41BX271 

1974, 2007: Middle and Late Archaic 
prehistoric open camp (burials, 
cemetery, large BRM, diagnostic 
artifacts, and hearths); buried between 
50 and 160 cmbs; (Insignificant within 
the hike and bike trail; however, 
construction impacts should be 
avoided. Same site as 41BX17). 

x 29 m (0.02 mile) 

41BX17 

2007: Middle and Late Archaic 
prehistoric open camp (burials, 
cemetery, large BRM, diagnostic 
artifacts, and hearths); buried between 
50 and 160 cmbs; no adverse effect if 
trailhead/parking lot are built up from 
the existing ground surface (testing 
report by Munoz, UTSA/CAR not 
available); construction avoidance was 
recommended.  

x within the ROW 
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Site Site Description 
Eligibility Distance to APE   

(meters/mile) Eligible Unknown Ineligible 

41BX1765 

2008: Prehistoric lithic scatter (one 
Fairland/Frio dart point base and one 
pieced of lithic debitage(20 - 50 cmbs) 
within an alluvial gravel matrix) on 
floodplain of Salado Creek in the Los 
Patio Shopping center; land clearing 
and  modern development have 
severely impacted this site. 

x 148 m (0.09 mile) 

BX-C006 

Perrin Cemetery was established in 
1871 on Hope Farm owned by 
Alphonse and Nine Carr Perrin. Perrin 
family burials date as early as 1871; it 
is located at 9501 Perrin Beitel Road 
behind a self storage facility. 

x 289 m (0.18 mile) 

BX-C005 

Bueche Cemetery; Historical Marker: 
Swiss immigrants Abram Louis (1824-
1921) and Anna Barbara (Kaderli) 
1825-1905) Bueche, and family, settled 
in this area, known as Fratt, in 1854. 
Their infant granddaughter, Frieda A. 
Bueche, died in 1892 and is said to be 
the first buried at this site one-half mile 
east of their homestead. In 1902, when 
son-in-law Chris W. Ackermann 
(185501936) and wife, Emma (1863-
1921), bought the Bueche Fram, C.W. 
set aside this tract of land for a 
cemetery. Among those laid to rest here 
is their son, Frank (1883-1927), Bexar 
Co. Deputy Sheriff, killed in the line of 
duty. Descendants maintain this site 
that chronicles the heritage of the 
Bueche Family and the Fratt 
community'. Located south of Crestway 
Drive east of Windvale Drive; 
designated a Historic Texas Cemetery 

x 694 m (0.43 mile) 
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Site Site Description 
Eligibility Distance to APE   

(meters/mile) Eligible Unknown Ineligible 
SEGMENT 2 (CSJ: 0016-07-113) 

41BX950 

1991: Prehistoric lithic scatter and 
procurement site (abundant chert 
cobbles, cores and core fragments, and 
flakes; one crude biface) on gravel hill 
on slope overlooking Beitel Creek; site 
has been cultivated and the northern 
part of the site has been impacted by 
highway construction; although not 
formally assessed, it is likely ineligible. 

x 522 m (0.32 mile) 

BX-C200 

Agnes Hurst Cemetery is located on the 
southeast corner of Judson Road and 
Independence Avenue; single grave 
with tombstone: Agnes Hurst, Brunner 
(maiden name), Geb (born) April 9, 
1834, Gest (died) February 23, 1899; 

x 976 m (0.61 mile) 

BX-C114 

Our Lady of Perpetual Help #1 
Cemetery is located on Old Austin 
Road, north of Loop 1604 and west of 
I-35 in Selma, Texas; approximately 
588 graves dating from 1850 to the 
present 

x 53.3 m (175 feet) 

BX-C077 

Englemann Family Cemetery; 
Englemann family burials date as early 
as 1917; it is located on Deephaven 
Drive, north of Woodcliff Blvd. and 
west of I-35 in Selma, Texas 

x 645 m (0.40 mile) 

BX-C187 

Mission Burial Retama or Grote 
Cemetery; 191 gravesites dating 
between 1913 and the present; located 
on Hasting Park, south of Look out 
Road and west of I-35 in Selma,  

x 779 m (0.48 mile) 

41BX998 

1993: Prehistoric quarry containing 
polyhedral blade cores; site has been 
destroyed by development; adjacent to 
Mission Burial Retama or Grote 
Cemetery (BX-C187). 

x 902 m (0.56 mile) 

41BX401 
1976: Prehistoric quarry site on rise 
south of small creek; no further 
assessment recommended 

x 145 m (0.09 mile) 

41BX1922 

2012: Prehistoric lithic scatter recorded 
within a 15 m sewer line ROW; site 
was not fully assessed as it extends 
beyond the surveyed ROW; 
insignificant within the survey 
boundary. 

x 
372 m (0.23 mile) 

41BX564 

2008: Large prehistoric lithic scatter 
located between FM 2252 and Loop 
1604; no evidence of site within the 
eastbound access road of Loop 1604. 

x within the APE 



DRAFT ARCHEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND STUDY I-35 FROM I-410 SOUTH TO FM 1103 APPENDIX C-5 
BEXAR, GUADALUPE, AND COMAL COUNTIES, TEXAS 
(CSJS: 0017-10-168, 0016-07-113, 0016-06-047, AND 0016-05-111) 

Appendix C: Known Archeological Sites I-35 from I-410 South to FM 1103 

Site Site Description 
Eligibility Distance to APE   

(meters/mile) Eligible Unknown Ineligible 

41BX1267 

2000: Prehistoric lithic procurement 
site and open camp overlooks Selma 
Creek; 40 cm deep deposits; site 
extends beyond the project area and 
would require re-evaluation to 
determine eligibility. 

x 355 m (0.22 mile) 

41BX1265 

2000: Historic cemetery and burials are 
located on a narrow terrace located 75 
m south of Selma Creek; cut limestone 
blocks and ornate wire; gravel 
quarrying has removed the terrace 
surrounding three sides of the 
cemetery; SAL listed in 2005. 

x 470 m (0.29 mile) 

41BX1914 

2011: Multicomponent site (TAC 
6083); historic 1852 Harrison House, 
12.86-acre homestead, and historic road 
connecting property to historic Stage 
Stop and Post Office (41BX1409); 
located on bluff overlooking Cibolo 
Creek in Selma, TX; one story stone 
house and property listed as a SAL and 
included in the NRHP. Non-
contributing prehistoric component 
consists of a heavily looted Archaic-
period open camp (lithic tools and 
debitage and FCR); it is located in the 
agricultural field south of the Harrison 
house. 

x 

600 m (0.37 mile) 
southeast of I-35 and 

224 m (0.14 mile) 
southwest of FM 1518 

41BX1966 

2013: Selma Trail Site (TAC 6434) is 
located adjacent to Cibolo Creek; 
historic dump (1920-1980) and 
prehistoric Archaic campsite with 
diagnostic lithic tools, FCR, debitage 
(0-60 cmbs); insignificant within ROW 
of the proposed walking trail; site 
extends beyond the survey boundary 
and would require re-evaluation beyond 
the previously surveyed area. 

x 

436 m (0.27 mile) 
south of I-35 and 202 
m (0.13 mile) west of 

FM 1518 

41BX1409 

2000 and 2010: Historic Selma Post 
Office and Stage Coach Stop (1852) 
and buried (up to 60 cmbs) late 
Prehistoric site (TAC 3470); buried 
Scallorn arrow point and debitage; 
glass, ceramics, bone, and metal 
fragments on surface; cobble and 
mortar structure (fenced) is located 75 
m east of I-35 and 75 m south of Cibolo 
Creek; significant early mail and coach 
route; NRHP nominated, SAL listed. 

x 

47.4 m (156 feet) south 
of I-35 and 138 m 

(0.10 mile) west of FM 
1518 



DRAFT ARCHEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND STUDY I-35 FROM I-410 SOUTH TO FM 1103 APPENDIX C-6 
BEXAR, GUADALUPE, AND COMAL COUNTIES, TEXAS 
(CSJS: 0017-10-168, 0016-07-113, 0016-06-047, AND 0016-05-111) 

Appendix C: Known Archeological Sites I-35 from I-410 South to FM 1103 

Site Site Description 
Eligibility Distance to APE   

(meters/mile) Eligible Unknown Ineligible 

BX-C115 

Our Lady of Perpetual Help #2 or 
Selma Catholic Cemetery is located 
south of North Evans Road and 
immediately west of I-35 in Selma, 
Texas; approximately 483 interments; 
many with unknown dates. 

x 97.1 m (0.10 mile) 

41BX999 

1993: Historic (1865 to 1900) and 
prehistoric (possibly late Prehistoric) 
multicomponent site exposed in plowed 
field located west of Evans Road; 
western half of project area shovel 
tested (TAC 1300); see Guderjan 
(1993); both components were thinly 
scattered over large areas at shallow 
depth; plowing and water storage 
construction have contributed to its 
ineligibility for SAL listing/NRHP 
inclusion.  

x 584 m (0.36 mile) 

SEGMENT 3 (CSJ: 0016-06-047) 

41GU39 

1977: Prehistoric open camp and lithic 
scatter; Gower, Martindale, and 
Tortugas dart points, debitage, cores, 
biface and uniface fragments, and 2 
Guadalupe tools; site is located 200 m 
north of Cibolo Creek; impacted by 
long-term plowing and artifact 
collection; not recommended eligible; 
formal determination outstanding. 

x 

876 m (0.54 mile) 
southwest of I-35 and 

288 m (0.18 mile) 
south of FM 1518 

41GU82 

Different areas of site recorded in 2002 
(TAC 2775) and 2008 (TAC 4412); 
Prehistoric open camp; surficial scatter 
of FCR and debitage in plowzone; site 
is located 400 m north of East Dietz 
Creek. 

x 450 m (0.28 mile) 

41CM335 

2013: Historic shed, barbed wire, cedar 
post fencelines, and artifact scatter 
(TAC 6447); machine made brick and 
wire nails; stoneware (Albany and 
Bristol glazed (pre-1940) with a cobalt 
leaf pattern), refined earthenware 
(undecorated), clear glass bottle 
fragments, and one bottle neck; site is 
located 20 m east of small un-named 
tributary headwater. 

x 773 m (0.48 mile) 



DRAFT ARCHEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND STUDY I-35 FROM I-410 SOUTH TO FM 1103 APPENDIX C-7 
BEXAR, GUADALUPE, AND COMAL COUNTIES, TEXAS 
(CSJS: 0017-10-168, 0016-07-113, 0016-06-047, AND 0016-05-111) 

Appendix C: Known Archeological Sites I-35 from I-410 South to FM 1103 

Site Site Description 
Eligibility Distance to APE   

(meters/mile) Eligible Unknown Ineligible 
SEGMENT 4 (CSJ: 0016-05-111) 

41GU22 

1978: Prehistoric lithic scatter and 
biface fragments on upper slopes of 
ridge complex; preliminary site 
description; site may extend beyond the 
survey boundary; would require re-
evaluation beyond the previously 
surveyed area. 

x 986 m (0.61 mile) 
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Mark Bedgood

From: Bob Gottfried <Bob.Gottfried@tpwd.texas.gov>
Sent: Friday, January 24, 2014 9:46 AM
To: Mark Bedgood
Subject: RE: NDD Request
Attachments: bedgood_20140117.zip

Mr. Bedgood, 
 
Your information request area contains known ecologically significant stream segments and federal designated critical 
habitat for Pecks Cave amphipod, Comal Springs riffle beetle, Comal Springs dryopid beetle, Robber Baron Cave 
meshweaver, and Cokendolpher Cave harvestman.  Use the links below to obtain that data. 
 
The Texas Natural Diversity Database (TXNDD) includes federal, and state listed and tracked Threatened, Endangered, 
and Rare species.  The attached .zip file contains documents that will guide you in appropriate use, restrictions, and 
shapefile interpretation of Texas NDD data as well as a request for adding data to the TXNDD.  Also included is a 
shapefile of the T&E and Rare species element occurrences, information the TXNDD has available presently, within and 
touching the requested quads along with a companion EO report; areas where EO data are absent do not mean absence 
of occurrence for Threatened, Endangered, and Rare species. Included is an EO List of the T&E and Rare species element 
occurrences that are on the quads adjacent to your request area.  The EO List is to inform you of other potential federal, 
and state listed and tracked Threatened, Endangered, and Rare species within the area.  To round out your review, please 
use the Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species of Texas by County application found here.  For questions regarding 
the application please contact Amy Turner at Amy.Turner@tpwd.texas.gov or by calling her directly at (361) 576-0022 
x223. 
 

 If your project area is in Travis, Williamson, or Bexar county it is highly recommended that you download the 
GIS shapefiles for the Karst Zones from the USFWS website 
http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/austintexas/ and/or contact Jenny Wilson – USFWS at (512)490-0057 x 231 for 
a review of the project location.  All three counties are known to have multiple important karst features. 

 If your information request includes one or more records for Bald Eagle or colonial waterbirds, contact Brent 
Ortego at brent.ortego@tpwd.state.tx.us or (361) 576-0022 for more up-to-date information on the Bald Eagle or 
colonial waterbirds. 

 For communication towers, in addition to the USFWS guidelines in the attachment and the links at 
towerkill.com, there is research identifying a simple way to reduce bird strike and high bird mortality at 
towers.  Gehring J., P. Kerlinger, A.M. Manville II. (2009) Communication towers, lights, and birds: successful 
methods of reducing the frequency of avian collisions. Ecological Applications: Vol. 19, No. 2, pp. 505-514.doi: 
10.1890/07-1708.1 

 For wind energy or transmission related projects, to obtain the Department’s guidelines it is also recommended 
to contact Julie Wicker at julie.wicker@tpwd.state.tx.us or (512)389-4579.  In addition, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service's Interim Guidance on Avoiding and Minimizing Wildlife Impacts from Wind Turbines, along 
with other helpful links and information, can be accessed at: http://www.fws.gov/habitatconservation/wind.html.  

 If your information request contains records for Texas trailing phlox you should contact Jason Singhurst at 
jason.singhurst@tpwd.state.tx.us or (512) 389-8726.  

 
Absence of information in an area does not mean absence of occurrence.  Given the small proportion of public versus 
private land in Texas, the TXNDD does not include a representative inventory of rare resources in the state.  Data from 
the TXNDD do not provide a definitive statement as to the presence, absence, or condition of special species, natural 
communities, or other significant features within your project area.  These data cannot substitute for an on-site evaluation 
by qualified biologists.   
 
Additional sources of data: 
TPWD Annotated County Lists: http://www.tpwd.state.tx.us/landwater/land/maps/gis/ris/endangered_species/ 
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USFWS species lists: http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/servlet/gov.doi.tess_pulic.servlets.EntryPage 
USFWS CRITICAL HABITAT: http://criticalhabitat.fws.gov/ 
Ecologically Significant Stream Segments: http://www.tpwd.state.tx.us/landwater/land/maps/gis/data_downloads/ 
Ecologically Significant Stream Segment Information: 
http://www.tpwd.state.tx.us/landwater/water/environconcerns/water_quality/sigsegs/ 
 
Bob Gottfried 
Texas Natural Diversity Database Administrator 
Texas Parks and Wildlife - Wildlife Division 
4200 Smith School Rd 
Austin, TX  78744 
512-389-8744 
TXNDD Information 
 
Please make a note of my new email address: Bob.Gottfried@tpwd.texas.gov 
 
 
 

From: Mark Bedgood [mailto:mbedgood@HNTB.com]  
Sent: Friday, January 17, 2014 10:51 AM 
To: Texas Natural Diversity Database 
Subject: NDD Request 
 
I would like to request the following NDD data: 

1. ArcGIS shapefiles 
2. EOR List 
3. EOR Record 

 
For the following USGS quadrangles: 

1.       San Antonio East 
2.       Martinez 
3.       Longhorn 
4.       Schertz 
5.       Marion 
6.       Bat Cave 
7.       New Braunfels West 

 
This request is for potential highway improvements from San Antonio, TX to south of New Braunfels, TX. 
 
 
Mark Bedgood 
Environmental Scientist 
Wildlife Biologist 
 
HNTB Corporation 
130 E. Travis, Suite 200 
San Antonio, TX  78205 
 
Tel (210) 541‐1944 
Fax (210) 349‐2101 
www.hntb.com 
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Mark Bedgood 
Environmental Scientist/Wildlife Biologist 
Environmental Oversight, Disaster Recovery Program Management Team 
for the State of Texas 
 
Tel (210) 541-1944     Fax (210) 349-2101    
 
HNTB CORPORATION  
130 E. Travis Suite 200, San Antonio, TX  78205  |  www.hntb.com  
 
      100 YEARS OF INFRASTRUCTURE SOLUTIONS 

 

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom 
they are addressed. If you are NOT the intended recipient and receive this communication, please delete this message and any 
attachments. Thank you. 



Occurrence List for Quads Surrounding 

Request Area

Scientific Name: Common Name:

Occurrence

Number:
State

Status: Eo Id:

Federal

Status:

Allium elmendorfii Elmendorf's onion  7  4826

Allium elmendorfii Elmendorf's onion  8  4027

Argythamnia aphoroides Hill Country wild-mercury  14  1107

Argythamnia aphoroides Hill Country wild-mercury  17  7809

Charadrius montanus Mountain Plover  4  7568

Charadrius montanus Mountain Plover  5  844

Charadrius montanus Mountain Plover  6  1803

Charadrius montanus Mountain Plover  7  5771

Eurycea latitans complex Cascade Caverns Salamander  2 T  219

Eurycea latitans complex Cascade Caverns Salamander  3 T  4627

Eurycea latitans complex Cascade Caverns Salamander  4 T  3869

Eurycea latitans complex Cascade Caverns Salamander  11 T  6581

Eurycea latitans complex Cascade Caverns Salamander  12 T  1891

Eurycea latitans complex Cascade Caverns Salamander  27 T  9313

Eurycea latitans complex Cascade Caverns Salamander  30 T  8233

Eurycea latitans complex Cascade Caverns Salamander  31 T  5679

Eurycea neotenes Texas Salamander  10  9312

Eurycea pterophila Blanco River Springs Salamander  37  6956

Eurycea pterophila Blanco River Springs Salamander  38  6359

Eurycea pterophila Blanco River Springs Salamander  39  6955

Eurycea pterophila Blanco River Springs Salamander  41  9385

Eurycea tridentifera Comal Blind Salamander  2 T  2683

12014-01-24



Scientific Name: Common Name:

Occurrence

Number:
State

Status: Eo Id:

Federal

Status:

Eurycea tridentifera Comal Blind Salamander  4 T  478

Eurycea tridentifera Comal Blind Salamander  6 T  2679

Eurycea tridentifera Comal Blind Salamander  9 T  3948

Graptemys caglei Cagle's Map Turtle  1 T  5287

Hexalectris warnockii Warnock's coral-root  15  8065

Hilaria belangeri-bouteloua curtipendula series Curlymesquite-sideoats Grama Series  1  2267

Hymenopappus carrizoanus sandhill woolywhite  9  6014

Juniperus ashei-quercus spp. series Ashe Juniper-oak Series  2  7108

Juniperus ashei-quercus spp. series Ashe Juniper-oak Series  3  5517

Micropterus treculi Guadalupe Bass  1  7294

Micropterus treculi Guadalupe Bass  13  1068

Micropterus treculi Guadalupe Bass  27  2101

Philadelphus texensis Texas mock-orange  9  2473

Quadrula petrina Texas Pimpleback  19 T  9684C

Quercus buckleyi series Texas Oak Series  5  4597

Quercus fusiformis/hilaria belangeri series Plateau Live Oak/curlymesquite Series  3  6290

Quercus fusiformis/schizachyrium scoparium 

series

Plateau Live Oak/little Bluestem Series  1  4543

Quercus fusiformis/schizachyrium scoparium 

series

Plateau Live Oak/little Bluestem Series  2  3940

Rhadine exilis A Ground Beetle  1  2624LE

Rhadine exilis A Ground Beetle  2  7748LE

Rhadine infernalis A Ground Beetle  2  5656LE

Rookery  193  2196

Salvia pentstemonoides big red sage  19  8999

22014-01-24



Scientific Name: Common Name:

Occurrence

Number:
State

Status: Eo Id:

Federal

Status:

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  1 E  6126LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  3 E  7536LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  146 E  4193LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  147 E  8213LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  148 E  4822LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  149 E  1674LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  150 E  1675LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  151 E  4361LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  152 E  4044LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  153 E  6480LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  154 E  207LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  155 E  1771LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  156 E  5742LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  157 E  3900LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  158 E  7345LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  159 E  1305LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  160 E  1306LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  161 E  7194LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  162 E  5849LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  163 E  2361LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  165 E  1928LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  166 E  7990LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  167 E  4230LE

32014-01-24



Scientific Name: Common Name:

Occurrence

Number:
State

Status: Eo Id:

Federal

Status:

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  219 E  7803LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  231 E  4669LE

Setophaga chrysoparia Golden-cheeked Warbler  233 E  7352LE

Streptanthus bracteatus bracted twistflower  23  7551

Streptanthus bracteatus bracted twistflower  30  3831

Taxodium distichum-platanus occidentalis series Baldcypress-sycamore Series  1  7120

Ulmus crassifolia-celtis laevigata series Cedar Elm-sugarberry Series  21  1958

Ulmus crassifolia-celtis laevigata series Cedar Elm-sugarberry Series  22  3183

Vireo atricapilla Black-capped Vireo  10 E  2492LE

42014-01-24



Element Occurrence Record

Amorpha roemeriana Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

Texas Amorpha

S3G3

 18  1648Eo Id:

Federal Status:

Track on a watch list onlyTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

NEW BRAUNFELS

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

1850 1850-05

General

Description:

Comments:

Comments:

Protection

Comments:

Management

Comments:

EO Data:

Data:

Citation:

PALMER, ERNEST J. 1931. CONSPECTUS OF THE GENUS AMORPHA. JOURNAL OF THE ARNOLD ARBORETUM 
12:157-197.

Reference:

Specimen:

2014-01-24

Page 1 of 23



Element Occurrence Record

Amorpha roemeriana Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

Texas Amorpha

S3G3

 66  8536Eo Id:

Federal Status:

Track on a watch list onlyTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

Ca. 0.5 air miles north of FM 1863, ca. 2.8 miles west of its junction with FM 3009 (road to Natural Bridge Caverns).

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

2000-07-19 2000-07-19 2000-07-19

2000-07-19E

General

Description:

Comments:

Stems located 4 feet above the bed of Dry Devils Creek on the lowest part of the west-facing bedrock slope.  The 
slope is openly wooded with Texas oak and Ashe juniper of moderate size.  Other woody plants in the immediate 
vicinity include Texas redbud and wafer ash.

Comments:

Protection

Comments:

Management

Comments:

EO Data:

Data:

19 July 2000 - Two stems within 8 inches of each other which may represent a single plant.

Citation:

Carr, W. R. 2000. Notes on a Very Brief Botanical Survey of the Zaccaria Property, Bexar and Comal Counties, Texas, 19 
July 2000.

Reference:

Specimen:

2014-01-24

Page 2 of 23



Element Occurrence Record

Bat Roost Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank: SNRGNR

 48  672Eo Id:

Federal Status:

Track all extant and selected historical EOsTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

FROM BRACKEN TAKE MARBACH LANE (AKA: BAT CAVE ROAD, FM 3009) NORTHWEST ABOUT 4.1 MILES TO LOCKED 
GATE AT SECOND 45 DEGREE TURN IN ROAD; TAKE DIRT ROAD ABOUT 2.5 MILES TO CAVE

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

1940 1985-07 1985-JULY

A

General

Description:

Comments:

A LARGE LIMESTONE CAVERN AT BOTTOM OF A 20 METER DEEP SINKHOLE; VEGETATION IS DISTURBED 
OAK-JUNIPER

Comments: WELL KNOWN, SPECTACULAR SITE, OWNER SENSITIVE AND WILLING TO NEGOTIATE PERMANENT 
PROTECTION; MINED FOR GUANO IN WINTER

Protection

Comments:

PREVENT TRESPASS, VANDALISM; BUFFER FROM URBAN EXPANSION

Management

Comments:

NO ENTRY DURING JUNE-JULY; NO MODIFICATION TO CAVE

EO Data:

Data:

THE LARGEST FREE-TAILED BAT (TADARIDA BRASILIENSIS MEXICANA) COLONY KNOWN; NUMBERS 20 
TO 40 MILLION BATS IN SUMMER; LONG- KNOWN AND WELL-STUDIED COLONY

Citation:

WAHL, REX. 1985. FIELD SURVEY OF FRIO AND BRACKEN BAT CAVES

TUTTLE, MERLIN, DR. N.D. BAT CONSERVATION INTERNATIONAL, INC. C/O MILWAUKEE PUBLIC MUSEUM, 
MILWAUKEE, WI 53233

MCCRACKEN, GARY F., PH. D. DEPARTMENT OF ZOOLOGY UNIV. OF TENNESSEE KNOXVILLE, TN 37996-0810 
PH-615/974-2371

EADS, R. B., ET AL. 1957. OBSERVATIONS CONCERNING THE MEXICAN FREETAILED BAT, TADARIDA MEXICANA 
(BRASILIENSIS) IN TEXAS. TEX. J. SCI. 9:227-242.

DAVIS, R. B, C. F. Herried II, and H.L. Short. 1962. Mexican free-tailed bats in Texas. Ecol. Monogr. 32(4):311-346.

Reference:

Specimen:

2014-01-24

Page 3 of 23



Element Occurrence Record

Cicurina baronia Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

Robber Baron Cave Meshweaver

S1G1

 1  3387Eo Id:

Federal Status: LE

Track all extant and selected historical EOsTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

ALAMO HEIGHTS; ROBBER BARON CAVE

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

General

Description:

Comments:

Comments: THIS SPECIES IS KNOWN ONLY FROM ROBBER BARON CAVE

Protection

Comments:

Management

Comments:

EO Data:

Data:

Citation:

REDDELL, JAMES R. 1993. THE STATUS AND RANGE OF ENDEMIC ARTHROPODS FROM CAVES IN BEXAR 
COUNTY, TEXAS. FOR THE USFWS AND TPWD.

VENI, GEORGE. 1993. GEOLOGIC CONTROLS ON CAVE DEVELOPMENT AND THE DISTRIBUTION OF ENDEMIC 
CAVE FAUNA IN THE SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS, REGION. PREPARED FOR TPWD AND USFWS. DRAFT SUBMITTED 22 
OCTOBER 1993.

Reference:

Specimen:

2014-01-24
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Element Occurrence Record

Cuscuta exaltata Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

Tall Dodder

S3G3

 2  8524Eo Id:

Federal Status:

Track on a watch list onlyTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

Southeast corner of River Road and Edwards Street, i.e. east side of River Road 0.4 miles north of State Highway 46.

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

1997-10-26 1997-10-26 1997-10-26

1997-10-26E

General

Description:

Comments:

On Ulmus crassifolia and Diospyros texana in woodland on limestone upland. Vacant lot.

Comments:

Protection

Comments:

Management

Comments:

EO Data:

Data:

26 October 1997 - Locally common.

Citation:

CARR, W.R. & M. ENQUIST (17157). 1997. SPECIMEN # NONE TEX-LL.

Reference:

Specimen:

University of Texas Herbarium. 1997. W. R. Carr (17157) with M. Enquist. Specimen # none. 26 October 1997. TEX-LL.

CARR, W.R. & M. ENQUIST (17157). 1997. SPECIMEN # NONE TEX-LL. (S97CAR01TXUS)

2014-01-24
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Element Occurrence Record

Daedalochila hippocrepis Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

Horseshoe Liptooth

S1G1

 1  8535Eo Id:

Federal Status:

Track all extant and selected historical EOsTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

Spring run 1 and 3 at Landa Park, New Braunfels.

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

1997-10-28 2002-04-18 2002-04-18

2002-04-18E

General

Description:

Comments:

Areas with much leaf litter and detritus.

Comments: Due to extreme rarity of this species, monitoring may require a more intensive search effort, with less focus on 
randomizing samples until a better habitat profile is developed.

Protection

Comments:

Management

Comments:

EO Data:

Data:

Spring Run 1: 1997-2002 - 3 live and 22 dead. Spring Run 3: 1998-2002 - 2 live and 26 dead.

Citation:

Linam, Lee Ann. 2002. Final Report Project WER 09(72): Implementation of candidate species monitoring. Grant No. E-9. 1 
November 2002.

Reference:

Specimen:

2014-01-24
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Element Occurrence Record

Desmodium lindheimeri Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

Lindheimer's Tickseed

S1G3G4

 1  8523Eo Id:

Federal Status:

Track on a watch list onlyTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

Landa Park in New Braunfels.  Lower slopes and along bed of intermittent creek, various spots along eastern portion of Panther 
Canyon Trail, just northwest of Comal Springs.

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

199? 1997-10-26 1997-10-26

1997-10-26E

General

Description:

Comments:

Mostly deciduous woodland in bottom of limestone canyon containing intermittent stream.  Ashe juniper cut and 
removed from bottom, leaving Ulmus crassifolia dominant in canopy with Ehretia anacua, Sophora secundiflora, and 
croton fruticulosus common in shrub layers.  It occurs on alluvium/colluvium on low shaded banks of intermittent 
creek and on drier, more exposed sites along wide hiking trail, and on limestone outcrops.

Comments: There are multiple specimens collected in Comal County by M. Enquist; however, they lack directions.  The 
specimens were collected over several years (1992-1996).

Protection

Comments:

Management

Comments:

EO Data:

Data:

26 October 1997 - Several dozen plants noted, perhaps half with flowers and/or fruit.

Citation:

Carr, W. R. 1997. Notes on a visit to some of Marshall Enquist's Desmodium lindheimeri sites in Comal County, 26 October 
1997.

Reference:

Specimen:

ENQUIST, M. (UNKNOWN). TEX-LL. (SNDENQTXTXUS)

2014-01-24
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Element Occurrence Record

Etheostoma fonticola Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

Fountain Darter

S1G1

 1

E

 2056Eo Id:

Federal Status: LE

Track all extant and selected historical EOsTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

COMAL SPRINGS, HEADWATERS OF COMAL RIVER, NEW BRAUNFELS, TX

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

1954 1989-06-20 1994-04

1989-06-20B

General

Description:

Comments:

A SERIES OF LIMESTONE SPRINGS FORMING THE COMAL RIVER, EXTENSIVELY DEVELOPED FOR CITY 
WATER SUPPLY, SOME IN CITY PARK.

Comments: THE PRESENCE OF FOUNTAIN DARTERS IN THE HEADWATERS OF THE COMAL RIVER WAS CONFIRMED 
IN THE SUMMER OF 1989 BY TPWD, USFWS, AND SWTSU BIOLOGISTS

Protection

Comments:

Management

Comments:

PROTECT WATER QUALITY AND LEVEL

EO Data:

Data:

FISH FORMERLY HERE DESTROYED BY LOW WATER, REINTRODUCED IN 1975. FOUND IN QUIET, CLEAR 
WATER WITH ROOTED SUBMERGENT AND EMERGENT VEGETATION AND FILAMENTOUS ALGAE. 
ASSOCIATED WITH EURYCEA NANA.

Citation:

SCHENKE, JOHN R. AND B. G. WHITESIDE. 1976. DISTRIBUTION HABITAT PREFERENCE AND POPULATION SIZE 
ESTIMATES OF ETHEOSTOMA FONTICOLA, COPEIA 1976(4):697-703.

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE. 1994. MEMO FROM AUSTIN FIELD SUPERVISOR TO REGION 2 DIRECTOR. 
AUSTIN ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE'S 1994 ENDANGERED SPECIES SUBPERMIT REPORT. DECEMBER 
8, 1994.

FEDERAL REGISTER. 1980. 45(136):47355-47364.

LEE, DAVID S. ET AL. 1980. ATLAS OF NORTH AMERICAN FRESHWATER FISHES. N.C. STATE MUSEUM OF NAT. 
HIST., GREENSBORO, NC.

HUBBS, CLARK. DEPARTMENT OF ZOOLOGY. UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN. AUSTIN, TX 78712.

Reference:

Specimen:

2014-01-24
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Element Occurrence Record

Eurycea neotenes Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

Texas Salamander

S2G1

 13  7298Eo Id:

Federal Status:

Track all extant and selected historical EOsTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

Comal Springs, Landa Park, New Braunfels, Texas.

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

1948-02-20 2005-06-16 2005-06-16

2005-06-16E

General

Description:

Comments:

A large limestone spring feeding a clear creek. Creek is shallow with gravel bottom, some emergent vegetation.  
Salamanders were collected from beneath rocks in shallow water, also seen to retreat under ledges at stream edge.

Comments:

Protection

Comments:

Keep spring from drying, protect water quality.

Management

Comments:

EO Data:

Data:

Feb 1948: 8 specimens collected.  Jul 1970: 6 specimens collected.  Aug 1971: 18 specimens collected.  Aug 1973: 
7 specimens collected.  Sep 1973: 2 specimens collected.  Jul 1974: 42  specimens collected.  16 Apr 1990: 6 
specimens were collected.  5 Jul 1990: 6 specimens were collected.  2003: 1 specimen was collected. 18 May 2005: 
36 salamanders were caught; 15 males, 15 females (6 gravid), and 6 juveniles.  16 Jun 2005: 24 salamanders were 
caught; 11 females (4 gravid), 12 males, and 1 juvenile.

Citation:

SWEET, SAMUEL S. 83-08-04. LETTER TO JIM E. JOHNSON RE:EDWARDS AQUIFER, COMAL SPRINGS.

Chippindale, P. T., A. H. Price, J. J. Wiens, and D. M. Hillis. 2000. Phylogenetic relationships and systematic revision of 
central Texas hemidactyliine plethodontid salamanders. Herpetological Monographs 14:1-80.

Hanks, Cullen. 2011. Compilation of Eurycea specimen records for Central Texas extracted from online databases.

Sweet, Samuel S. 1978. The Evolutionary Development of the Texas Eurycea (Amphibia: Plethodontidae). Ph.D. dissertation. 
University of California, Berkeley.  450 pp.

Lucas, Lauren K., Zachariah Gompert, James R. Ott, and Chris C. Nice. 2009. Geographic and genetic isolation in 
spring-associated Eurycea salamanders endemic to the Edwards Plateau region of Texas. Conservation Genetics 
10:13091319.

Reference:

2014-01-24

Page 9 of 23



Element Occurrence Record

Specimen:

The Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, University of California, Berkeley, CA; Samuel S. Sweet (# 2552-2555), Catalog # 120392-120395, 

6 July 1970, MVZ

The Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, University of California, Berkeley, CA; Samuel S. Sweet (# 2749-2750), Catalog # 120396-120397, 

19 July 1970, MVZ

The Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, University of California, Berkeley, CA; Samuel S. Sweet, Patricia G. Haneline (# 

5817-5819,12444-12448), Catalog # 120398-120405, 4 August 1971, MVZ

The Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, University of California, Berkeley, CA; Samuel S. Sweet, Patricia G. Haneline (# 5870-5862), 

Catalog # 120406-120414, 10 August 1971, MVZ

The Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, University of California, Berkeley, CA; Samuel S. Sweet, Patricia G. Haneline (# 13104), Catalog # 

122813, 4 August 1971, MVZ

The Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, University of California, Berkeley, CA; Samuel S. Sweet (# 9210-9211), Catalog # 120415-120416, 

15 August 1973, MVZ

The Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, University of California, Berkeley, CA; Samuel S. Sweet (# 9609-9613), Catalog # 120417-120421, 

25 August 1973, MVZ

The Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, University of California, Berkeley, CA; Samuel S. Sweet (# 9896-9897), Catalog # 120422-120423, 

8 September 1973, MVZ

The Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, University of California, Berkeley, CA; Samuel S. Sweet (# 10804-10824), Catalog # 

120424-120444, 5 July 1974, MVZ

The Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, University of California, Berkeley, CA; Samuel S. Sweet, David B. Wake (# 11413-11433), Catalog 

# 120445-120465, 20 July 1974, MVZ

Texas Natural History Collections, University of Texas at Austin, TX; Flury (#AGF 1292-1299), Catalog #6234-6241, 20 February 1948, 

TNHC.

Amphibian and Reptile Diversity Research Center, University of Texas at Arlington, TX; P.C. Ustach,  Matthew Z. Brym, and C.J. 

Franklin (# RMB 2940), Catalog # 56674, 2003, UTA.

Texas Natural History Collections, University of Texas at Austin, TX; Chippindale, Hillis, and Price (#DMH 90:170,172-173,176-177), 

Catalog #51050,52768-52769, 64482-64484, 16 April 1990, TNHC.

Texas Natural History Collections, University of Texas at Austin, TX; P. Chippindale and A. H. Price (#AHP 3066-3070), Catalog 

#51051-51055, 5 July 1990, TNHC.

Texas Natural History Collections, University of Texas at Austin, TX; P. Chippindale and A. H. Price (#AHP 3073), Catalog #51056, 5 

July 1990, TNHC.

2014-01-24
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Element Occurrence Record

Eurycea rathbuni Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

Texas Blind Salamander

S1G1

 7

E

 9319Eo Id:

Federal Status: LE

Track all extant and selected historical EOsTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

Mission Valley Bowling Well, at the corner of FM 1863 and TX-46, NW of New Braunfels, TX.

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

2006-06-16 2006-06-16 2006-06-16

2006-06-16E

General

Description:

Comments:

A well.

Comments:

Protection

Comments:

Management

Comments:

EO Data:

Data:

16 June 2006: 2 specimens were collected.

Citation:

Hanks, Cullen. 2011. Compilation of Eurycea specimen records for Central Texas extracted from online databases.

Reference:

Specimen:

Amphibian and Reptile Diversity Research Center, University of Texas at Arlington, TX; Andy Gluesenkamp, D. Fevolia and Casey 

Roelke (# AGG 1128-1129), Catalog # 57624-57625, 16 June 2006, UTA.

2014-01-24
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Element Occurrence Record

Heterelmis comalensis Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

Comal Springs Riffle Beetle

S1G1

 1

E

 5046Eo Id:

Federal Status: LE

Track all extant and selected historical EOsTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

LANDA PARK SPRINGS

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:B

General

Description:

Comments:

HEADWATER SPRINGS TO THE COMAL RIVER

Comments:

Protection

Comments:

Management

Comments:

EO Data:

Data:

Citation:

BOSSE, LINDA S., DONALD W. TUFF, & HARLEY P. BROWN. 1988. A NEW SPECIES OF HETERELMIS FROM TEXAS 
(COLEOPTERA:ELMIDAE). SOUTHWEST NAT. 33(2):199-203.

Reference:

Specimen:

2014-01-24
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Element Occurrence Record

Micropterus treculi Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

Guadalupe Bass

S3G3

 29  2186Eo Id:

Federal Status:

Track all extant and selected historical EOsTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

IN THE CIBOLO CREEK, BEXAR COUNTY IH-35 CROSSING IN SELMA

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

1977-04

D

General

Description:

Comments:

CLEAR, SMALL STREAM; LIMESTONE ROCK AND GRAVEL SUBSTRATE; RIFFLES AND POOLS

Comments: ENDEMIC TO SEVERAL RIVERS OF EASTERN EDWARDS PLATEAU, COMMON IN PREFERRED HABITAT

Protection

Comments:

HYBRIDIZES WITH MICROPTERUS PUNCTULATUS

Management

Comments:

EO Data:

Data:

SPECIMENS COLLECTED FROM THIS LOCALITY

Citation:

EDWARDS, ROBERT J. 1980. THE ECOLOGY AND GEOGRAPHIC VARIATION OF THE GUADALUPE BASS 
(MICROPTERUS TRECULI). PhD. DISSERTATION, ZOOLOGY DEPARTMENT, UT-AUSTIN.

LEE, DAVID S. ET AL. 1980. ATLAS OF NORTH AMERICAN FRESHWATER FISHES. N.C. STATE MUSEUM OF NAT. 
HIST., GREENSBORO, NC.

Reference:

Specimen:

2014-01-24
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Element Occurrence Record

Opuntia lindheimeri var. linguiformis Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

Cow-tongue Prickly-pear

S1G5T1Q

 1  4417Eo Id:

Federal Status:

Track on a watch list onlyTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

NEAR SAN ANTONIO, NEAR CHINA GROVE AND SAYERS

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

1906

General

Description:

Comments:

Comments:

Protection

Comments:

Management

Comments:

EO Data:

Data:

Citation:

Weniger, D. 1984. Cacti of Texas and neighboring states. University of Texas Press, Austin. 356 pp.

Benson, Lyman. 1982. The cacti of the United States and Canada. Stanford University Press, Stanford, CA. 1,044 pp.

Reference:

Specimen:

2014-01-24
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Element Occurrence Record

Physostegia correllii Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

Correll's false dragon-head

S2G2

 7  1595Eo Id:

Federal Status:

Track all extant and selected historical EOsTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

Directions on two specimen labels state San Antonio; the other one states near San Antonio.

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

1902 1902 1897

1902H

General

Description:

Comments:

Comments: Of the three E. H. Wilkinson specimens collected from San Antonio, one did not have a date; one had a year of 
1897; and the other specimen had 1900-1902.

Protection

Comments:

Management

Comments:

EO Data:

Data:

1897 and 1900-1902: Specimens were collected.

Citation:

Irving, Robert S.  1980.  Status report for Physostegia correllii. 10 pp. 30 April 1980.

Cantino, Philip D.  1982.  A monograph of the genus Physostegia (Labiatae). Contributions from the Gray Herbarium 
211:1-105.

U.S. Geological Survey.  1903.  Topographic map of San Antonio, Texas.

Missouri Botanical Garden Herbarium.  1902.  Digital images of three Physostegia correllii specimens collected by E. H. 
Wilkinson (#s 44, 83, s.n.), 1897, 1900-1902, in/near San Antonio, Texas.

Reference:

Specimen:

Missouri Botanical Garden Herbarium, St. Louis, MO; E. H. Wilkinson (# 44), Accession # 45884, Barcode #MO-2485114, 1897, MO.

Missouri Botanical Garden Herbarium, St. Louis, MO; E. H. Wilkinson (# 83), Accession # 45883, Barcode #MO-2485115, no date, 

MO.

Missouri Botanical Garden Herbarium, St. Louis, MO; E. H. Wilkinson (# none), Accession # 215571, Barcode #MO-2485113, 

1900-1902, MO.

2014-01-24
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Element Occurrence Record

Rookery Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank: SNRGNR

 536  6904Eo Id:

Federal Status:

Track all extant and selected historical EOsTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

SAN ANTONIO ZOO

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

1987 1990

General

Description:

Comments:

Comments: COLONY NUMBER 598-054

Protection

Comments:

Management

Comments:

EO Data:

Data:

NESTING COLONY OF THE YELLOW-CROWNED NIGHT-HERON

Citation:

Martin, Catrina.  1991.  Texas Colonial Waterbird Census Summary - 1990.  Compiled for Texas Parks & Wildlife Dept. and 
Texas Colonial Waterbird Society.  13 March 1991.

TEXAS COLONIAL WATERBIRD SOCIETY AND TEXAS PARKS & WILDLIFE DEPARTMENT. 1986-1989. TEXAS 
COLONIAL WATERBIRD CENSUS SUMMARY. SPECIAL ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS.

Reference:

Specimen:

2014-01-24
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Element Occurrence Record

Satan eurystomus Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

Widemouth Blindcat

S1G1G2

 2

T

 3161Eo Id:

Federal Status:

Track all extant and selected historical EOsTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

ARTESIAN PUMP STATION WELL, CITY OF SAN ANTONIO WELL NO 4, 703 COLISEUM, NEAR ANIOL ROAD AND 
COLISEUM.

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

1978 1985 1985

B

General

Description:

Comments:

DEEP ARTESIAN WELLS INTO THE EDWARDS AQUIFER WHICH SUPPLIES WATER TO THE CITY OF SAN 
ANTONIO. WATER QUALITY IS GOOD.

Comments: IN PERSONAL COMM., JERRY BURTON (USFWS REG 2) SAYS STATUS REMAINS C2 FOR FEDERAL 
LISTING (IN REVIEW).

Protection

Comments:

CURRENTLY MAINTAINED AS C2 BY USFWS, PUSH FOR FEDERAL LIST

Management

Comments:

PROTECT WATER QUALITY AND POOL LEVELS IN AQUIFER.

EO Data:

Data:

TROGLOBITIC CATFISH FOUND IN DEEP (500M) ARTESIAN WELLS. SPECIMENS ARE WASHED OUT FROM 
DEEP UNDERGROUND. NETS OVER WELL CASING AT SURFACE ARE PRIMARY CAPTURE TECHNIQUE. 
ASSOCIATED WITH TROGLOGLANIS PATTERSONI & ENDEMIC INVERTEBRATES.

Citation:

BURTON, JERRY. ENDANGERED SPECIES BIOLOGIST, END. SP. PROG. USF& WS, REGION 2 P.O. BOX 1306, ALBQ., 
NM 87103. PH-505/766-3972

LONGLEY, GLEN, PH.D. NO DATE. DIRECTOR, EDWARDS AQUIFER RESEARCH AND DATA CENTER, SOUTHWEST 
TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY, SAN MARCOS, TEXAS 78666. PH-512/245-2329.

LONGLEY, GLEN AND H. KARNEI, JR. 1978. STATUS OF TROGLOGLANIS PATTERSONI EIGENMANN, THE 
TOOTHLESS BLINDCAT & STATUS OF SATAN EURYSTOMAS HUBBS & BAILEY, THE WIDEMOUTH BLINDCAT. USF& 
WS ENDANGERED SPECIES REPORT 5, ALB. NM. 53 & 48 PP.

JOHNSON, JAMES E. (JIM). NO DATE. CHIEF, ENDANGERED SPECIES OFFICE, UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE 
SERVICE, REGION 2, ALBUQUERQUE, NM. PH-505/766-2321. *HE IS NOW RETIRED*

BURLESON, MICKEY. 1984. FILES OF MICKEY BURLESON, 1984.

Reference:

Specimen:

2014-01-24
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Element Occurrence Record

2014-01-24
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Element Occurrence Record

Streptanthus bracteatus Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

bracted twistflower

S1S2G1G2

 1  2210Eo Id:

Federal Status:

Track all extant and selected historical EOsTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

New Braunfels

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

1846-05 1846-05

1846-05H

General

Description:

Comments:

Comments:

Protection

Comments:

Management

Comments:

EO Data:

Data:

May 1846: Holotype specimen was collected.

Citation:

Damude, Noreen and Jackie M. Poole. 1990. Status Report on Streptanthus bracteatus. December 1, 1990. 92 pages.

Rollins, Reed C. 1990. Letter to Noreen Damude discussing Streptanthus bracteatus specimens and records. November 22, 
1990.

Reference:

Specimen:

Gray Herbarium, Harvard University, Cambridge, MA; 1846. F. J. Lindheimer #15, accession # 19690 (Engelmann # 5179) May 1846. 

GH

Missouri Botanical Garden Herbarium, St. Louis, MO; 1846. F. J. Lindheimer #5180. Accession # 201811. Bar code # MO-2196089. 

Engelmann# 5179-5180. May 1846. MO

2014-01-24
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Element Occurrence Record

Strophitus undulatus Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

Creeper

S1G5

 1  9437Eo Id:

Federal Status:

Do not trackTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

Mussels were observed in Beitel Creek, adjacent to SH 410, San Antonio.

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

2000-02-11 2000-02-11 2000-02-11

2000-02-11E

General

Description:

Comments:

Comments: 2000: The streambanks had been bulldozed in this area.

Protection

Comments:

Management

Comments:

EO Data:

Data:

11 Feb 2000: A single unpaired valve of recently dead condition was observed.

Citation:

Howells, Robert G.  2001.  Distributional surveys of freshwater bivalves in Texas: progress report for 2000.  Management 
Data Series No. 187. Texas Parks and Wildlife Dept., Inland Fisheries Division. 43 pp.

Reference:

Specimen:

2014-01-24
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Element Occurrence Record

Texella cokendolpheri Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

Cokendolpher Cave Harvestman

S1G1

 1  2352Eo Id:

Federal Status: LE

Track all extant and selected historical EOsTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

ALAMO HEIGHTS; ROBBER BARON CAVE

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

General

Description:

Comments:

Comments:

Protection

Comments:

Management

Comments:

EO Data:

Data:

Citation:

REDDELL, JAMES R. 1993. THE STATUS AND RANGE OF ENDEMIC ARTHROPODS FROM CAVES IN BEXAR 
COUNTY, TEXAS. FOR THE USFWS AND TPWD.

VENI, GEORGE. 1993. GEOLOGIC CONTROLS ON CAVE DEVELOPMENT AND THE DISTRIBUTION OF ENDEMIC 
CAVE FAUNA IN THE SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS, REGION. PREPARED FOR TPWD AND USFWS. DRAFT SUBMITTED 22 
OCTOBER 1993.

Reference:

Specimen:

2014-01-24
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Element Occurrence Record

Tridens buckleyanus Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

Buckley Tridens

S3G3

 3  5323Eo Id:

Federal Status:

Do not trackTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

NORTH OF PARK, NEW BRAUNFELS

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

 1.00

General

Description:

Comments:

ROCKY PLACES, OPEN WOODS

Comments:

Protection

Comments:

Management

Comments:

EO Data:

Data:

TRIODA BUCKLEYANUS (L.H. DEWEY), VERIFIED OR DETERMINED BY AGNES CHASE OR J.R. SWALKEN

Citation:

Reference:

Specimen:

TEXAS A & M UNIVERSITY, TRACY HERBARIUM. NO DATE. W.A. SILVEUS #768, SPECIMEN #86773 TAES.

UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN HERBARIUM. NO DATE. W.A. SILVEUS #768, SPECIMEN # ? TEX.

Botanical Research Institute of Texas, Fort Worth. No Date. W.A. Silveus #768, Specimen # ? BRIT.

2014-01-24
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Element Occurrence Record

Trogloglanis pattersoni Occurrence #:

TX Protection Status:

Global Rank:

Common Name:

Scientific Name:

State Rank:

Toothless Blindcat

S1G1G2

 3

T

 3844Eo Id:

Federal Status:

Track all extant and selected historical EOsTrack Status:

Location Information:

Directions:

SAN ANTONIO CITY WATER BOARD WELL NO. 4. 703 COLISEUM, JCT OF COLISEUM RD AND ANIOL RD.

Observed Area:

Eo Type:

First Observation:

Survey Information:

Survey Date:

Eo Rank:

Last Observation:

Eo Rank Date:

1978 1985 1985

B

General

Description:

Comments:

ARTESIAN WELLS WHICH PUNCTURE EDWARDS AQUIFER. WATER IS CLEAR, HIGH IN NITRATES AND OF 
GOOD QUALITY. CITY OF SAN ANTONIO WATER SUPPLY.

Comments: WELL IS 402M DEEP, FLOW 244 L/SEC

Protection

Comments:

FEDERAL LISTING WOULD AID NEGOTIATIONS WITH CITY.

Management

Comments:

DIFFICULT TO PROTECT DUE TO NATURE OF OCCURRENCE.

EO Data:

Data:

22 SPECIMENS COLLECTED AT THIS SITE. ASSOCIATED WITH SATAN EURYSTOMUS.

Citation:

BURTON, JERRY. ENDANGERED SPECIES BIOLOGIST, END. SP. PROG. USF& WS, REGION 2 P.O. BOX 1306, ALBQ., 
NM 87103. PH-505/766-3972

LONGLEY, GLEN, PH.D. NO DATE. DIRECTOR, EDWARDS AQUIFER RESEARCH AND DATA CENTER, SOUTHWEST 
TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY, SAN MARCOS, TEXAS 78666. PH-512/245-2329.

LONGLEY, GLEN AND H. KARNEI, JR. 1978. STATUS OF TROGLOGLANIS PATTERSONI EIGENMANN, THE 
TOOTHLESS BLINDCAT & STATUS OF SATAN EURYSTOMAS HUBBS & BAILEY, THE WIDEMOUTH BLINDCAT. USF& 
WS ENDANGERED SPECIES REPORT 5, ALB. NM. 53 & 48 PP.

JOHNSON, JAMES E. (JIM). NO DATE. CHIEF, ENDANGERED SPECIES OFFICE, UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE 
SERVICE, REGION 2, ALBUQUERQUE, NM. PH-505/766-2321. *HE IS NOW RETIRED*

BURLESON, MICKEY. 1984. FILES OF MICKEY BURLESON, 1984.

Reference:

Specimen:

2014-01-24
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Indirect Impacts Questionnaire   Page 1 of 4 

Indirect Impacts Questionnaire 
I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project 

I‐35: From I‐410 South to FM 1103  
Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties 

Respondent Information 
Date: 

Name: 

Organization/Title: 

Address: 

Phone: 

Email: 

Questions & Discussion Topics 
1.) Please summarize the trend of development and changes in land use within your jurisdiction during 

the past 5‐10 years.   To what degree did  the 2008 economic  recession  impact development patterns 

and/or changes in land use?  If possible, please provide examples. 



 

Indirect Impacts Questionnaire     Page 2 of 4 

2.) Do you think the “area of  influence” shown on the enclosed map  is a reasonable study area for an 

assessment  of  indirect  land  use  impacts  and/or  induced  development  that  may  result  from  the 

proposed project? If not, what modifications should be made?   

Note:  The  “area  of  influence”  is  currently  defined  by  the  traffic  analysis  zones  (TAZs)  utilized  in 

regional traffic modeling which reflect a +/‐ 15 percent (or greater) change in traffic volume as result 

of the construction of the proposed project.  

                           

                           

                           

                           

                           

                           

                           

                           

                           

 

3.) In your opinion, would the proposed I‐35 project complement planned land uses within the “area of 

influence”?   

                           

                           

                           

                           

                           

                           

 

4.) Are you aware of any substantial  land developments proposed within your  jurisdiction or planning 

area?  If  so,  please  describe  the  location,  type,  and  acreage,  and  indicate  whether  or  not  they  are 

currently platted for development. 
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5.)  In  your opinion, would  the proposed project  induce development  in  your  jurisdiction or planning 

area? If so, would this development occur alone or in conjunction with other factors?  

                           

                           

                           

                           

                           

                           

                           

                           

 

6.) Which areas (if any) do you think would likely be developed by 2040 as a result of the proposed I‐35 

project?  
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7.) What future development within the area of influence would you not expect to be dependent on the 

proposed project? 

                           

                           

                           

                           

                           

                           

                           

                           

 

8.)  Using  a  scale  of  1  to  5,  please  indicate  if  you  think  the  proposed  I‐35  Northeast  San  Antonio 

Expansion Project would affect the rate and/or intensity of development within your jurisdiction? 

 

Scale based on:  1 = No Influence on Rate of Development, to     Your response:       

5 = Strong Influence on Rate of Development 

************************************************************************************* 

Scale based on:  1 = No Influence on Intensity of Development, to   Your response:      

5 = Strong Influence on Intensity of Development 

 

 

Comments: 
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APPENDIX D: SUPPLEMENTAL INDIRECT IMPACTS ANALYSIS DATA 1 
 2 
This section provides a more detailed look at goals and trends within the AOI as 3 
required by the second step in the indirect impacts analysis process.  In this step of the 4 
indirect impacts analysis, goals and trends in the AOI are identified in order to provide a 5 
better understanding of the important issues in the area.  Goals and trends typically 6 
concern social, economic, ecological, and growth-related issues.  Goals include those 7 
found in comprehensive and other regional or local plans and may include policies, 8 
regulations, and local ordinances, with particular concern for policies that guide or 9 
restrict future development.  Trends include population growth, development trends, and 10 
trends in industry and the regional economy.  11 
 12 
Study Area Goals 13 
San Antonio Region 14 
The Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) Mobility 2035 is the basic framework for 15 
the Alamo Area MPO’s continuous, comprehensive, and coordinated regional 16 
transportation planning efforts for the next twenty-five years.  Other local plans and 17 
programs were specifically considered in the development of the MTP, including the 18 
City of San Antonio’s Master Plan and Neighborhood Plans.  Three growth scenarios 19 
were evaluated by regional officials and the public as part of the planning process for 20 
the Mobility 2035 plan: 21 
 22 

• Current Growth Trends – the majority of new growth continues outside of Loop 23 
1604; 24 

• Transit Oriented Development (TOD) – beyond year 2015, several high-capacity 25 
transit corridors are defined throughout the region and the majority of new, higher 26 
density growth is attracted to station locations in these corridors; and 27 

• Infill Development – by year 2015, new policies and incentives result in all new 28 
growth occurring inside Loop 1604.  29 
 30 

During the Alamo Area MPO’s development of Mobility 2035, a series of MPO-31 
sponsored scenario workshops and analyses resulted in the adoption of a resolution by 32 
the MPO supporting a combination of TOD and Infill Development as the regional 33 
growth scenario.  The TOD scenario assumes that beyond year 2015, several high-34 
capacity transit corridors are defined throughout the region and the majority of new, 35 
higher density growth is attracted to station locations in these corridors.  The Infill 36 
Development scenario assumes that new policies and incentives result in no additional 37 
development outside Loop 1604 other than what is projected through year 2015.  The 38 
resolution is meant to be shared with other municipalities and communicates the 39 
desired long-term growth for the region.  As part of an indirect impacts analysis, it is 40 
important to evaluate the likelihood that policies will be put into practice.  The Alamo 41 
Area MPO will promote the adopted scenario and encourage municipalities and other 42 
entities to adopt transportation and land use policies that are compatible with the 43 
resolution, but the MPO alone does not have the jurisdiction to enforce the adopted 44 
resolution.  However, since the Alamo Area MPO Transportation Policy Board included 45 
officials representing both the City of San Antonio and Bexar County, it is likely that 46 

1 
 



these entities will make efforts to promote the adopted scenario with the means in their 1 
jurisdictions. 2 
 3 
Goals included in Mobility 2035 include increasing the efficiency of the existing 4 
transportation system, decreasing traffic congestion by coordinating traffic operations, 5 
developing and implementing strategies to reduce travel demand at both the regional 6 
and corridor levels, developing a regional pedestrian system, working towards a 7 
comprehensive on-road and off-road bicycle network, and increasing ridership on public 8 
transportation.   9 
 10 
City of Cibolo 11 
The Cibolo Complete Master Plan, completed in 2005, is intended to be the primary tool 12 
for guiding future development in the city.  Land use policies in the plan include 13 
encouraging different patterns of residential development such as mixed-use,  14 
zero-lot-line zoning, cluster developments, or traditional neighborhood development, 15 
and discouraging residential use in flood-prone areas.  Relevant economic development 16 
policies include planning for retail and commercial service areas along major 17 
thoroughfares and intersections and diversifying the economic base by planning for 18 
non-residential uses.  Cibolo city limits reach I-35 and the project area only in one small 19 
area around Wiederstein Road.  This area is designated for commercial use to take 20 
advantage of visibility to a larger, regional market. 21 
 22 
The Cibolo Future Land Use and Thoroughfare Map shows primarily single-family 23 
residential or rural residential land use in undeveloped areas of the city and the ETJ, 24 
and commercial and mixed-use next to FM 78 and FM 1103. 25 
 26 
City of Converse 27 
The City of Converse does not have a comprehensive plan, but the city makes it a 28 
priority to encourage partnerships for all businesses, residents and neighboring 29 
municipalities while maintaining and building a “family oriented” community.  The City of 30 
Converse is addressing the current and future water needs of their growing community.  31 
With the majority of growth anticipated in the southern portion of the city, an additional 32 
water storage facility will be constructed there and current facilities upgraded to 33 
accommodate the increased demand.  34 
 35 
The City of Converse is buffered from I-35 by Live Oak and Universal City.  The city’s 36 
major thoroughfare is Loop 1604, which intersects I-35 north of the city.  The City of 37 
Converse’s Economic Development Corporation recently developed a conceptual plan 38 
for the Loop 1604 commercial corridor within Converse from FM-78 to I-10.  The major 39 
finding in the 1604 Commercial Corridor Plan Report was that due to the increase in 40 
population, the region is underserved in all aspects of commercial development and 41 
amenities.  The plan divides land use into commercial sectors along Loop 1604 and 42 
includes recommendations of design standards. 43 
 44 
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City of Garden Ridge 1 
Garden Ridge does not have a comprehensive or master plan, and conversation with 2 
city staff indicated that the city is mostly built out and has little room for development.  3 
The City of Garden Ridge Zoning Map shows industrial zoning in the eastern half of the 4 
city, where the Hanson Quarry is located, primarily residential and residential-agriculture 5 
in the western half, and some commercial uses along FM 2252. 6 
 7 
The Hanson Quarry in Garden Ridge was established in 1937 and sits on approximately 8 
3,000 acres of land.  Reserve life at the quarry is currently estimated at 15-20 years, 9 
and possible postmine uses include office space, recreation (golf course), industry, and 10 
residential. 11 
 12 
Future developments include Tuscan Village at the southeast corner of the intersection 13 
of FM 3009 and FM 2252 and the Woodlands at Garden Ridge on the west side of Bat 14 
Cave Road northwest of its intersection with Schoenthal Road. 15 
 16 
City of Kirby 17 
The city of Kirby Zoning Map was prepared in 2004.  Visual inspection of the zoning 18 
map indicates that Kirby is mostly built according to current zoning.  Kirby is primarily a 19 
residential community.  Commercial land use is limited to the south side of FM 78, both 20 
sides of Old Seguin Road in the northern parts of the city, and Ackerman Road south of 21 
Binz-Engelman Road.  There is a park in the easternmost area of the city north of  22 
Binz-Engelman Road and light industrial zoning in the eastern section south of  23 
Binz-Engelmann Road.  According to current aerials, this light industrial zoned area is 24 
the only part of Kirby that does not appear built out. 25 
 26 
City of Live Oak 27 
The City of Live Oak Comprehensive Plan 2022, adopted in 2011, is meant to serve as 28 
a guide for daily decision-making and includes goals and objectives relating to land use 29 
and development, transportation, and business enhancement.  30 
 31 
Relevant land use goals include encouraging the most desirable and efficient use of 32 
land while enhancing the physical and economic environment of Live Oak.  An objective 33 
under this goal is to establish land use policies that encourage retail along I-35 and 34 
Loop 1604.  The plan does not specifically mention the proposed project, but in the 35 
thoroughfare section it is noted that I-35 is key to the growth of Live Oak and the city 36 
should be involved in any discussion involving improvements.  Business objectives 37 
include maximizing economic development opportunities along I-35 and Loop 1604.  In 38 
addition, the plan recommends enhancing the visual character of Live Oak by creating 39 
gateways at key corridors, such as I-35, and ensuring that land uses along the highway 40 
reflect positively on Live Oak through aesthetically pleasing development, potentially 41 
through the use of development standards.  42 
 43 
Existing land use in Live Oak within the project area consists primarily of commercial 44 
and retail development on the south side of I-35 near Toepperwein Road and on the 45 
southeast, southwest, and northeast corners of the I-35/Loop 1604 interchange.  There 46 
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are several large parcels of undeveloped land on the north side of I-35 between Shin 1 
Oak Drive and Loop 1604 and near Toepperwein Road.  The future land use map found 2 
in the Comprehensive Plan 2022 shows commercial use at I-35 near Toepperwein 3 
Road, retail use around I-35 at the Loop 1604 intersection, and mixed-use  4 
non-residential use on the north side of I-35 north of Pat Booker Road.  5 
 6 
City of New Braunfels 7 
The City of New Braunfels 2006 Comprehensive Plan Update does not reference the 8 
proposed project or focus on the I-35 corridor.  The plan includes land use and zoning 9 
goals such as promoting manageable growth, encouraging a mix of land uses to create 10 
a sense of community, better regulation for non-residential development, preventing 11 
premature development in the city’s peripheral areas, providing sufficient housing 12 
opportunities to meet the future needs, and encouraging infill development.  13 
 14 
The City of New Braunfels is considering a proposed Outer Loop, an approximately 40-15 
mile loop around the city.  The project is in the early stage; a preliminary study was 16 
completed in 2009 which included the recommendation of preferred corridor.  No 17 
funding has yet been identified for the proposed project.  However, the City of New 18 
Braunfels 2012 Thoroughfare Plan includes a proposed parkway within the AOI, which 19 
appears to contain a section of the proposed Outer Loop, extending north and south of 20 
I-35 at Schwab Road.  21 
 22 
The 2012 Future Land Use Map includes land uses for the ETJ, which covers much of 23 
the undeveloped land within the AOI, and shows residential and industrial land uses 24 
within most of the AOI, except for commercial land use designated around the proposed 25 
Outer Loop parkway. 26 
 27 
City of San Antonio 28 
The City of San Antonio 2011 Comprehensive Master Plan Framework provides over-29 
arching policy direction for all components of the Comprehensive Master Plan and 30 
updates and refines the set of Master Plan Policies adopted in 1997.  Goals listed in the 31 
Comprehensive Master Plan Framework include: 32 
 33 

• Employment centers are strategically located and easily accessible by various 34 
transportation modes; 35 

• Military installations are supported for future viability and growth; 36 
• The City’s historic resources are preserved and utilized; 37 
• Context sensitive design is utilized to balance function, safety, and aesthetics for 38 

development and redevelopment; 39 
• San Antonio’s air quality meets federal air quality standards; 40 
• Environmental quality protection is integrated into all phases of local planning 41 

policy and implementation; 42 
• A multi-modal transportation system is available; 43 
• A bicycle infrastructure system is available for commuters and recreational riders; 44 

and 45 
• Safe, walkable pedestrian friendly environments are available. 46 
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 1 
Sectors plans are another component of the Comprehensive Master Plan.  The 2 
proposed project falls partially within the north sector.  The City of San Antonio North 3 
Sector Plan was adopted as a component of the city’s Comprehensive Master Plan by 4 
the City Council on August 5, 2010.  The north sector is generally bounded by: Loop 5 
410, Grissom Road, and Culebra Road to the south; Loop 1604 and Bandera Road to 6 
the west; the City of San Antonio ETJ boundary to the north; and the City of San 7 
Antonio ETJ boundary, Toepperwein Road, and I-35 to the east.  The North Sector Plan 8 
contains goals and strategies that guide or restrict development within the city limits and 9 
the ETJ including: 10 
 11 

• Mass transit corridors within the developed southern half of the North Sector are 12 
supported through land use planning and increased density at selected locations; 13 

• Continue to manage the capacity and transmission capabilities of the storm 14 
drainage network to protect public and private property from damage and prevent 15 
degradation of natural resources; 16 

• Edwards Aquifer Recharge and Contributing Zones are protected as the City’s 17 
primary potable water source; 18 

• Endangered species in the area are protected; 19 
• Compatible land use pattern promoted so that natural resources are preserved 20 

and the local economy remains viable; 21 
• Development of livable, walkable communities is encouraged; and 22 
• Continue to locate higher density residential and compatible employment uses 23 

near the intersections of I-10/ I-410, US 281/Loop 1604, I-10/Loop 1604,  24 
I-35/Loop 410, and along Lone Star Rail in Selma and Garden Ridge. 25 
 26 

Neighborhood plans are another component of the Comprehensive Master Plan.  The 27 
Camelot I Neighborhood Plan is bound by Walzem Road to the north and east, 28 
Eisenhauer Road to the south, and the City of Windcrest to the west.  Due to the 29 
number of declining businesses, vacant lots, and a substantial amount of multifamily 30 
housing, the community wishes to focus on more diverse development to balance the 31 
land uses in the area.  To support more diverse development, the plan includes 32 
recommendations for the inclusion of low-density mixed-use land use particularly along 33 
Walzem Road, adding business park and low-density residential land uses along 34 
Walzem Road, and increasing low-density residential land uses along Eisenhauer 35 
Road. 36 
 37 
The Arena District/Eastside Community Plan (2003) is bound by I-35 and the 38 
Government Hill Neighborhood Plan boundary on the north, I-410 on the east, I-10 on 39 
the south, and I-37/US 281 and the Downtown Neighborhoods Plan boundary 40 
(Monumental) on the west.  Relevant goals of the Arena District/Eastside include 41 
conserving existing neighborhoods, encouraging economic revitalization through 42 
transportation, providing a balanced and coordinated transportation system, and 43 
developing non-motorized transportation solutions. 44 
 45 
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The Walzem Road Business District is located south of the intersection of I-410 West 1 
and I-35 in San Antonio and the City of Windcrest.  The Walzem Road Area Business 2 
District Strategic Revitalization Plan (2012) is a five-year strategic plan meant to help 3 
achieve the revitalization objectives and implement the community’s vision of “A safe, 4 
family-oriented and military friendly destination with a distinctive sense of place.  A 5 
trendy, prosperous, and vibrant “Tech Town” with a mix of uses, strong neighborhoods 6 
and businesses, and active areas for biking and pedestrians.”  Action items include 7 
recruiting new businesses to create a sustainable market mix, and improving the 8 
function and appearance of public infrastructure and public spaces. 9 
 10 
The San Antonio Bike Plan 2011 + Implementation Strategy presents a unified vision for 11 
the region regarding bicycling in the next ten to twenty years.  Plan goals include 12 
increasing the mode share of bicyclist commuters, providing a safe environment for 13 
bicycling in San Antonio, and developing a comprehensive network of on- and off-street 14 
bicycle facilities. 15 
 16 
VIA Metropolitan Transit provides public transportation service in the San Antonio area.  17 
The VIA Metropolitan Transit 2035 Comprehensive Transportation Plan recommends 18 
improved express bus service in the I-35 corridor.  Current express bus service along  19 
I-35, provided by the VIA #17 route, runs from downtown San Antonio to the Randolph 20 
Park & Ride near the I-35/I-410 West interchange at Windcrest.  The Northeast Corridor 21 
route is a planned 27-mile express bus route along I-35 from Downtown San Antonio to 22 
Toepperwein Road that would provide more frequent and extended bus service in the  23 
I-35 corridor.  The VIA plan also includes a proposed Transit Center adjacent to I-35 24 
near Ft. Sam Houston. 25 
 26 
City of Schertz 27 
The City of Schertz has several plans that cover its planning goals and policies.  The 28 
Comprehensive Land Plan (2001) is a 20-year plan meant to serve as a guide for policy 29 
decisions relating to the physical, social, and economic growth of the community.  30 
General plan goals include managing growth to protect small town character, promoting 31 
transit-oriented-development, encouraging compatible development around Randolph 32 
Air Force Base, and promoting infill development.  The plan does not specifically include 33 
the proposed project, but does include an action to support improvement of the I-35 34 
corridor, including its expansion to six lanes and future development of high occupancy 35 
vehicle lanes or mass transit.  The plan calls for beautification of major corridors, 36 
including I-35, and the concentration of commercial and industrial growth in nodes at 37 
intersections along I-35 and other major thoroughfares. 38 
 39 
The Schertz Sector Plan (2013) updates portions of the comprehensive plan, focusing 40 
on economic development in the north and south sectors and historic preservation in 41 
the downtown/central area.  Current land use along the I-35 corridor in the project area, 42 
which lies in the plan’s north sector, consists primarily of commercial/industrial uses and 43 
undeveloped parcels interspersed with a few residential parcels.  The project area is 44 
currently zoned as general business.  One of the recommendations in the plan is to 45 
implement a “Highway Commercial Overlay District” along both the north and south 46 
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frontage roads of I-35.  This overlay maintains current uses and maximizes highway 1 
access but adds design standards intended to take advantage of the visibility along the 2 
highway for more auto‐oriented development while transitioning towards a more 3 
pedestrian-oriented frontage along the interior roads.  The plan contains infrastructure 4 
phasing recommendations that include prioritizing four focus areas to take advantage of 5 
existing development momentum and high traffic counts along I-35: the northwest 6 
corner of I-35 and FM 3009, both sides of I-35 between FM 3009 and FM 2252, west of 7 
I-35 and north of FM 2252, and the west side of I-35 between Schwab Road and 8 
Friesenhahn Road. 9 
 10 
The City of Schertz Future Land Use Plan (2001) shows primarily highway commercial 11 
adjacent to I-35, with the exception of the easternmost section, which shows single-12 
family residential to the south and agricultural conservation to the north within the ETJ, 13 
and the Northcliffe golf course, east of FM 1003, which is designated as open space.  14 
Other future land uses within the AOI include industrial and mixed use. 15 
 16 
The Economic Development Plan Update (2010) includes recommendations of two 17 
target sectors, advanced logistics and distribution and clean tech, that are both intended 18 
to take advantage of access to I-35 and markets along the I-35 corridor.  The plan also 19 
includes pursuing destination retail projects for the I-35 corridor as one strategy as part 20 
of their goal to raise awareness of economic development opportunities in Schertz. 21 
 22 
City of Selma  23 
The Selma Comprehensive Development Plan 2005-2020 (2007) is intended as a tool 24 
for policy-makers to direct the city’s physical development for the betterment of citizens 25 
through 2020.  Relevant goals include: 26 
 27 

• Encouraging commercial development in the area surrounding I-35 and FM 28 
1518; 29 

• Encouraging redevelopment of the area on the east side of I-35 between Cibolo 30 
Creek and the City Park as a specialty commercial shopping area; and 31 

• Encouraging redevelopment of the area on the west side of I-35 between 32 
Retama Parkway and Old Austin Road into an attractive commercial area. 33 
 34 

According to the plan, approximately 72.3 percent of the city was classified as 35 
developed in 2005.  The plan includes a Future Land Use Map which indicates that 36 
undeveloped parcels north of Lookout Road are primarily planned for residential and 37 
industrial uses, while the undeveloped parcels adjacent to I-35 are primarily planned for 38 
commercial use. 39 
 40 
Universal City 41 
Universal City prepared their Comprehensive Plan 2008-2013 to set a vision for what 42 
the community wanted to be in five years and it includes opportunities, challenges, and 43 
departmental initiatives.  The plan does not refer to the proposed project or reference 44 
the I-35 corridor.  Economic development goals include targeting retail businesses, 45 
expanding commercial development near the Northeast Lakeview College campus, and 46 
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public and private investment in infill and redevelopment.  These goals are reflected in 1 
the Universal City Future Land Use Plan, which serves as the policy guide for the 2 
development of the Zoning Ordinance.  3 
 4 
City of Windcrest 5 
The City of Windcrest does not have an approved master plan.  A draft conceptual plan 6 
was developed in 2007 but not adopted.  The city is currently developing a work 7 
program for completion of a master plan.  There is currently a draft General Plan that 8 
has not been approved which includes goals such as utilizing city resources and 9 
authority to manage growth and development; promoting a business-government 10 
relationship that addresses the need of businesses to operate in a positive and mutually 11 
beneficial environment; and planning, locating and maintaining infrastructure, utilities 12 
and facilities to aid and maintain safe, healthy and sustainable environment for 13 
community activity.  14 
 15 
The Windcrest Zoning Map (2012) shows a business district in the southern portion of 16 
the city south of Walzem Road.  The northern section of Windcrest is zoned as 17 
neighborhood business or business adjacent to I-35 and along Walzem road west of 18 
Midcrown Drive.  There are two multi-family zones, one near the intersection of 19 
Windway Drive and Shadowcrest and the other at Willow Way north of Weathercock 20 
Lane.  The remainder of the city is zoned as single-family residential. 21 
 22 
Randolph Air Force Base  23 
Although Randolph Air Force Base is located outside the AOI for the project, the AOI 24 
includes a portion of the base’s Air Installation Compatible Use Zone.  In 2008, an Air 25 
Installation Compatible Use Zone Study was completed with the goal of managing land 26 
use in adjacent jurisdictions in the Randolph Metrocom, which is made up of Cibolo, 27 
Converse, Garden Ridge, Kirby, Live Oak, Schertz, Selma, Universal City, and 28 
Windcrest.  All of these cities fall within the proposed project AOI.  Portions of Universal 29 
City, Selma, and Schertz contain the Accident Potential Zones (APZ) I and II, with Zone 30 
II being closest to the proposed project.  Uses that concentrate people in small areas, 31 
such as high-density offices, multi-story buildings, and places of assembly (theaters, 32 
churches, schools, restaurants, etc.) are not considered appropriate for this area.  The 33 
study found that most of the land within the northern APZs had compatible uses, except 34 
for an elementary school and residential development in Universal City and a church in 35 
Schertz. 36 
 37 
In addition, the JBSA-Randolph Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) is currently underway with 38 
the goal of reducing potential conflicts between military installations and surrounding 39 
areas while accommodating new growth and economic development, sustaining 40 
economic vitality, protecting public health and safety, and protecting the operational 41 
missions of the installation.  The proposed project falls within the JBSA-Randolph JLUS 42 
study area. 43 
 44 
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Study Area Trends 1 
San Antonio Region 2 
Over the past twenty years, the greater San Antonio area, including the counties of 3 
Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe, has experienced substantial population growth.  As 4 
shown in Table 1, the three counties traversed by the proposed project (Bexar, Comal, 5 
and Guadalupe) added over 650,000 residents between 1990 and 2010, equating to a 6 
50.1 percent increase in population.  The TWDB’s household population projections 7 
indicate dramatic growth will likely occur in Bexar, Guadalupe, and Comal Counties 8 
through the year 2040.  The TWDB projects Bexar County to grow to a household 9 
population of 2,468,254 residents by 2040, an approximate increase of 43.9 percent 10 
from its 2010 Census-documented population.  The TWDB projects an approximate 11 
99.6 percent growth in the Comal County population and an approximate 71.7 percent 12 
growth during the same time period in the Guadalupe County population. 13 
 14 

Table 1: Historic and Projected Population for Counties within the AOI 15 

County 1990 2000 2010 
Percent 
Change 

(1990-2010) 
2040 

(Projected) 
Percent 
Change 

(2010-2040) 
Bexar 1,185,394 1,392,931 1,714,773 44.7% 2,468,254 43.9% 
Comal 51,832 78,021 108,472 109.3% 216,562 99.6% 
Guadalupe 64,873 89,023 131,533 102.8% 276,064 109.9% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 1990, 2000, 2010; Texas Water Development Board 2016 16 
Population Projections. 17 
 18 
The cities within the AOI have also experienced growth over the past two decades with 19 
the exception of Kirby, which decreased slightly (Table 2).  More information about 20 
trends in individual cities within the AOI is presented below. 21 
 22 

Table 2: Historic and Projected Population for Cities within the AOI 23 

City 1990 2000 2010 
Percent 
Change  

(1990-2010) 
2040 

(Projected) 
Percent Change 

(2010-2040) 

Cibolo 1,757 3,169 4,497 155.9% 64,234 1328.4% 
Converse 8,887 11,508 18,198 104.8% 28,193 54.9% 
Garden Ridge 1,450 1,982 3,259 124.8% 8,146 150.0% 
Kirby 8,326 8,673 8,000 -3.9% 10,494 31.2% 
Live Oak 10,023 9,156 13,131 31.0% 15,480 17.9% 
New Braunfels 27,334 36,494 57,740 111.2% 108,532 88.0% 
San Antonio 935,933 1,144,646 1,327,407 41.8% 1,910,744 43.9% 
Schertz 10,660 18,694 31,465 195.2% 69,106 119.6% 
Selma 520 788 5,540 965.4% 11,012 98.8% 
Universal City 13,057 14,849 17,428 33.5% 21,970 26.1% 
Windcrest 5,331 5,105 5,364 0.6% 5,972 11.3% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 1990, 2000, 2010; Texas Water Development Board 2016 Population 24 
Projections. 25 
 26 
City of Cibolo 27 
In 1940, the City of Cibolo had 250 residents and the population increased slowly to 398 28 
by the time of its incorporation in 1965.  The city’s growth was influenced by Randolph 29 
Air Force Base, the expansion of San Antonio, and I-35.  The city grew dramatically in 30 
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the 1980s, with 1,757 residents recorded on the 1990 census.  Population continued to 1 
increase to 3,169 residents in 2000 and 4,497 residents in 2010.  This trend is expected 2 
to continue over the next several decades according to the TWDB projected population 3 
in 2040 of 64,234.  Land use trends follow the population trends.  In 1995, 4 
approximately 71.7 percent of land within the city limits was undeveloped, compared 5 
with approximately 55.6 percent undeveloped land in 2004.  According to the Complete 6 
Master Plan (2005), there is a strong trend of agricultural land converting to single-7 
family residential use.  Cibolo has averaged 400 single-family residential permits per 8 
year since 2004. 9 
 10 
Future developments include Nortex, a proposed mixed-use 1,000 acre (or larger) 11 
project along I-35 near the Schwab Road exit, and two proposed commercial/mixed use 12 
developments at the intersection of I-35 and Weiderstein Road.  According to city 13 
planners, the entire city and ETJ will be fully developed by 2040. 14 
 15 
City of Converse 16 
The population of the City of Converse grew from 11,508 residents in 2000 to 18,198 17 
residents in 2010, a 58.1 percent change.  This trend is expected to continue, reaching 18 
a TWDB projected ultimate population of 28,193 in 2040.  The city has experienced a lot 19 
of residential growth over the past two decades but as previously mentioned is trying to 20 
rebalance land use by adding commercial uses along the Loop 1604 corridor. 21 
 22 
City of Garden Ridge 23 
Garden Ridge was incorporated in 1972 with a population of 230 residents.  By 1980 24 
the population had more than doubled to 647 residents.  This upward trend has 25 
continued with 1,450 residents in 1990, 1,982 residents in 2000, and 3,259 in 2011.  26 
According to the TWDB, the city is projected to have a population of 8,146 residents in 27 
2040. 28 
 29 
City of Kirby 30 
The City of Kirby was mostly agricultural until the 1950s, when military employees 31 
began to settle in Kirby to commute to work at Randolph Air Force Base.  The city 32 
was incorporated in 1955.  A two-year long drought began in 1957, after which most 33 
farmers decided to sell their land to the city and Kirby was further transformed into 34 
a suburban area.  35 
 36 
The overall population trend in Kirby is upward, from 690 residents in 1965 to 8,326 in 37 
1990.  The population of Kirby decreased from 8,673 residents in 2000 to 8,000 38 
residents in 2010.  Despite this temporary drop in numbers, Kirby is expected to resume 39 
an upward population growth trend and is projected by the TWDB to reach build out 40 
population of 10,494 in 2040. 41 
 42 
City of Live Oak 43 
The City of Live Oak was incorporated in the 1960s with a population of 2,779.  The 44 
largest population and residential development growth phase occurred during the 45 
1970s, when the population doubled to 5,404 residents.  Live Oak continued to grow at 46 
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a slower rate in the 1980s, followed by a small decrease in population in the 1990s.  1 
From 2000 to 2010, the city went from 9,156 residents to 13,131 residents, a 43.4 2 
percent increase.  The City of Live Oak does not have the rights to any extraterritorial 3 
jurisdiction (ETJ) and therefore can make a relatively accurate assessment of their 4 
ultimate population.  At the time the plan was written in 2011, the population was 5 
13,131, and it was calculated that existing vacant areas planned as residential could 6 
accommodate an additional 2,349 residents, for an ultimate population capacity of 7 
15,480.  The remaining 23.8 percent of undeveloped land in Live Oak is primarily 8 
intended for commercial and retail development for purposes of economic growth as 9 
well as a wider range of residential uses including medium and high densities and 10 
mixed-use areas.  11 
 12 
The city is known for shopping and entertainment and recent developments include The 13 
Forum Shopping Center that opened in 2000 and the Gateway Plaza Shopping Center, 14 
a 129-acre, mixed-use retail/residential project currently under development.  15 
Construction started in fall 2013 on the first building in the Toepperwein Medical Plaza, 16 
which will ultimately contain three buildings of roughly 20,000 square feet each located 17 
on six acres at the northwest corner of Interstate Highway 35 and Toepperwein Road.  18 
A proposed Live Oak Town Center, a 112-acre, mixed-use project, is under 19 
assessment.  20 
 21 
City of New Braunfels 22 
New Braunfels was founded in 1845 and the city’s economic base consisted of flour 23 
mills, textile factories, and processing in the latter 1800 and early 1900s.  After the 24 
Second World War, tourism also became a major industry and allowed for additional 25 
growth.  The population has been steadily increasing with 17,859 residents in 1970, 26 
22,402 residents in 1980, 27,334 in 1990, 36,494 in 2000, and 57,740 in 2010.  The 27 
population trend is expected to continue and New Braunfels is projected by the TWDB 28 
to have 108,532 residents by 2040. 29 
 30 
Although not within the AOI, New Braunfels has several large developments planned, 31 
including Veramendi, a 2,400-acre mixed use development on the west side of Loop 32 
337 north of SH 46, Creekside, a 1 million-square foot retail center on the northeast 33 
corner of FM 306 and I-35, and Resolute Hospital center, a 56-acre mixed-use 34 
development.  General development planning within the City of New Braunfels and its 35 
ETJ between 2010 and 2012 included over 5,300 acres that will result in over 6,400 36 
residential lots and over 766 acres of non-residential development. According to city 37 
staff, the 2013 figures are expected to exceed the average of the previous three years.  38 
 39 
City of San Antonio 40 
According to the Handbook of Texas Online, San Antonio was historically primarily an 41 
agricultural area during the 1700 and 1800s.  San Antonio's population increased 42 
greatly in the 1940s and 1950s, partly due to the presence of Fort Sam Houston and 43 
Kelly, Randolph, Brooks, and Lackland Air Force Bases, which were the city's leading 44 
economic generators at the time.  The city eventually broadened its economic base to 45 
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include education, tourism, and medical research, and has also become a retirement 1 
destination, particularly for military retirees.  2 
 3 
San Antonio had 935,933 residents in 1990, 1,144,646 residents in 2000 and 1,327,407 4 
in 2010, a 41.8 percent change from 1990-2010.  According to the TWDB, the 5 
population is expected to continue to grow to 1,910,744 by 2040, a 43.9 percent change 6 
from 2010 to 2040.  7 
 8 
According to the City of San Antonio Master Development Plan GIS, as of December 9 
2013, there are ten approved master development plans within the AOI that are either 10 
not started or only partially completed according to aerial photography.  These include 11 
four commercial, two industrial, one residential, and four mixed-use developments, 12 
totaling approximately 1,325 acres. 13 
 14 
City of Schertz 15 
The City of Schertz’s development history is strongly linked with I-35, San Antonio, and 16 
Randolph Air Force Base.  Schertz was a small town of approximately 350 people 17 
throughout the first half of the 20th century until the construction of I-35 in the late 1950s 18 
and early 1960s when the population boomed to over 2,000 residents.  As San Antonio 19 
grew, people began moving to the suburbs and commuting into San Antonio and the 20 
surrounding area for work, resulting in Schertz becoming the largest community along 21 
the I‐35 corridor between New Braunfels and San Antonio.  Randolph Air Force Base 22 
also both physically and culturally impacted the community, and in 1990, more than one 23 
in five residents of Schertz were either currently or previously involved in military 24 
service.  Between 1990 and 2010, Schertz went from 10,660 to 31,465 residents (City 25 
of Schertz 2013).  This trend is expected to continue and Schertz’s population is 26 
expected to almost double by 2040 to 69,106 residents, according to the TWDB.  27 
 28 
The City of Schertz continues to add commercial and industrial development in 29 
accordance with plans and policies described in the previous section.  Recent 30 
development in Schertz includes a Sysco distribution center at Schwab Road and I-35 31 
in 2010, an Amazon distribution center under construction at I-35 and Schertz Parkway 32 
in 2012, a Caterpillar plant at the Tri-County Industrial Park at Doerr Lane and Lookout 33 
Road in 2012, and the Baptist Emergency Hospital at I-35 near Schertz Parkway in 34 
2013.  The city also broke ground on The Crossvine along FM 1518 in South Schertz, 35 
their first mixed-use master-planned community, in summer of 2013.  The first phase 36 
will have 121 single-family homes, but the project will later include commercial sites, 37 
hike and bike trails, and lakes and will take about eight years to build out.  Future 38 
developments include two commercial developments (Enterprise Industrial Park and  39 
Tri-County Business & Industrial Park), and several residential developments (Willow 40 
Grove, Rhine Valley, The Crossvine, The Reserve at Schertz / Laura Heights, Schertz 41 
Forrest, Cypress Point, The Parklands, and Riata). 42 
 43 
City of Selma  44 
According to the city, their location on the I-35 corridor has contributed to the city’s 45 
residential growth and the population grew 603.0 percent from 788 residents in 2000 to 46 
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5,540 residents in 2010.  The population is projected by the TWDB to grow to 11,012 by 1 
2040.  This indicates that growth will occur more slowly than experienced over the past 2 
decade, likely due to a reduction in the amount of remaining buildable land. 3 
 4 
Randolph Air Force Base has been an important part of the community, along with 5 
Retama Park, a horse-racing facility that opened in 1995, followed by The Forum 6 
Shopping Center that opened in 2000.  Two residential developments, Retama Springs 7 
located off of Lookout Road and The Trails at Kensington Ranch located off of FM 1518, 8 
are nearing completion, and new construction is beginning on Retama West and 9 
Lookout Hollow Apartments.  There are two future developments planned, The Retreat 10 
at Retama and the Reserve at Retama.  New residential construction permits in Selma 11 
increased from 121 in 2009 to 190 in 2011.   12 
 13 
Universal City 14 
The population of Universal City has been steadily increasing, from 13,057 in 1990 to 15 
14,849 in 2000, to 17,428 in 2010 (City of Universal City 2013).  According to the 16 
TWDB, the projected ultimate population is 21,970, which would be reached in 2030.  17 
Currently the majority of developable land is located adjacent to Loop 1604 and Kitty 18 
Hawk Road, including the ongoing Northlake Business Park development, which is 19 
intended for retail, office, and office/warehouse tenancy, a future sports park, and retail 20 
and commercial across from the Northeast Lakeview College.  The northern portion of 21 
Universal City, closest to the proposed project area is almost completely built out 22 
residential land use.  23 
 24 
City of Windcrest 25 
The City of Windcrest had a population of 5,105 in 2000 that increased to 5,364 in 2010.  26 
Because the city is mostly built out, the population is not expected to increase 27 
dramatically, and is projected by the TWDB to reach 5,972 in 2040.  The most recent 28 
development project in Windcrest is the redevelopment of Windsor Park Mall into 29 
Rackspace, Inc in 2012.  A Burkes Outlet is set to be constructed in Windsor Park in fall 30 
of 2013. 31 
 32 
Randolph Air Force Base  33 
Randolph AFB is located approximately 13 miles northeast of the center of San Antonio 34 
on 5,044 acres of land in the northeastern corner of Bexar County.  The installation is 35 
bounded by the municipalities of Converse to the west, Universal City to the northwest, 36 
and Schertz to the north, east, and south.  In 2006, the Randolph Air Force Base 37 
employed 10,233 personnel and had an estimated total economic impact of nearly $1.8 38 
billion on the local economy.  39 
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Purpose 
 
The Alamo Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), serving all of Bexar, Comal 
and Guadalupe Counties and a portion of Kendall County (see Figure 1), is charged 
with planning for transportation throughout the region. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In 2035, within the expanded MPO study area, the freeway, managed & expressway 
system (including ramps and direct connectors) represents 24.7% of the lane miles of 
the non-local (defined as including collector, arterial, managed lane, expressway & 
freeway) roadway types, 48.9% of the non-local vehicle miles of travel and 40.5% of the 
non-local vehicle hours of travel.   The managed lane (tolled) system represents 3.9% of 
the non-local lane miles, 6.2% of the non-local vehicle miles of travel, and 4.2% of the 
non-local vehicle hours of travel.   As of early 2014, the only tolled lanes operating 
within the MPO study area are on the southern extension of SH 130 from the 
Guadalupe County line to Seguin.  
 

Figure 1. Alamo Area MPO Study Area 
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VIA Metropolitan Transit is the regional public transportation authority, with a service 
area encompassing approximately 1,226 square miles.  Alamo Regional Transit (ART) 
service, operated by the Alamo Area Council of Governments, serves twelve rural 
counties.  The region currently has no high occupancy vehicle lanes; with the exception 
of some dedicated transit travel lanes in downtown San Antonio, all transit service 
operates in mixed flow transit.  “Mobility 2035” currently shows only minimal 
improvements to transit service due to limited funding availability.  
 
Future growth in travel will be mitigated somewhat by proposed improvements to the 
transit system and improved arterial operations, but regional population and 
employment growth coupled with declining state and federal revenues will likely require 
implementation of toll/managed lane facilities.   
 
In the most recent toll policies and procedures adopted by the Alamo RMA in April 
2012, the RMA has defined a toll lane as a lane operated by the Alamo RMA as a 
traditional turnpike lane with a fixed fee for usage paid by all drivers unless exempted by 
state law or the same adopted policies and procedures.  The same document also 
defines a managed lane as a travel lane that allows transit, registered car pool users 
with a tag account, and vehicles exempted by state law to use the facility for no charge.  
All other vehicle types will be charged a toll fee for usage of the lane.  At this time 
variable pricing is not part of the adopted policies and procedures and is not part of the 
subsequent analysis. 
 
This analysis focuses on the proposed toll/managed lane system for the Alamo Area 
region.  All of the planned toll/managed lanes are in existing expressway corridors as 
shown in Figure 2. No conversion of existing non-toll facilities to toll/managed lanes is 
being considered. The new toll/managed lanes will either be constructed within existing 
right-of way, new right-of-way will be purchased, or the facilities will be elevated.   
 
It is important to note that two of the corridors, US 281 North and Loop 1604, currently 
have environmental documents under development.  This Toll and Managed Lane 
Analysis is based on how projects in these two corridors plus projects in the IH 35 North 
and IH 10 West corridors are listed in the Transportation Improvement Program and 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan as of a local approval date of July 22, 2013.  If the 
project descriptions in these two documents change, that may impact the results of this 
analysis. The extent of that impact is not known; however; if the number of lanes are 
revised it is expected that there will be some impact, albeit minor, on the results of this 
analysis. It is the MPO’s intent for this analysis to always be consistent with the current 
version of the MTP project list.   While the MPO generally revises the MTP project list 
on a quarterly basis (consistent with revisions to the Transportation Improvement 
program/Statewide Transportation Improvement Program), the extent of the 
amendments varies.  The last major update of the MTP was approved in December 
2009; the next major Plan update is scheduled to be approved in December 2014. 
 
Much of the information contained in this document is more fully detailed in the SA-BC 
MPO’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan, “Mobility 2035”, available at 
http://www.sametroplan.org/Plans/MTP/mobility2035.html.  Chapters include: 
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Chapter 1. Demographic Development 
Chapter 2. Scenario Planning 
Chapter 3. Public Involvement Process 
Chapter 4. Bicycle System 
Chapter 5. Pedestrian System 
Chapter 6. Public Transportation Services 
Chapter 7. Roadway Needs 
Chapter 8. Freight Movement 
Chapter 9. Environmental Concerns 
Cahpter 10. Congestion Management Process 
Chapter 11. Financial Information 
 
Toll and Managed Lane System  
 
Project Descriptions 
 
The managed lane projects are described in the FY 2013-2016 Transportation 
Improvement Program and Metropolitan Transportation Plan (as of April 28, 2014) as 
shown in Table 1 and the managed lane projects in the Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan (only) are shown in Table 2. 
 

Table 1. Managed Lane Projects in the FY 2013-2016 Transportation Improvement 
Program and Metropolitan Transportation Plan (“Mobility 2035”) 

(as of April 28, 2014) 
 

CSJ MPO 
No. 

Roadway Limit From Limit To Description Let 
Year 

0253-04-138 3781 US 281 Stone Oak 
Parkway 

Bexar/Comal CL Expand to 4 lane expressway 
(construct 4 new managed 
lanes) 

2015 

0253-04-146  US 281 Loop 1604 Stone Oak 
Parkway 

Expand to 6 lane expressway (4 
non-toll & 2 managed lanes) & 
non-toll northern interchange 
connectors at Loop 1604 

2015 

       

0072-08-089  IH 10 1.40 Mi S of 
Leon 
Springs, S 

Loop 1604 Expand from 4 to 6 lane 
expressway (construct 2 new 
managed lanes) 

2016 

0072-07-041  IH 10 FM 3351 1.40 Mi S of 
Leon Springs 

Expand from 4 to 6 lane 
expressway (construct 2 new 
managed lanes) 

2016 

 

 

2452-02-900   Loop 1604 At IH 10 
West 

 Construct managed lane direct 
connectors 

2016 
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Table 2. Managed Lane Projects in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (Only) 
(as of April 28, 2014) 

 
CSJ MPO 

No. 
Roadway Limit From Limit To Description Let 

Year 
2452-01-029 2020 Loop 1604 US 90 W. Military Drive Expand to 6 lane 

expressway (construct 2 new 
managed lanes) including 
managed lane direct 
connectors at US 90 

2030 

2452-01-052 3911 Loop 1604 W Military Drive Braun Road Expand to 6 lane 
expressway (construct 2 
new managed lanes) 
including managed lane 
direct connectors at SH 151 

2030 

2452-01-053 3912 Loop 1604 Braun Road SH 16 Expand to 8 lane 
expressway (construct 4 
new managed lanes) 

2030 

2452-02-083 3913 Loop 1604 SH 16 FM 1535 (NW 
Military Highway) 

Expand to 8 lane 
expressway (construct 4 new 
managed lanes) including 
managed lane direct 
connectors at IH 10 

2020 

2452-02-940 3914 Loop 1604 FM 1535 (NW 
Military 
Highway) 

US 281 Expand to 8 lane 
expressway (construct 4 new 
managed lanes) 

2020 

2452-03-945  Loop 1604 US 281 Redland Road Expand to 8 lane 
expressway (construct 4 new 
managed lanes) 

2020 

2452-03-087 3530 Loop 1604 Redland Road IH 35 North Expand to 8 lane 
expressway (construct 4 new 
managed lanes) including 
managed lane direct 
connectors at IH 35 

2030 

2452-03-081 2021 Loop 1604 IH 35 North IH 10 (East) Expand to 4 lane 
expressway (construct 4 new 
managed lanes) including 
managed lane direct 
connectors at IH 35 N and IH 
10 E 

2030 

 
0253-04-xxx  US 281 Stone Oak 

Parkway 
Bexar/Comal 
County Line 

Expand to 6 lane 
expressway (construct 2 
additional managed lanes) 

2030 

       

0017-10-180 3514 IH 35 North US 281/IH 37, 
East 

IH 410 S Expand from 6 to 10 lane 
expy (add four new managed 
lanes); Env study req; project 
is subject to change 
 

2020 
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CSJ MPO 
No. 

Roadway Limit From Limit To Description Let 
Year 

0017-10-168 61.2 IH 35 North IH 410 S IH 410 N Exp 8 to 12 lane expy (add 4 
new managed lanes) incl 
managed lane conns at IH 
410 N & IH 410 S; Env study 
req; project is subject to 
change 

2020 

0016-07-113 3477 IH 35 North IH 410 N 0.2 Mi S of 
Schertz Parkway 

Exp from 8 to12 lane expy 
(add 4 new managed lanes) 
incl managed lane conns at 
Loop 1604; Env study req; 
project is subject to change 

2020 

0016-06-900 4013 IH 35 North Bexar/ 
Guadalupe 
County Line 

Guadalupe/ 
Comal County 
Line 

Exp from 8 lane to12 lane 
expy thru FM 3009; then 6 to 
10 lane expy from FM 3009 
to Comal CL (add 4 new 
managed lanes); Env study 
req; project is subject to 
change 

2020 

0016-05-900 4014 IH 35 North Guadalupe/ 
Comal County 
Line 

FM 1103 Exp from 6 lane to 10 lane 
expy; (add 4 new managed 
lanes); Env study req; project 
is subject to change 

2020 

 
 
From the project descriptions and the alignments as shown in Figure 2, all of the 
managed lane projects are in existing travel corridors and that a general purpose (non-
tolled or managed lane) lane alternative will be available within each alignment.   
 

Figure 2. Proposed Managed Lane System 
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Travel Demand Model Applications and Limitations 
 
The MPO’s travel demand model is the primary analysis tool for this effort and the 
current MPO study area is considered in the analysis.  The model is a traditional four-
step travel demand model that forecasts daily traffic and transit ridership for either a 
typical 24-hour weekday or for a combined a.m./p.m. peak period.  The model 
characteristics have been calibrated and validated for year 2008 and are used to project  
travel for forecast years 2015, 2025 and 2035. For this analysis, only modeling results 
for years 2015 and 2035 are used.  During the time of model calibration and validation, 
operational toll/managed lanes and passenger rail services were not part of the 
transportation system.    
 
For the current MTP, the toll/managed lanes as shown in Figure 2 are expected to be 
operational by the Plan horizon year of 2035.  Traffic estimation for toll/managed lanes 
is performed within the Traffic Assignment step of the regional model using the 
TransCAD Multi-modal, Multi-class, User equilibrium vehicle assignment process.  This 
routine basically allows for the application of multiple tolls and multiple values of time for 
different types of vehicles and traveler - in this application for regular vehicles (cars and 
personal use trucks) vs. commercial vehicles (defined as 8,500 pounds or heavier with 
6 or more tires). 
 
Although the toll charges (generally expressed as cents per mile) are higher for 
commercial vehicles, the value of time for commercial vehicle operators is also 
assumed to be higher.   Thus, toll/managed lane usage is based upon the traveler’s 
willingness to pay for time savings.   For modeling applications, the values of time for 
regular vehicle operators is $16.50 per hour and for commercial vehicle operators is 
$40.00 per hour.   These values have not been calibrated specifically to the San Antonio 
region because of the absence of existing operational toll/managed lanes, but they are 
similar to those used in regions with toll facilities and do result in reasonable traffic 
forecasts.   
 
More refined estimates of toll/managed lane volumes, often referred to as Traffic & 
Revenue Studies are typically performed by consultant firms that specialize in “Bond 
Grade Toll Analyses”, which are required for the bonding and funding of toll facilities.   
These, more detailed, travel corridor type studies usually entail a more complete review 
of demographic forecasts, Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) configurations, current traffic 
counts, vehicle mix, transit use considerations, peaking characteristics and travel (O-D) 
patterns within the corridor.    
 
Regional models should be used in the context of what they were developed for: a 
regional sense of travel demand and movement. Detailed work can be performed by 
using the model for corridor analysis but should be followed up with additional data 
collection and analysis including traffic counts, mode share data, vehicle composition, 
origin – destination patterns and stated preference surveys to make the model repre-
sentative of the corridor being studied. This detailed work is beyond the scope of this 
effort. Any data analysis done for peak hour traffic conditions needs to be confirmed 
with actual field data for the specific peak period.   
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Demographic Development 
 
Control Totals 
 
The basis of any effective planning effort rests primarily on a determination of the area’s 
base year demographics and projections of these demographics.  The MPO used 2005 
as the base year for the December 2009 update of the MTP. For the future years, 
various federal and state government data sources were used for the population and 
employment forecast control totals in five-year increments to the year 2035 for the San 
Antonio region. 
 
The process for forecasting and distributing future growth in population and employment 
is not an exact science. Multiple forecasting models exist with differing assumptions and 
results.   What is needed for the transportation planning process is a “comfort level” with 
the demographic control totals used to predict future travel.  The tendency is to be more 
comfortable with the recent trends.  If the economy is doing well and jobs and housing 
are expanding, the tendency is to select an optimistic forecast.  The tendency to select 
a conservative forecast usually occurs if the current or most recent trend is decreasing 
or if a flat economy exists.  Upturns and downturns in the economy occur in cycles that, 
over a 20 or 30-year time span, tend to counteract each other.  That is why annualized 
growth rates are important indicators for long term demographic projections. 

 
If a conservative approach is taken and selected control totals are too low then the risk 
is to be behind in planning for needed infrastructure.  If the control totals are too 
optimistic, this could result in a false or premature justification for roadway and/or transit 
infrastructure improvements.   
 
The population control totals for Bexar County, in five-year increments to year 2035, are 
from the Texas Water Development Board.  The control totals for Bexar County were 
approved by the MPO Transportation Policy Board in February 2007. The population 
control totals for the other counties in the MPO study area (Comal, Guadalupe and 
Kendall counties) were from the Texas State Data Center. These population forecasts 
were approved by the Alamo Area Council of Governments’ Area Judges Committee in 
April 2007.  

 
A primary source of base year employment information was the Texas Workforce 
Commission's (TWC) files (3rd Quarter 2005).  The information was geo-coded based on 
the addresses provided.  Where street addresses were not available, telephone books, 
business listings, and telephone surveys were made to collect information from those 
employers' locations. The forecasted employment control totals, in five-year increments 
to year 2035, are derived from Dr. Ray Perryman’s (a respected authority on the Texas 
economy) forecast. The employment forecast totals for Bexar County were approved by 
the MPO Transportation Policy Board in February 2007.  The employment forecast for 
Comal, Guadalupe and Kendall counties was approved by the Alamo Area Council of 
Governments Area Judges Committee in April 2007. 
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The adopted population and employment control totals for the MPO study area are 
shown in Table 3 and are graphically represented in Figure 3. 
 
 

Table 3.  Population, Households and Employment Control Totals  
for the MPO Study Area (in millions) 

 

 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 
Population 
(in millions) 

1.78 1.93 2.08 2.23 2.37 2.53 2.69 

Households   
(in millions) 0.63 0.69 0.75 0.81 0.87 0.94 1.00 
Employment 
(in millions) 0.80 0.90 1.00 1.08 1.16 1.26 1.35 

 
 

Figure 3.  Population, Households and Employment Control Totals 
for the MPO Study Area 
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While area-wide demographic control totals were readily available, these figures needed 
to be disaggregated to census tracts and eventually to the traffic analysis zone level for 
use in the travel demand model.  It should be noted that while the allocation model used 
for the disaggregation process will produce an estimate of what may happen in the 
future, there is no way to predict the occurrence of unforeseeable changes that would 
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affect the future distribution of employment and population. This, in part, necessitates 
that the forecast be reviewed and updated on a regular interval.   
 
The demographic forecasting output at the transportation analysis zone level for each 
future year increment is the result of a joint effort by the transportation planning 
agencies in the study area.  Concurrence by these agencies on future demographics is 
necessary before work commences on a subsequent model run. Concurrence ensures 
minimizing duplication of effort in data development and maximizes local confidence in 
demographic forecasts. The MPO’s partner agencies that comprise the Demographic 
Working Group include the Alamo Area Council of Governments, Bexar County, City of 
San Antonio, CPS Energy, San Antonio Water System, Texas Department of 
Transportation, and VIA Metropolitan Transit. 
 
 
METROPILUS  
 
The software package METROPILUS was used for the update of “Mobility 2035.”  The 
model provides a reasonable and disaggregated data for future years. METROPILUS is 
an evolution of the DRAM (Disaggregated Residential Allocation Model) and EMPAL 
(Employment Allocation Model) package and combines employment, residence 
location, transportation networks, and land consumption in a single comprehensive 
package embedded in a Geographic Information Systems (GIS) environment.   

 
The overall concept of the METROPILUS forecasting process can be stated simply: the 
model allocates the total growth in employment, households, and land use for an area 
into its sub-regional component zones.  This allocation is made possible by using 
regional trends, transportation facility descriptions, and data on current location of 
employment and households.  The required data for the METROPILUS model runs 
include current census of population and employment by place of work, total future 
population and employment, travel times between zones and current land use 
information.  The forecasts are done in five-year increments with one forecast becoming 
input to the next five-year forecast.   
 
 
Future Land Use 

 
Background 
 
Scenario Planning was initiated to engage residents and policy makers in a discussion 
of the region’s future growth and development patterns. Scenario planning enhances 
the traditional transportation planning process by raising awareness of citizens and 
decision makers of the factors that affect growth and impact our transportation system. 
Factors include an aging population, land use policies, economics, and environmental 
concerns.  In scenario planning, citizens and policy makers are asked to consider 
alternative approaches, or “land use scenarios” to shape the region and understand the 
differences between each approach.  The ultimate goal is to create a sustained quality 
of life for citizens and visitors in our region.   
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The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) actively encourages and supports 
scenario planning. FHWA believes that scenario planning can help citizens, businesses, 
and government officials understand the impacts of growth, especially the relationship 
between transportation and the social, environmental and economic development of 
regions. This relationship is a two-way street: growth and development affect 
transportation performance, while transportation affects social, environmental, and 
economic development.  

 
FHWA sees scenario planning as an enhancement of, not a replacement for, the 
traditional transportation planning process. It enables communities and transportation 
agencies to better prepare for the future. Scenario planning highlights the major forces 
that may shape the future and identifies how the various forces might interact, rather 
than attempting to predict one specific outlook. As a result, regional decision makers are 
prepared to recognize various forces to make more informed decisions in the present 
and be better able to adjust and strategize to meet tomorrow's needs.  Rather than 
picking one definitive picture of the future and planning for that future, scenario planning 
allows a region to consider various possibilities and identify policies that can adapt to 
changing circumstances. Land use scenarios do not describe a forecasted end but are 
stories about future conditions that convey a range of possible outcomes. The scenario 
planning process can help people understand the forces of change and the choices they 
have. 
 
Land Use Scenario Development Process 
 
The Demographic Working Group began the task of developing the initial framework for 
the development of land use scenarios.  Generally, the group considered quality of life 
issues facing the region and expressed those issues in terms of questions: 
   

 How far do people want to live from work, school or recreation 
activities? 

 Are people willing to consider other transportation alternatives to 
travel in their daily life? 

 How long are people willing to spend on a daily work commute?  
 

The group also considered: 
 

 the amount of expected growth in the region based on the adopted 
population and employment control totals; 

 development trends over time; 
 congestion levels; 
 local, regional and world economy; 
 expected gas prices; 
 air quality, climate change and other environmental concerns; 
 future availability of transportation funding, and  
 technological improvements. 

 
In generating the land use scenarios, the Demographic Working Group considered what 
was achievable and in what timeframe.  Plus the scenarios had to differ significantly 
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from traditional growth patterns in order to realize impacts to the transportation system 
using the available tools.   Three land use scenarios were considered:  Each growth 
pattern is distinct and represents clear choices. All growth scenarios have the same 
population growth, job growth, and new households.  Differences in the scenarios are 
shown in where and how the land use in our region occurs. The three growth scenarios 
evaluated were: 

 
 Current Growth Trends – the majority of new growth continues outside of Loop 

1604. 
 
 Transit Oriented Development – beyond year 2015, several high-capacity transit 

corridors are defined within Bexar County and the majority of new, higher density 
growth is attracted to station locations in these corridors. 

 
 Infill Development – by year 2020, new policies and incentives result in all new 

growth within Bexar County occurring inside Loop 1604. 
 

Although the transit oriented development and infill development scenarios differ from 
traditional growth patterns, these alternative scenarios represent different urban forms, 
which can be useful in evaluating more efficient roadway and transit systems.  Several 
significant issues affecting regional travel include rising fuel prices, longer commutes, 
worsening traffic congestion, more trucking and reduced transportation funding. Also 
there is an increased awareness of alternative fuels, the environment and policies that 
support a sustainable economy. The TOD/Infill demographic scenario provides for a 
vision that better optimizes the transportation system.  
 
The next step of the process tested the public’s acceptance of and the credibility of 
potentially implementing transit oriented development or infill development as a formal 
growth pattern.  

 
The MPO held a series of public meetings in February and March 2009 and asked the 
community “How would you like to grow?” The public meetings were designed to gather 
input on which land use growth scenario would best meet the community’s future needs. 
Participants preferred aspects of both Transit Oriented Development and Infill 
development as growth patterns for the region, and overwhelmingly decided that the 
future growth for the region should include a combination of the two types of 
development. Based on recorded public feedback some dominant themes emerged 
regarding future growth and development for the region: 
 

 Need to work with other agencies to bring about desired growth scenarios 
 Need to address other infrastructure and social issues at the same time as 

addressing transportation 
 Need to focus on non-auto options such as bike, pedestrian and transit 
 Need more opportunity for public dialogue, public education and input to 

policy makers 
 Need to address environmental concerns, especially aquifer protection 
 Need to address circulation issues downtown 
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Following the workshops the MPO analyzed the responses from the public and 
presented the results to the Transportation Policy Board. In addition, the concepts, 
policies and standards that might require change were assessed.  
 
A combination of the two scenarios would include policies and standards that: 
 

 Promote physical integration of development, either vertically or horizontally 
 Achieve appropriate levels of density 
 Allow people to move between destinations easily, and rely much less on 

their vehicles 
 Provide multi-modal transportation options 
 Provide adequate parking without creating an oversupply 
 Promote activity at different times of the day and week, balancing transit 

ridership and allowing for shared parking 
 Promote street width that slows traffic and is pedestrian friendly (24-36 ft.) 
 Improve sidewalk standards, benches, trees and lighting 
 Primary streets should include dedicated spaces for transit vehicles, cyclists 

and pedestrians 
 Use access management techniques to increase safety and make the street 

more accessible for all modes of transportation 
 Offer rear access for service trucks 

 
Adoption of Land Use Scenario 
 
In March 2009, the MPO’s Transportation Policy Board adopted a combined Transit 
Oriented Development/Infill Development land use scenario for use in the 2035 MTP 
update, with the knowledge that concepts from both scenarios are centered around 
compact and mixed use development, connectivity, accessibility and walkability. The 
adopted scenario assumes, within Bexar County, no new growth would likely occur 
outside of Loop 1604 after year 2020 but the extensive population and employment that 
currently exists and is expected to increase through 2020 would continue to impact the 
current and planned transportation system. This includes all of the proposed 
toll/managed lane facilities, which fall within existing roadway alignments that will be 
developmentally built out (US 281, Loop 1604, IH 35, IH 10). The toll/managed lane 
projects in these travel corridors are expected to relieve forecast traffic congestion while 
the impact on adjacent land use is expected to be minimal. 
  
Since the selected demographic scenario for Bexar County, a combination of transit 
oriented development and infill development, was a departure from the traditional 
growth pattern, it is essential to monitor partner agencies’ efforts towards successfully 
implementing this selected growth pattern as well as potentially reassess the growth 
scenario in the next update of the long range transportation plan.  The map in Figure 4 
shows the varying densities of population and employment in year 2035.  
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Figure 4. Map of the 2035 Adopted Growth Scenario 
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Environmental Considerations 
 
Environmental Mitigation Analysis 
 
When considering any transportation project, whether tolled or not, the MPO must take 
into account potential impacts to the environment and community and consider 
environmental mitigation activities.  The following environmental concerns are defined in 
Table 4.   
 

 Water Quality  
 Floodplains  
 Wildlife Habitat  
 Agriculture  
 Edwards Aquifer  
 Environmental Justice  
 Threatened and Endangered Wildlife (state/federal)  

 
For a broad based environmental evaluation, the MPO primarily used the Geographic 
Information System Screening Tool (GIS-ST). The GIS-ST is a GIS-driven 
environmental assessment and data management tool for environmental streamlining. 
GIS-ST uses ArcGIS to identify and map environmental concerns and to screen 
potential projects.  A sample GIS-ST map depicting % Wildlife Habitat can be found in 
Figure 5. The MPO reviewed each project in the funded MTP project list to determine 
the impact of these environmental concerns to each of the projects on the list.  The list 
of managed lane and toll projects in the MTP that includes the above listed 
environmental concerns can be found in Table 5.  The NEPA documentation for each 
specific toll and/or managed lane project will specifically address the needs in each 
corridor. Air Quality may be a regional concern and not specifically limited to individual 
travel corridors.  
 
 

Figure 5. Sample GIS-ST Map: % Wildlife Habitat 
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Table 4.  Potential Environmental Mitigation Strategies  
 

Criteria Group Source Description Potential Strategies 

Water Quality GIS-ST 
Ecologically Significant 
Stream Segments, 
Percent Wetlands, Total 
Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL) 

Avoid rivers, creeks and other waterways to 
protect water quality as well as reviewing areas 
where wetland/stream restoration, enhancement 
or creation will occur.  

Floodplain GIS-ST Percent Floodplains 
Avoid or minimize adverse effects to ecological 
areas. Establish and use a regional approach to 
land preservation if direct preservation of a 
specific resource is not reasonably feasible.  
Avoid and minimize adverse impacts through 
project alignment and design. 

Wildlife Habitat GIS-ST Percent Wildlife Habitat 

Avoid or minimize adverse effects to ecological 
areas through the preservation of wildlife habitats.   
Establish and use a regional approach to land 
preservation if direct preservation of a specific 
resource is not reasonably feasible.  Avoid and 
minimize adverse impacts through project 
alignment and design. 

Agriculture Land GIS-ST Percent Agriculture Land 

Avoid or minimize adverse effects to ecological 
areas through the preservation of agriculture land 
and open space.   Establish and use a regional 
approach to land preservation if direct 
preservation of a specific resource is not 
reasonably feasible.  Avoid and minimize adverse 
impacts through project alignment and design. 

Edwards Aquifer 
GIS-ST/ 
Edwards 
Aquifer 
Authority 

Edwards Aquifer Recharge 
Zone and Recharge/ 
Transition Zone 
Boundary/Contributing 
Zone/Contributing Zone 
within Transition Zone 

Avoid or minimize impacts to the aquifer through 
the use of the Edwards Aquifer Rules.  Implement 
mitigation measures through design, the use of 
native landscaping, minimizing pesticides and 
fertilizers and the use of permeable surfaces to 
reduce impacts on ground water recharge. 

Environmental 
Justice 

U.S. 
Census/MPO 

Areas identified as 
environmental justice 
through the 2000 census 
tracts expanded to the 
Transportation Analysis 
Zone level (TAZ) 

Avoid or minimize adverse effects through project 
alignment and design.  Implement other 
transportation projects or programs that correct or 
minimize the adverse impacts. 

Threatened and 
Endangered 
Wildlife GIS-ST 

State Threatened and 
Endangered Wildlife and 
Federal Threatened and 
Endangered Wildlife 

Avoid or minimize adverse effects to ecological 
area through the preservation of threatened and 
endangered wildlife.   Establish and use a 
regional approach to land preservations if direct 
preservation of a specific resource is not 
reasonably feasible.  Avoid and minimize adverse 
impacts through project alignment and design. 

Air Quality  Violation of the NAAQS 
Air Quality conformity is a regional concern. 
Conformity does not currently apply as the 
projects are within an attainment area. 
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Air Quality 
 
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) under the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) 
created National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to focus on the health threat 
of certain pollutants, mainly located in major metropolitan areas.  If there is a 
determined health threat, or too much of one pollutant in a determined statistical area, 
that region becomes non – compliant and is designated as “non-attainment” by the 
EPA. 
 
Currently, the greater San Antonio area is in attainment of all NAAQS. However, if a 
stricter standard is adopted at some point in the future, the region may become non-
attainment for ground level ozone. 
 
If and when non-attainment occurs in the San Antonio region, the MPO and partner 
agencies are prepared to conduct a transportation conformity analysis on the region’s 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan and Transportation Improvement Program in order to 
ensure projects are not exacerbating the air quality problems for the region. Plans and 
strategies to improve air quality will also be developed. The EPA’s air quality conformity 
regulations ensure that metropolitan transportation systems, transportation projects, and 
federal projects do not cause new air quality violations, exacerbate existing ones, or 
delay attainment of the standards. 
 
Water Quality 
 
Due to the development and expansion in the recharge zone of the Edwards Aquifer 
area and recent weather conditions including drought, concerns regarding the 
importance of looking after and preserving the water resources in the San Antonio area 
continues. 
 
As the metropolitan area continues to grow, the needed transportation projects will 
impact surface water flow and infiltration, especially during storm or flood conditions. 
Because transportation facilities generally cause an increase in the impermeable 
surface area, roadways can result in increasing local surface runoff and reducing water 
infiltration into the soil.  Roadway construction projects can also cause the altering of 
drainage patterns at stream crossings, by changing the speed, direction and amount of 
storm water flow. 
 
There are several mitigation strategies that could be used to reduce storm water runoff 
and degradation of the Edwards Aquifer by minimizing the impact of transportation 
improvements.  Most of these can be directly incorporated into the design of the 
transportation facility. The MPO and partner agencies will work together to ensure there 
is minimal impact on the Edwards Aquifer. The NEPA documentation for each specific 
managed lane project will specifically address the impacts in each corridor. 
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Toll Policy  
 
Development and Adoption of the Toll Policy 
 
On April 12, 2012, the Alamo Regional Mobility Authority (RMA) Board of Directors 
adopted updated policies and procedures for toll collection operations on the Alamo 
RMA Turnpike System.  The adopted document in its entirety is attached as Appendix 
A. The adopted policy includes exemptions from toll payment, payment methods, 
promotions on the use of electronic toll tags, customer service and violation policies, 
phasing of construction projects and/or toll collection, equal access to the system, toll 
rates and escalation and more. 
 
Toll Collection System 
 
The San Antonio area Toll System will be a full electronic toll collection system, 
affording drivers the choice between a standing toll tag account interoperable across 
Texas, or the use of video tolling (pay by mail) – a photo capture of license plates with a 
monthly billing statement. The Alamo RMA may expand options for payment by any 
future action and the availability of technology. 
 
While final prices and distribution methods have not been established at this time, it is 
expected that the Alamo RMA will make toll tags available to the community through a 
variety of outlets. Several tag replenishment methods will also be made available to the 
user. Statewide toll tags will ensure interoperability between toll/managed lane facilities 
throughout Texas. 
 
A pay-by-mail or video billing option is presumed to be part of this component for those 
drivers who do not use a toll tag to use the toll facilities. This option will have a premium 
charge associated with the billing, and using industry averages, this is presumed to be 
approximately a 33% increase over the posted “Tag Only” rate. Additionally, a 
processing fee to recover costs of mailing the bill will be included.  
 
All tag and toll materials, including billing, will comply with all relevant executive orders, 
federal regulations and state law regarding accessibility for language preferences, ADA 
compliance, and other related impacts.  

 
Initial Adopted Toll Rates and Escalation Methodology 

 
Based on the policy adopted by the Alamo RMA, initial toll rates may be set in the range 
of $0.17 to $0.50 per mile for toll facility usage, dependent on the final project financial 
plan as developed and approved by the Alamo RMA Board of Directors.  The policy 
further states the toll rates will be adjusted on an annual basis. For the first ten years of 
operation the minimum increase each year is to be set at 2.75% or the Consumer Price 
Index for the immediate preceding year, whichever is greater.  Starting in year eleven 
and for each subsequent year, the minimum increase will be 3% or the Consumer Price 
Index for the immediate preceding year, whichever is greater. Emergency and state and 



 24

federal military vehicles are exempt from paying tolls on the Alamo RMA toll road 
system.   
 
To facilitate a multi-modal transportation system that ensures safe and efficient travel, 
public transit vehicles operated by a public agency and having the characteristics of a 
bus as defined by 541.201 of the Texas Transportation Code will be permitted free 
usage of any managed lanes in operation by the Alamo RMA.  On traditional toll 
facilities without the managed lane designation, exemptions shall be established on an 
annual basis between the Alamo RMA and the public agency transit provider based on 
projected usage within the toll corridor. 
 
Users who are part of a registered carpool that have a declared vehicle with a tag and a 
funded account will be able to use the managed lane facility under the operation of the 
Alamo RMA for no charge dependent on the technology available to implement this 
provision.  On traditional toll facilities without the managed lane designation, the tag 
account will be charged the published rate for a toll tag transaction as determined by the 
Alamo RMA on an annual basis in accordance with the policy.  
 
It is recognized that toll/managed lanes not operated by the Alamo RMA may be subject 
to different toll policies and procedures. 
 
Environmental Justice 
 
Background 
 
In 1994, Executive Order No. 12898: Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice 
(EJ) in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations was issued.   Executive Order 
12898 expands on the Title VI Civil Rights Legislation and promotes nondiscrimination 
in federal programs that substantially affect human health and the environment. In 
addition, the order provides minority and low-income communities access to public 
information and opportunity for public participation in related matters. All programs that 
receive funding from federal agencies require Environmental Justice consideration in 
accordance with federal law.  
 
More specifically, Environmental Justice is the fair treatment and meaningful 
involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with 
respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws. 
“Fair Treatment” includes policies and practices that ensure that no group of people, 
including racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic groups bear disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects resulting from federal programs, 
policies, and activities. Environmental Justice seeks to: 
 

 Avoid, minimize or mitigate disproportionally high and adverse human health 
and environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority 
populations and low-income populations. 

 Ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in 
the transportation decision-making process. 
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 Prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of 
benefits by minority and low-income populations. 

 
 
In addition to the definition above, the United States Department of Transportation 
(USDOT) issued specific guidelines to MPOs regarding Environmental Justice.   MPOs 
are to: 
 

 Explore needs within minority communities 
 Involve minority communities and disabled persons in the transportation 

planning process 
 Include minorities/disabled persons on boards and committees in leadership 

roles 
 Document Title VI efforts 
 Advertise public meetings in places where minorities/disabled persons go 
 Hold meetings at times and places convenient for the minority community 
 Communicate in languages other than English  
 Consider special needs in public accommodations 
 Follow up with the minority community after public meetings, when decisions 

are made and after project implementation 
 
For the development of the long range transportation plan, in order to thoroughly 
engage the public and gather input the MPO hosted a series of public meetings 
throughout the region.  The purpose of the meetings was to identify innovative 
approaches to solve transportation problems while engaging the community and serving 
as a catalyst for their interaction with local governments and decision makers.   
 
The public commented on several major transportation issues discussed in the long 
range transportation plan.  One major concern for the region is the potential use of 
tolled and managed lanes to help manage the projected increase in population by more 
than 600,000 people by 2035.  Tolled and managed lanes are one strategy utilized to 
fund and maintain future roadway systems and mobility. As the MPO region becomes 
more diverse and non-traditional transportation projects such as tolls are explored, 
Environmental Justice issues will continue to be at the forefront of transportation 
planning efforts.   
 
One of the core principles of Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis is the significant 
involvement of potentially impacted minority and low-income populations in the 
decision-making process surrounding transportation projects.  The MPO and partner 
agencies recognize the need for and the clear benefits of Environmental Justice 
community participation. The proposed toll and managed lane projects in the 2035 long 
range transportation plan have been evaluated for potential impacts to Environmental 
Justice communities.  
 
There is the realization that with tolled or managed lane facilities there are potential 
future and indirect impacts to the region. This analysis considers effects tolled facilities 
may have on populations in the region, particularly low-income and minority 
communities as traditionally underserved populations are most sensitive to toll roads or 
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managed lanes in relation to access. Restricting access due to pricing may have the 
potential to create an imbalance of adverse effects. This analysis focuses on the 
benefits and negative impacts to Environmental Justice communities.  
 
Limited English Proficiency 
 
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) can be a barrier to effective community involvement 
and hinder access to toll/manages lane facilities.  The Spanish language is commonly 
used within the MPO study area. The MPO has adopted an LEP plan which adheres to 
the USDOT guidelines by promoting the conduct of specific outreach in underserved 
communities by hosting public meetings in strategic locations, translating information 
into Spanish, including minorities/disabled persons on committees, advertising public 
meetings and information in a variety of print media and documenting all efforts. 
 
Definition of Environmental Justice (EJ) Areas 
 
At this stage, without an existing system in operation in the San Antonio region, it is 
difficult to determine the precise differences between EJ and Non EJ populations in 
regards to their usage of this toll system. As discussed in prior sections, the toll system 
will include annualized free service for VIA Metropolitan Transit, and will continue to 
maintain non-toll capacity within the same corridors, with new toll lanes being added to 
the corridor. No degradation of service is anticipated for non-toll users.  
 
Table 6 shows the year 2000 census population for the counties within the current MPO 
study area. 
 
 
Table 6.  Population (2000 Census) Totals for the Expanded MPO Study Area  

 
County Total Population Non- Hispanic 

White Pop 
Minority 

Population 
Percent Minority 

Population 
Bexar 1,392,931 496,245 896,686 64.4% 
Comal  78,021 58,345 19,676 25.2% 

Guadalupe  89,023 52,858 36,165 40.6% 
Kendall (portion) 14,654 11,985 2,669 18.2% 
MPO Study Area 1,574,629 619,433 955,196 60.7% 

 
 
For the purpose of this analysis, though, the geographic unit used was the 
Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ).  Using the 2000 U.S. Census SF1 Block Group 
Data (which contains population ethnicity and household income data), each TAZ was 
identified as EJ or Non-EJ.   Since most TAZ contain multiple Block Groups, 
minority/non-minority populations and households at or below poverty level were 
combined for the entire TAZ to determine the percentage of both minority population 
and poverty households residing within the TAZ.   Any TAZ with 50% or more minority 
population or 50% or more households at or below poverty level (based on the United 
States Health and Human Services Poverty Guidelines provided in Table 7) were 
designated as EJ zones.  All others were designated as Non-EJ zones. 
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Table 7.  United States Health and Human Services Poverty Guidelines 

 

The 2009 Poverty Guidelines for the 
48 Contiguous States and the District of Columbia  

Persons in family Poverty guideline 
1 $10,830 
2 $14,570 
3 $18,310 
4 $22,050 
5 $25,790 
6 $29,530 
7 $33,270 
8 $37,010 

For families with more than 8 persons, add $3,740 for each additional person. 
 
 
 
As shown in Table 8, for the MPO study area, 61.2% of the number of TAZ are currently 
EJ zones.  These current EJ zones translate into 22.4% of the square miles of the MPO 
study area and they are projected to contain 52.4% of the year 2035 population.  For 
the MPO study area, 38.8% of the TAZ are non-EJ, reflecting 77.6% of the land area, 
and these 406 zones are projected to contain 47.6% of the year 2035 population.  
 

Table 8.  Analysis of Environmental Justice Communities 
(MPO Study Area) 

 
As shown in Figure 6 the Environmental Justice communities are widespread across 
most of the MPO study area.  VIA Metropolitan Transit’s current transit service placed 
over the EJ zones is shown in Figure 7, their proposed 2035 transit service placed over 
the current EJ zones is shown in Figure 8 and the tolled/managed lane projects that are 
expected to be operational by year 2035 placed over the current EJ zones are shown in 
Figure 9. 
 
.  

 2000 
Population 

% of 
Total 

No. of 
Current 

TAZ 
% of 
Total 

Square 
Miles 

% of 
Total 

2035 
Population

% of 
Total 

Environmental 
Justice TAZ 961,108 61.0% 641 61.2% 606 22.4% 1,409,788 52.4% 

Non-
Environmental 

Justice TAZ 
613,521 39.0% 406 38.8% 2,094 77.6% 1,281,415 47.6% 

Totals 1,574,629 100.0% 1047 100.0% 2,700 100.0% 2,691,203 100.0%



Figure 6.  Environmental Justice Zones (Transportation Analysis Zones) 
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Figure 7.  Transit Routes Located in Environmental Justice Zones (2009) 
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Figure 8.  2035 Transit Network Located in Environmental Justice Zones 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 31

Figure 9.  MPO Region’s Environmental Justice Communities and Tolled/Managed Lanes 
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Analysis Methodologies and Results 
 
The analysis examines potential impacts that tolled/managed lane facilities may have 
on accessibility of all persons by analyzing travel time impacts of people residing in the 
Environmental Justice zones and Non-Environmental Justice zones. The analysis 
looked at several different distance and time components of the regional transportation 
system using both the 2015 and 2035 (with and without toll/managed lane) networks.  
While the 2015 reflects the ”existing plus committed” network, (projects in the TIP that 
are open to the traveling public by 2015), the 2035 (with) includes the toll/managed lane 
projects designated in our long range plan 2035 and the 2035 (without) excludes these 
projects.   
 
Comparison of 2015 and 2035 Travel Times (Speed) 
 
For this analysis MPO staff identified 34 activity centers geographically distributed 
throughout the region and shown in Figure 10.   The activity centers include central 
business districts, colleges and universities, major employers, military bases, major 
medical facilities and regional shopping centers.  The travel time analysis, using the 
loaded network speeds and travel times generated from traffic assignment, compares 
travel times and speed from each EJ and non-EJ TAZ to each activity center for years 
2015 (existing plus committed), 2035 (with full build-out of toll/managed lane system) 
and 2035 (without toll/managed lane system). This analysis determines that the EJ 
zones were not detrimentally impacted by the addition of toll/managed lanes.  Moreover, 
the analysis determines that all travelers, whether EJ or not, benefit from the addition of 
toll/managed lanes.   This is because any traveler, who elects to save time by paying for 
and using the managed lane, moves out of the general purpose lane and thereby 
creates additional capacity on the “free” alternative… so all travelers benefit.  As shown 
in Table 9, the travel time savings and improved speeds vary for both EJ and Non-EJ 
zones based upon where they live and to which activity center they are destined, but 
there are no trips to activity centers where the travel times and speeds are degraded 
from the inclusion of toll/managed lane projects. 
 
The results from the travel time and speed analysis performed on the 34 activity centers 
are shown in Table 9.  Interestingly, a greater proportion of the activity centers are 
located within or near EJ TAZ.  This generally results in shorter home based trips for 
travelers from EJ zones than for Non-EJ zones.   As shown in the table, the average 
2015 distance, travel time and speed to activity centers is 9.4 miles in 19.9 minutes @ 
29 mph for EJ vs. 14.0 miles in 26.5 minutes @ 31 mph for Non-EJ.   These are 
significant differences, which would likely indicate that EJ travelers would be less likely 
to use freeways or toll/managed lane facilities, if available for the trip.  Longer trips are 
typically required to generate enough time savings to justify paying a toll.   
 
Table 9 also indicates an overall degradation of travel times and speeds from 2015 to 
2035 for both sets of travelers.  For example, the average EJ travel time increases from 
19.9 minutes @  29 mph to 25.9 minutes @ 21 mph (with the toll/managed lanes) and 
to 31.5 minutes @ 18 mph (without the toll/managed lanes) by 2035.   For Non-EJ, the 
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average travel time increases from 26.5 minutes @  31 mph to 39.0 minutes @ 21 mph 
(with the toll/managed lanes) and to 50.9 minutes @ 16 mph (without the toll/managed 
lanes) by 2035.    So the inclusion of the 2035 toll/managed lane option would provide 
for an average travel time savings of 5.6 minutes for EJ and 11.9 minutes for Non-EJ 
travel to the activity centers by 2035.   
 
The overall results indicate travel time savings for both EJ and Non-EJ travelers and 
certainly don’t show any disproportionate adverse impact upon either set of travelers.  
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Figure 10. Selected Activity Centers for the Travel Time Analysis 
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Table 9.  Comparison of 2015 and 2035 Travel Characteristics for EJ and Non EJ Zones 
2035 Travel Network includes Toll/Managed Lane Facilities 
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Table 10.   
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Comparison of 2035 Travel Times with Toll/Managed Lane Facilities and Without 
Toll/Managed Lane Facilities 
 
Table 10 continues this analysis by comparing the overall VMT and VHT for the 
combined home based EJ travel to activity centers (662,873 trips) and the combined 
home based Non-EJ travel to activity centers (555,697 trips).   Although there are more 
EJ trips, they are typically shorter and generate less overall VMT (4,461,135) than the 
Non-EJ travel (5,929,287).   However, both sets of travelers are shown to benefit from 
overall savings in daily VHT. 
 
The results of the analysis suggest that environmental justice populations do benefit 
from the toll/managed lane facilities. Other improvements such as VIA’s modern 
streetcar system are proposed to serve the urban core thereby improving mobility for 
the some environmental justice populations. As stated previously, mitigation measures 
for the environmental justice communities, with respect to the regional toll system, 
include the availability of free travel lanes within the alignment of each of the proposed 
toll/managed lane facilities. 
 
As currently proposed, the San Antonio toll/managed lane system will include and 
incorporate non-toll capacity within the same corridor as toll capacity. in accordance 
with Texas state law. No corridor in which non-toll traffic exists today will be converted 
to a toll-only traffic scenario in the future.  
 
Under this approach, EJ communities will see a benefit from the proposed 
improvements as congestion would decrease on non-toll facilities based on drivers 
choosing to use the toll facility.  Having tolled/managed lane facilities results in travel 
time savings to those who choose to use the tolled/managed lane facilities and travel 
time savings to the adjacent non-tolled highway facilities.   
 
 
Cumulative Economic Effect 
 
The economic impact of choosing to travel on toll/managed lane facilities may have a 
greater impact on low-income individuals and families because the cost may be of 
greater proportion of their income than median or high income users. However, 
strategies to minimize possible negative effects of tolling on low-income persons include 
waiving tolls for transit vehicles on managed lanes and maintaining the non-toll capacity 
in the same corridor as currently exits to ensure viable non-toll alternatives.  Also, there 
are no limitations on providing additional travel capacity in parallel travel corridors. 
 
Analysis of the economic impact of paying for the use of toll/managed lanes upon EJ vs. 
Non-EJ populations.  
 
The financial impact of paying for the use of toll/managed lanes can be estimated by 
comparing the financial resources (from zonal household incomes) to the estimated 
yearly costs of tolls (as a percentage of income) for EJ vs. Non-EJ work travel.  The first 
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step (using the regional travel demand model) is to look at the characteristics of the EJ 
workers and work trips as compared to those of the Non-EJ workers and work trips. 
Home based work vehicle trips are used for this analysis because the work trip purpose 
is the most likely to occur in congested travel times and most likely to require specific 
arrival times and thus most likely to benefit from using the toll/managed lane facilities.   
 
For 2035, as shown in Table 11,  EJ zones generate 889,869 (vehicle) work trips, based 
upon average household income of $29,167 from 514,521 households within the 641 EJ 
TAZ.  Non-EJ zones generate 1,030,427 work trips, based upon average household 
income of $57,586 from 479,931 households within the 406 Non-EJ TAZ.   Lower 
income households typically have fewer workers in the household (as estimated by the 
Tripcal5 trip generation model) and therefore generate fewer work trips per household.   
The 2035 EJ work trips are significantly shorter (9.1 miles) compared to the Non-EJ 
work trip length (13.0 miles).   The shorter EJ work trips are far less likely to use the 
toll/managed lanes because the likelihood of sufficient travel time savings is diminished 
and the general location of the proposed toll/managed lanes is not as “handy” to the EJ 
zones (see Figure 9).   
 
To further estimate possible toll/managed lane usage, both the EJ and Non-EJ work 
trips were individually assigned to the 2035 (with Toll/managed) network (with the tolls 
turned off) to establish an upper bound of “eligible” toll trips.   Looking at the assigned 
VMT for specific tolled facility types, the assignments show that for EJ work travel, only 
about 3.5% (281,834/8,097,808 VMT) or about  31,000 equivalent 9.1 mile work trips 
would be eligible to use toll/managed facilities.   For Non-EJ, about 12.3% 
(1,642,601/13,395,551 VMT) or about 126,350 equivalent 13.0 mile work trips would be 
eligible.   
 
Applying the proposed $0.17 per mile toll charges to the toll eligible VMT provides some 
insight as to the estimated daily toll charges and the financial impact that might be 
incurred by the EJ and Non-EJ populations.   From Table 11, (assuming that every work 
trip eligible to use a toll/managed lane facility would do so)  the EJ toll user would pay 
an average of $1.55 toll per trip (for the 9.1 mile work trip) or about $387 per year, while 
the Non-EJ toll user would pay an average of $2.21 toll per trip (for the 13.0 mile work 
trip) or about $553.per year. 
 
In summary, because the potential EJ user of toll/managed lane facilities would typically 
be making shorter and fewer toll eligible work trips, the estimated yearly toll costs 
($387) would be less than those for Non-EJ ($553) but the financial impact (based upon 
household income) would be slightly higher.  For the EJ toll user the $387 in toll charges 
represents about 1.3% of the average $29,167 gross yearly income for EJ populations.  
For the Non-EJ toll user the $553 in toll charges is significantly higher but still only 
represents about 1.0% of the average $57,586 gross yearly income for NEJ 
populations.    
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 Table 11. Comparison of EJ and Non EJ Work Travel   

Estimated Financial Impact of Tolls (2035) 
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Appendix A 
 

Amended and Restated Policies and Procedures for Toll 
Collection Operations on the Alamo RMA Turnpike System 





















 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
APPENDIX E: Agency Coordination 
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HNTB Corporation 701 Brazos Telephone (512) 447-5590
Engineers  Architects  Planners Suite 450 Facsimile (512) 447-5329
 Austin, Texas 78701 www.hntb.com 
 

Mr. Tim Hogsett, CPRP 
Recreation Grants Branch Director 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
4200 Smith School Road 
Austin, Texas 78744 
 

 

December 6, 2013 
 
 
Re.: Request for input regarding potential impacts to resources that received Section 6(f) of the Land 

and Water Conservation Fund (L&WCF) and the Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Programs 
funds for inclusion in the Environmental Assessment (EA) for I-35 (Northeast San Antonio 
Expansion Project); Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties, Texas. 

 
 
Dear Mr. Hogsett: 
 
HNTB Corporation, on behalf of the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) – San Antonio District, 
is currently preparing an EA for proposed improvements along I-35 in Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe 
Counties. The proposed project, generally referred to as the I-35 Northeast San Antonio Expansion 
Project, includes the construction of four elevated managed lanes1 (two in each direction) between the 
existing I-35 mainlanes and frontage roads along I-35 from I-410 South in San Antonio to FM 1103 in 
Schertz. Operational improvements and direct connectors are also proposed at the I-35/I-410 South,  
I-35/I-410 West, and I-35/Loop 1604 interchanges.  
 
As depicted on the attached Project Location Map, the construction limits along I-35 begin south of the  
I-35/I-410 South interchange near AT&T Center Parkway (to account for transitions to the existing I-35 
roadway) and extend to FM 1103 for a distance of approximately 18.8 miles.  The proposed direct 
connectors include: 
 

 I-35/I-410 South interchange – Total of 2 direct connectors extending from I-35 to north of Seguin 
Road, a length of approximately 1 mile; 

 I-35/I-410 West interchange - Total of 4 direct connectors extending from I-35 to Starcrest Drive, 
a length of approximately 2.6 miles; and  

 I-35/Loop 1604 interchange – Total of 4 direct connectors extending from I-35 to west of Lookout 
Road, a length of approximately 1.5 miles. 

 
The total length of the proposed construction limits along I-35, including the direct connectors at the three 
major interchanges, is approximately 23.9 miles. 
 

                                                 
1 A managed lane is a travel lane that operates separately from the mainlanes.  Travel on these lanes is managed 
through a combination of pricing, vehicle eligibility, and access control strategies to achieve faster, more reliable 
speeds. 
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The proposed improvements are generally contained within existing right-of-way (ROW); however, the 
acquisition of minimal amounts of ROW (approximately 7.4 acres) is anticipated at this stage of project 
development. Potential displacements resulting from the proposed project include four billboards, two 
signs, one sewage lift station, and one VIA bus stop. No residential or commercial displacements are 
anticipated at this time. 
 
Four parks and one trail were identified to be located adjacent to the proposed project. The parks include 
Stage Stop Park and the Selma Stage Stop, Jack White Park, John James Park, and Morrison Kallison 
Park; the trail includes the Salado Creek Greenway. No ROW would be required from these properties at 
this stage of project development (schematic design). 
 
We respectfully request a review of your files/archives to determine the location of land acquired or 
developed with funds provided by the L&WCF Act of 1965 (16 USC 4601-4 to 4601-11) and the Urban 
Park and Recreation Recovery Programs funds or Section 6(f) lands within or adjacent to the proposed 
project limits. If you should need further information concerning this request, please contact me at  
(512) 861-4994. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Courtney H. Filer, AICP 
HNTB Corporation 
701 Brazos, Suite 450 
Austin, Texas 78701 
 
 
Attachment: Project Location Map 
 
cc:  Vicki Crnich, TxDOT Environmental Affairs Division 
 HNTB File – 46215 PL 038 
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An Equal Opportunity Employer 

 

OUR GOALS 

 

MEMO
September 11, 2014

To: 850 File, Various Road Projects, Various CSJs, 
 Various Districts 
 
From: Scott Pletka, Ph.D. 
  
Subject: Internal review under the First Amended Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal 

Highway Administration, the Texas Department of Transportation, the Texas State 
Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Regarding the Implementation of Transportation Undertakings (PA-TU), and internal 
review under the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) Between the Texas Historical 
Commission and the Texas Department of Transportation 

 

Listed below, are the projects reviewed internally by qualified TxDOT archeologists from 9/4/14 
to 9/11/14.  These projects either do not warrant survey as a result of a low probability of 
encountering archeological historic properties and State Archeological Landmarks, or the 
projects were inspected by survey or impact evaluation and do not warrant further work.  As 
provided under the PA-TU, consultation with the Texas State Historic Preservation Officer is not 
necessary for these undertakings.  As provided under the MOU, the proposed projects do not 
require individual coordination with the Texas Historical Commission. 
 

CSJ DISTRICT ROADWAY WORK PERFORMED 

2635-03-017 Amarillo Loop 335 No Survey 

0016-07-113 San Antonio IH 35 No Survey 

0446-01-047 Yoakum US 90A Intensive Survey 

0913-29-045 Yoakum CR 402 Intensive Survey 

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

 

Signature ________________________________________________   Date:  09 / 11 / 2014 

For FHWA and TxDOT 

cc:  ECOS Data Entry; PD; ENV_ARC: PA File                Table Template for Weekly List Memo.doc 
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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
3OO EAST 8TH STREET, RM 826

AUSTIN, TEXAS 78701
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

t2sE. tl'n STREET
AUSTIN, TEXAS 787 0I.2483

June 30, 2014

Mr. Gilbert Salazar, Chairperson
Business Committee
Kickapoo Tribe of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 70
McLoud, OK 74851

RE: CSJ: 0016-07-113, 0016-05-111, 0016-06-047, and 0017-10-168; lH 35, f rom lH 410 South
to FM 1103, to include Connectors at lH 410 South and lH 35, lH 35 and lH 410West, and lH
35 and Loop 1604, Roadway lmprovements; Bexar, Comal, Guadalupe Counties, San Antonio
District

Dear Mr. Salazar:

The above referenced transportation project is being considered for construction by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT).
Environmental studies are in the process of being conducted for this project. The purpose of this
letter is to contact you in order to initiate Section 106 consultation with your Tribe pursuant to
stipulations of the First Amended Programmatic Agreement among the Federal Highway
Administration, the Texas Department of Transportation, the Texas State Historic Preservation
Otficer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding the lmplementation of
Transportation Undertakings (PA-TU). The project is located in an area that may be of interest
to your Tribe.

The proposed project would provide roadway improvements along lnterstate Highway
(lH) 35, from lH 410 south to Farm-to-Market Road (FM) 1103, through Bexar, Comal and
Guadalupe Counties. The work would include improvements at connectors located at lH
410 South and lH 35, lH 35 and lH 410 West, and lH 35 and Loop 1604. Maps that show the
proposed project area are enclosed, as well as a map of the state that shows the location of
Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties.

The area of potential effects (APE) would include the construction limits along IH 35 of
18.8 miles. The total project length would be 23.9 miles, which includes proposed
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Re: Section 106 Consultation. National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, San Antonio District

CSJ: 0016-07-113, 0016-05-1 1 1,  0016-06-047, and 0017-10-168;
lH 35 Roadway lmprovements; Bexar, Comal, Guadalupe Counties

construction along the connectors. The width of the APE ranges between 300 and 949
feet. The area of the existing right of way (ROW) is approximately 1019.29 acres, and an
additional 25.249 acres would be acquired for a total APE of 10t14.54 acres. The typical
depth of impacts woutd be less than 2 feet below ground surtace along surtace roadways
and a maximum of 60 feet below ground surface at the drill shaft locations for placement
of support piers.

Blanton andAssociates, lnc. (Blanton), under contract to the TxDOT San Antonio District
completed an archeological background study for this project. The following information
summarizes fhe resulfs of the background study, which is attached to this mailing.The
specific construction reference map sections in the Blanton study, have not been included with
this mailing. lf you would like a copy of those maps, please let me know and they will be
provided to you through the TxDOT drop box system.

According to USGS 7.5 minute topographic quadrangles for the project area, the topography is
primarily upland divides and ancient stream terrace. The lowest elevation, 720 feet above mean
sea level, occurs at the southwest end of the APE along lH 410. The elevation rises to 950 feet
above mean sea level at lH 35 and Judson Road. and the elevation at the northeast end of the
APE is 850 feet above mean sea level (see attached report, Appendix A, Figure 2).

According to the Geologic Atlas of Texas, San Antonio Sheet, the general geologic formations
within the APE consist of Cretaceous-age chalk and marl and Quaternary (Pleistocene) alluvial
and colluvial deposits. Any archeological material would be expected at, or near, the surface.
No recent Holocene-age alluvium is mapped in the APE (see attached report, Geology
discussion, pages 3-4).

The Web Soil Survey, courtesy of the United States Department of Agriculture Natural
Resources Conservation Service, maps the soils in the APE as: Houston Black-Houston;
Austin-Tarrant; Lewisville-Houston Black; Austin Eddy; and Branyon-Barborosa-Lewisville.
These soils derived in place from underlying ancient geology and are unlikely to contain intact
buried archeological deposits. Small pockets of Frio and Trinity soils occur at the larger
drainages. Frio and Trinity soils have potential to contain buried archeological deposits,
however, these locations within the proposed APE have been extensively modified, effectively
removing the potential for the presence of intact archeological deposits (see attached report,
Soils discussion, pages 4-5).

Blanton reviewed the Texas Archeological Sites Atlas (Atlas), as well as historic aerial
imagery, highway maps, and archeological reports to compile information regarding
previously completed archeological projects and recorded archeological sifes in and
near the proposed project area.

As shown on the project location maps, the APE is divided into four sections (segments),
with each section under a separate job number (CSJ). The Blanton repoft contains a list
of previously completed archeological investigations that occurred in or within 1.0
kilometer (0.62 mile) of the proposed project area (see attached report, Appendix B). The
majority of these investigations were conducted prior to proposed roadway
improvements.
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Re: Section 106 Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, San Antonio District

CSJ: 001 6-07-1 1 3, 0016-05-111, 001 6-06-047, and 0017-10-168;
lH 35 Roadway lmprovements; Bexar, Comal, Guadalupe Counties

Of the 56 archeological projects previously conducted in this area, 26 of the
investigations recorded andlor conducted eligibility testing on 34 cultural resources (33
archeological sifes and 1 cemetery) gee attached repoft, Appendix C). The previously
recorded archeological sifes are presented in the attached report, Appendix D, which
identifies the project section (segment), site trinomials and descriptions, National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP)/State Antiquities Landmark (SAL) eligibility
determinations, and distance to the proposed APE. Separate maps are also included that
show the locations of the recorded archeological sifes with lahels to identify the
individual site n umbers.

Only two of the previously recorded archeologicat sifes (418X564 and 418X1409), which
are identified either as ATRHP eligible or of unknown eligibility, are located in close
proximity to the proposed APE. The remaining sifes are at least 100 meters (328 feet)
beyond the proposed APE.

Site 418X564 is located within or immediately adjacentto the proposed APE near Selma
Creek. During a 2007 FHWMTxDOT survey for Loop 1604, the site location was revisited.
The investigators found no evidence of the site within the eastbound access road of
Loop 1604, and the portion that might have ertended into the APE was presumed
destroyed.

Site 418X1409 is located approximately 50 meters (164.0 feet) beyond the proposed APE
and is nominated for listing in the NRHP. lt is a multicomponent site containing the
historic 1852 Selma Post Office and Stage Coach Stop and buried Late Prehistoric
cultural deposifs. The cultural assemblage includes a prehistoric Scallorn arrow point
and lithic debitage found in a buried context; historic glass, ceramics, bone, and metal
fragments were ohserved on the surtace. The cobble and moftar structure is located 75
meters (246.1 feet) east of lH 35 and 75 meters (246.1 feet) south of Cibolo Creek. The
structure has been restored and is in excellent condition.

The Atlas shows 9 previously recorded cemeteries located within 1.0 kilometer (0.62
mile) of the proposed APE. The nearest cemetery is located approximately 53 meters
(173.9 feet) from the proposed project area (see Appendix C in attached repoft).

Due to the extensive modern residential and commercial development and highway construction
within the study area and the limited amount of proposed ROW, it is unlikely that the APE
contains any intact archeological deposits. However, the Atlas map does show close proximity
of previously recorded archeological sites to the proposed APE. On June 26, 2014, TxDOT
archeologisfs vrsifed the proposed project location and visually inspected the APE and
the mapped archeological site locations near to and adjacent to the proposed APE, The
investigators found extensive disturbances and modifications to the setting such that it
is unlikely any intact archeological deposits could exist at fhese locations. Given the
documented development and impacts to the physical setting that has occurred with the
proposed APE and the lack of mapped soils and geology with potential to contain buried
archeological material, it is unlikely that any intact archeological material exists in the proposed
APE.
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Re: Section 106 Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, San Antonio District

CSJ: 0016-07-113, 0016-05-1 1 1, 0016-06-047, and 0017-10-168;
lH 35 Roadway lmprovements; Bexar, Comal, Guadalupe Counties

Based on archival research completed and the recent site inspection of the proposed
project location, TxDOT provides the fottowing findings and recommendations for this
proposed project:

o that no archeological historic properties (36 CFR 800.16(l)) would be affected by
this project;

o that no furlher archeological investigation is warranted at this time.

According to our procedures and at the request of the FHWA under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act, we are writing to request your comments on historic properties of
cultural or religious significance to your Tribe that may be affected by the proposed undertaking
APE and the area within the above defined buffer. Any comments you may have on the TxDOT
recommendation should also be provided. Please provide your comments within 30 days of
receipt of this letter. Any comments provided after that time will be addressed to the fullest
extent possible. lf you do not object with a recommendation "no historic properties affected,"
please sign below to indicate your concurrence. In the event that further investigations by our
office disclose the presence of archeological deposits, we will contact your Tribe to continue
consultation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. lf you have questions, please contact Eric Oksanen
(TxDOT Archeologist) at 512l416-2505 (email: Eric.Oksanen@txdot.gov) or me at 5121416-
2638 (email: Sharon.Dornheim@txdot.gov). When replying to this correspondence, please
ensure that the envelope address includes reference to the Archeological Studies Branch,
Environmental Affairs Division.

Sincerely,

&rurnfurrrfur^
Sharon Dornheim
Staff Archeologist / Consultation Coordinator
Archeological Studies Branch
Environmental Affairs Division

Concurrence by:

Attachments

cc w/attachments:
ENV-ARCH Project File / ENV-ARCH ECOS

Date:
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The attached letter was sent by Email to the following tribes on ________June 30, 2014__________: 

 
 

Mr. Gilbert Salazar, Chairperson 
Business Committee 
Kickapoo of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 70 
McLoud, OK  74851 
 
[emailed to Pamela Wesley] 

 

Mr. Juan Garza, Jr., Chairperson  
NAGPRA Coordinator 
Kickapoo Traditional Tribe of Texas 
HC1 Route, Box 9700 
162 Chick Kazen St 
Eagle Pass, TX  78852 
 
[emailed to Don Spaulding] 
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Appendix D - Reference Map. Project location map with previously 
recorded archeological sites and cemeteries within 1,000 m of the
APE - Section (Segment) 1

IMAGE REMOVED

CONTAINS SENSITIVE ARCHEOLOGICAL INFORMATION 

NOT FOR GENERAL PUBLIC DISCLOSURE

Texas Natural Resource Code Title 9, Section 191.004

Texas Antiquities Code Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 24.13

SDORNHE
Typewritten Text

SDORNHE
Typewritten Text

SDORNHE
Typewritten Text



Appendix D - Reference Map. Project location map with previously
recorded archeological sites and cemeteries within 1,000 m of the
APE - Section (Segment) 2
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Appendix D - Reference Map. Project location map with
previously recorded archeological sites and cemeteries
within 1,000 m of the APE - Sections (Segment) 3 and 4
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December 17, 2013 

DRAFT 
ARCHEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND STUDY 

I-35 FROM I-410 SOUTH TO FM 1103 
BEXAR, GUADALUPE, AND COMAL COUNTIES, TEXAS 

(CSJs: 0016-05-111, 0016-06-047, 0016-07-113, and 0017-10-168) 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) San 
Antonio District propose transportation improvements along Interstate Highway 35 (I-35) from I-410 
South to Farm-to-Market (FM) 1103 in Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties, Texas (CSJs: 0016-05-
111, 0016-06-047, 0016-07-113, and 0017-10-168). The proposed project, generally referred to as the I-35 
Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project, includes the construction of four elevated managed lanes (two 
in each direction) between the existing I-35 mainlanes and frontage roads. Operational improvements and 
direct connectors are also proposed at the I-35/I-410 South, I-35/I-410 West, and I-35/Loop 1604 
interchanges.  As depicted in Appendix A: Figures 1 through 3, the construction limits along I-35 begin 
south of the I-35/I-410 South interchange near AT&T Center Parkway (to account for transitions to the 
existing I-35 roadway) and extend to FM 1103 for a distance of approximately 18.8 miles. Figures 1 
through 3 (see Appendix A) show the project location on county base maps, on the San Antonio East, 
Longhorn, and Schertz, Texas U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, and on aerial imagery 
maps, respectively. Figures 4 and 5 (see Appendix A) show the proposed typical sections and 
schematics, respectively, as currently proposed. The final project design is still under consideration and 
will change as the project is refined. The following project description is based on the 30 percent 
schematic design.  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project includes the construction of four elevated managed lanes (two in each direction), 
operational improvements, and proposed direct connectors at major interchanges within the project limits. 
The proposed direct connectors include: 

• I-35/I-410 South interchange – Total of 2 direct connectors extending from I-35 to north of
Seguin Road, a length of approximately 1 mile;

• I-35/I-410 West interchange – Total of 4 direct connectors extending from I-35 to Starcrest Drive,
a length of approximately 2.6 miles; and

• I-35/Loop 1604 interchange – Total of 4 direct connectors extending from I-35 to west of
Lookout Road, a length of approximately 1.5 miles.

The total length of the proposed construction limits along I-35, including the direct connectors at the three 
major interchanges, is approximately 23.9 miles. 

There is a variation of heights associated with the proposed elevated managed lanes and direct connectors.  
The minimum height of the elevated sections of the proposed managed lanes is approximately 16.5 feet 
from the existing I-35 facility.  The height of the proposed elevated managed lanes which would traverse 
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local cross streets range from approximately 26 to 40 feet from the top of the cross street bridge(s) to the 
top of the managed lanes. The approximate maximum height of the proposed elevated managed lanes at 
the major interchanges would be: 

• I-35/I-410 South interchange – 77 feet;

• I-35/I-410 West interchange – 96 feet; and

• I-35/Loop 1604 interchange – 109 feet.

The proposed project would not modify the existing I-35 mainlanes. The proposed improvements are 
generally contained within existing right-of-way (ROW); however, the acquisition of minimal amounts of 
ROW (approximately 7.460 acres) is anticipated at this stage of project development. Minor 
improvements to existing frontage roads would be required to accommodate the proposed new managed 
lanes. No residential or commercial displacements are anticipated at this time.   

Given the length of the proposed project, construction and design information is presented by arbitrary 
segment numbers that correspond to the project’s CSJ numbers to assist in the organization and 
description of the proposed transportation undertaking. The segments, from south to north, are: 

Segment 1 (CSJ: 0017-10-168) begins just south of the I-35/AT&T Center Parkway intersection in eastern 
San Antonio and extends 7.40 miles along I-35 to the I-35/I-410 West interchange.  This segment also 
includes the proposed direct connectors at I-35/I-410 South and I-35/I-410 West. 

Segment 2 (CSJ: 0016-07-113) begins at the I-35/I-410 West interchange and extends 6.79 miles along 
I-35 to the Bexar/Guadalupe County Line.  This segment also includes the proposed direct connectors at 
Loop 1604. 

Segment 3 (CSJ: 0016-06-047) begins at the Bexar/Guadalupe County Line and extends 3.33 miles north 
to the Guadalupe/Comal County Line. 

Segment 4 (CSJ: 0016-05-111) begins at the Guadalupe/Comal County Line and extends 1.15 miles north 
to the I-35/FM 1103 intersection.  

The existing I-35 ROW varies from approximately 300 feet to 949 feet wide (see Figures 4.1 
through 4.3). The proposed ROW primarily consists of narrow strips up to approximately 50 feet wide 
adjacent to the existing ROW.  An exception is the proposed ROW at the intersection of I-410 West and 
I-35 near the northern end of Segment 1, where it is a maximum of approximately 125 feet wide.  

The proposed ROW consists of a total of 7.460 acres: 3.796 acres in Segment 1 (0.190 acre along the I-35 
northbound access road exit onto AT&T Center Parkway and 3.606 acres at the intersection of I-35 and 
I-410 West) (see Figures 5.1, 5.2, 5.9, and 5.10), 1.146 acres in Segment 2 (0.056 acre along the I-35 
northbound access road exit onto Pat Booker Road, 1.004 acres along the I-35 northbound access road 
entrance from Loop 1604, and 0.086 acre along the I-35 southbound access road entrance onto I-410 
West) (see Figures 5.15 and 5.16), and 2.518 acres in Segment 4 on the I-35 northbound and southbound 
access roads immediately south of FM 1103 (see Figures 5.23 and 5.24); there is no proposed ROW in 
Segment 3. 
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The depth of the proposed impacts throughout the Area of Potential Effect (APE) is not known at this 
time. Estimated depths of disturbances, based on standard construction techniques, would range from 
approximately two to three feet below existing ground surface for at grade sections of the roadway and 10 
feet for new culverts. The depth of the columns that would support the managed lanes and direct 
connectors would be approximately 20-30 feet deep. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The proposed project is located in the Edwards Plateau ecoregion of Texas as defined by the Texas Parks 
and Wildlife Department (TPWD). Commonly referred to as the “Hill Country,” the Edwards Plateau is a 
rough rocky area that supports a tall or mid-grass understory and an overstory made up primarily of live 
oak (Quercus virginiana), Ashe juniper (Juniperus ashei), and mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa).  

Geology 

Geology of the APE consists of Cretaceous chalk and marl (Pecan Gap Chalk), and Quaternary 
(Pleistocene) alluvial and colluvial deposits (e.g., Quaternary Alluvium, Fluviatile terrace deposits, and 
Leona Formation). The following geology discussion proceeds from south to north. 

Segment 1 geology, from south to north, consists of Pleistocene Fluviatile deposits, the Pleistocene Leona 
Formation, and Cretaceous-age Pecan Gap Chalk. The fluviatile terrace deposits include gravel, sand, and 
clay above the current flood plains of drainages with; constituent materials including limestone, dolomite, 
and chert (Barnes 1974). The Leona Formation comprises fine calcareous silt that grades to coarse gravels 
and may correlate with Onion Creek Marl in Austin (Barnes 1974). The Cretaceous-age Pecan Gap Chalk, 
which consists of chalk and chalky marl up to 400 feet thick (Barnes 1974), is in the northern limits of 
Segment 1 from approximately the I-35/Walzem Road intersection to the northern terminus of the 
segment at the I-35/I-410 West interchange; based on the age and character of Pecan Gap Chalk, which 
predates known human occupation of Texas, those deposits have little to no potential to contain intact 
archeological materials. Given the character of the Pleistocene deposits that are above the current flood 
plains of drainages, there is a potential for prehistoric lithic procurement sites in areas where gravels are 
exposed at the ground surface or within drainage channels, though such sites would likely be palimpsests 
of surface artifacts spanning thousands of years of prehistoric activity and would have little research 
potential. Segment 1 contains no recent (Holocene) alluvium that regionally has been shown to have a 
good potential to contain intact buried archeological resources. 

Segment 2 geology consists of, from south to north, Cretaceous Pecan Gap Chalk (described above), a 
small area of the Leona Formation (described above) that extends east into the APE at the I-35/I-410 West 
interchange, and Pleistocene fluviatile deposits along and adjacent to Cibolo Creek at the northern 
terminus of Segment 2. The terrace deposits include gravel, sand, and clay above the current flood plains 
of drainages; when adjacent to the Edwards Plateau as the I-35 project is, the constituent materials tend to 
be gravel, limestone, dolomite, and chert (Barnes 1974). Given the character of the Pleistocene terrace 
deposits that are above the current flood plains of drainages, there is a potential for prehistoric lithic 
procurement sites in areas where the gravels are exposed at the ground surface or within drainage 
channels, though such sites would likely be palimpsests of surface artifacts spanning thousands of years 
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of prehistoric activity and would have little research potential. Segment 2 contains no recent (Holocene) 
alluvium that regionally has been shown to have a good potential to contain intact buried archeological 
resources. 

Segment 3, from south to north, consists of a band of Pleistocene Fluviatile deposits (described above) 
along and adjacent to Cibolo Creek at the southern terminus of Segment 3 and Cretaceous Pecan Gap 
Chalk (described above) extending to the northern terminus of Segment 3 at the Comal/Guadalupe 
County Line. Segment 3 contains no recent (Holocene) alluvium that regionally has been shown to have a 
good potential to contain intact buried archeological resources. 

Segment 4 geology consists of Cretaceous-age Pecan Gap Chalk (described above). Segment 4 contains 
no recent (Holocene) alluvium that regionally has been shown to have a good potential to contain intact 
buried archeological resources. 

Soils 

Soils throughout the APE are generally calcareous clayey soils overlying chalk, marl, and Pleistocene (or 
older) gravelly alluvium and colluvium. Segment 1 contains soils of the Houston Black-Houston 
association, which consists of dense clayey upland soils that developed in situ. Included in the association 
are small areas of Trinity and Frio soils that are found on floodplains and bottomlands. Given the in situ 
development of the Houston Black and Houston series soils, they have little to no potential to contain 
intact buried archeological deposits. In contrast, the small areas of Frio and Trinity soils, if intact, have a 
potential to contain buried archeological material. However, given that the majority of the APE is 
disturbed—consisting primarily of existing I-35 ROW in densely developed urban areas with surface and 
subsurface utilities—it is doubtful that these small areas of Trinity and Frio soils that may extend into the 
APE contain archeological deposits with significant research potential. 

Segment 2 contains soils of three general associations: the Austin-Tarrant association, the Houston Black-
Houston association, and the Lewisville-Houston Black, terrace association (Taylor et al. 1991). The 
southern terminus of Segment 2 contains soils of the Houston Black-Houston association described above 
that grade into soils of the Austin-Tarrant association just north of Windcrest. The Austin-Tarrant 
association consists of dense clayey upland soils that developed in situ from chalks and marls and 
therefore have little to no potential to contain intact buried archeological material. At the northern 
terminus of Segment 2 is a band of Lewisville-Houston Black, terrace association, near and along Cibolo 
Creek that roughly corresponds in extent to the band of Pleistocene fluviatile terrace deposits on the north 
and south sides of the creek. The Lewisville-Houston Black, terrace association, consists of clays and silts 
clays that developed in old alluvium; it has some potential to contain buried archeological material given 
the alluvial origins of the soil. However, based on its Pleistocene age, any archeological deposits are 
likely surficial and/or compressed shallowly into the soil and out of primary context. 

Segment 3 contains, from south to north, soils of the Branyon-Barbarosa-Lewisville association and the 
Austin-Eddy association. The Branyon-Barbarosa-Lewisville association consists of clayey soils on 
ancient stream terraces that formed from ancient alluvium (Taylor et al. 1991:3). This association extends 
along Cibolo Creek into Guadalupe County at the southern terminus of Segment 3. The Austin-Eddy 
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association extends from just north of Cibolo Creek to the northern terminus of Segment 3 at the 
Guadalupe/Comal County Line. This association is characterized by moderately deep to very shallow 
clayey to gravelly upland soils that developed in place from weathered chalk and marl. Given that the 
Branyon-Barbarosa-Lewisville association formed from ancient alluvium, it has little potential to contain 
intact buried archeological material. Similarly, the in situ development of the Austin-Eddy association is 
not conducive to buried archeological deposits.  

Segment 4 contains, from south to north, soils of the Austin-Castephen-Houston Black association and the 
Heiden-Houston Black association (Batte 1984). The Austin-Castephen-Houston Black association 
consists of clayey upland Blackland Prairie soils that developed in place from chalks and interbedded 
marls; given the in situ development of these soils, they have little to no potential to contain intact 
archeological deposits. The Heiden-Houston Black association consists of clayey upland Blackland 
Prairie soils that developed in place from underlying calcareous clay and shale; given the in situ 
development of these soils, they have little to no potential to contain intact archeological deposits. 

Vegetation 

The San Antonio/Bexar County area supports a diverse assemblage of vegetation as it is located in an 
ecotone where four major Texas vegetation types meet. The region is characterized by Edwards Plateau 
vegetation to the west, Blackland Prairie to the northeast, the Post Oak Savanna to the east, and the 
Tamaulipan Shrublands to the south (McMahan et al. 1984). 

Major floristic influences of the area include woody vegetation of the Edwards Plateau, such as Plateau 
live oak (Quercus fusiformis), Spanish oak (Quercus buckleyi), netleaf hackberry (Celtis reticulata), and 
Ashe juniper (Juniperus ashei) trees and shrubs. Another strong vegetational influence includes 
Tamaulipan Shrublands that contributes such species as blackbrush (Acacia rigidula), with occasional 
bluewood (Condalia hookeri), huisache (Acacia farnesiana), spiny hackberry (Celtis pallida), whitebrush 
(Aloysia gratissima), shrubby blue sage (Salvia ballotaefolia), and Texas paloverde (Parkinsonia 
aculeata). The Blackland Prairie and the Post Oak Savanna contribute plant species that prefer heavy clay 
soils and flora adapted to sandy soils, respectively. Many of these species are prairie forbs and grasses. 
Other plants ubiquitous in South-Central Texas include honey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa), huisache 
(Acacia farnesiana), pricklypear (Opuntia engelmannii var. lindheimeri), and Mexican persimmon 
(Diospyros texana).  

Fallow fields and waste areas are typically dominated by Johnsongrass (Sorghum halapense), 
bermudagrass (Cynodon dactylon), threeawns (Aristida spp.), silver bluestem (Bothriochloa laguroides), 
dallies-grass (Paspalum dilatatum), knotroot bristlegrass (Setaria parviflora), and sideoats grama 
(Bouteloua curtipendula). Common forbs include upright prairie coneflower (Ratibida columnifera), 
western ragweed (Ambrosia psilostachya), silverleaf nightshade (Solanum elaeagnifolium), common 
sunflower (Helianthus annuus), and broom snakeweed (Gutierrez sarothrae). 

Riparian areas are typically dominated by trees such as sugar hackberry (Celtis laevigata) and live oak 
(Quercus virginiana). The riparian areas of larger stream systems often support bald cypress (Taxodium 
distichum), sycamore (Platanus occidentalis) cedar elm (Ulmus crassifolia), eastern cottonwood (Populus 
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deltoides), green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), boxelder (Acer negundo), and black willow (Salix nigra), 
in addition to hackberry and live oak. Common herbaceous species in riparian areas include giant 
ragweed (Ambrosia trifida), western ragweed (A. psilostachya), Johnsongrass, woodoats (Chasmanthium 
latifolium), bermudagrass, switchgrass (Panicum virgatum), and vaseygrass (Paspalum dilitatum). 

PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS AND KNOWN ARCHEOLOGICAL SITES 

A review of records available on the Texas Historical Commission’s online Texas Archeological Sites 
Atlas (ATLAS) on December 4, 2013 indicated that 56 previous archeological investigations have been 
conducted (Appendix B) and 42 previously recorded archeological sites and historic cemeteries 
(Appendix C) are located within a 1,000-meter search radius of the APE. Additionally, a number of 
historic structures were observed within the study area on the 1936 (revised 1940) and 1961 General 
Highway Maps, Bexar, Guadalupe, and Comal Counties, Texas (Texas State Highway Department 
(TSHD) 1940, 1961) and the 1953 and 1961 USGS 7.5’ San Antonio East, Longhorn, and Schertz, Texas 
topographic quadrangle maps (Perry-Castañeda Library Map Collection (PCL) 2011). 

Previous Investigations 

The previous investigations are presented from south to north in Appendix B. The date, type, location, 
and results of the investigations; project sponsor; and publication references, when available, are 
presented in the table. These investigations consist of short linear surveys or small area surveys; the 
majority of these were conducted prior to proposed roadway improvements. Proposed roadway 
improvement projects were investigated for TxDOT, TxDOT/Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 
TxDOT/City of San Antonio, and TxDOT/City of Selma.  

Proposed waterline improvement projects resulted in investigations for the Texas Water Development 
Board (TWDB), TWDB/Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the San Antonio Water System 
(SAWS). Three investigations were conducted at Fort Sam Houston for the Army and the Corps of 
Engineers/Fort Worth District (COE/FW).  

Transmission and telephone line and substation investigations were conducted for the Lower Colorado 
River Authority (LCRA), the Rural Electrification Administration (REA), the City Public Service (CPS 
Energy), Southwestern Bell, and the Comal Independent School District (CISD).  

Improvements to parks, greenbelts, and one golf course were investigated for the cities of San Antonio, 
Universal City, and Selma, Bexar County, TxDOT/City of Selma, and TxDOT/FHWA/City of San 
Antonio. Additional development projects were investigated for the US Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) and COE/FW. 

Of the 56 archeological investigations, thirty surveys resulted in negative findings within the study area 
(see Appendix B). Twenty-six archeological investigations resulted in the recording and/or testing of 34 
cultural resources (33 archeological sites and one cemetery) within the study area. These include the 
recording of seven archeological sites (41BX779, 41BX1408, 41BX1209, 41BX1406, 41BX389, 
41BX422, and 41BX305) during a survey for the COE/FW and Army at Fort Sam Houston, eleven 
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archeological sites (41BX482, 473 through 479, combined sites 41BX271 and 41BX17, and 41BX1765) 
during three separate surveys for the City of San Antonio’s Salado Creek Greenbelt, two archeological 
sites (41BX1265 and 41BX1267) during a survey for Universal City’s Olympia Hills Golf Course, and 
two archeological sites (41BX998 and 41BX999) during a survey for the City of Selma’s Retama Park. 
Additionally, one archeological site each was recorded during surveys conducted for TxDOT at Wurzbach 
Parkway (41BX950), for TxDOT/FHWA/City of San Antonio at the southern Salado Creek Greenbelt 
(41BX1679), for Southwestern Bell at the Retama/Selma wireless tower (41GU39), for SAWS at the 
Cibolo Creek Sewershed (41BX1922), a transmission line for REA (41BX401), an electrical substation 
survey for CPS (41CM335), and two electrical substation surveys for LCRA revisited the same site 
(41GU82). Site 41GU22 was recorded during a survey for REA at Cibolo Circuit Number 2 and revisited 
later during an electrical substation survey for CPS. 

Site 41BX564 was investigated prior to two TxDOT roadway improvements at Loop 1604 and FM 2252 
and a Cibolo Creek Municipal Water Line project. Five surveys conducted for the City of Selma included 
a neighborhood park (41BX1914), a hike and bike trail/historic Harrison Home (41BX1966), and the 
Selma Stagecoach Stop (41BX1409); site 41BX1409 was revisited during a road improvement project 
and during a site specific assessment utilizing metal detecting.  

Additionally, three National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) testing and/or data recovery projects 
were carried out for the Army at 41BX1209, the city of San Antonio at combined sites 41BX17 and 
41BX271, and for the City of Selma and TxDOT at 41BX1409 (see Appendix B). 

Archeological Sites 

The previously recorded archeological sites are presented south to north in Appendix C. The project 
segment numbers, site trinomials, descriptions, NRHP/State Antiquities Landmark (SAL) eligibility 
determinations, and distance to the proposed APE are presented in the table.  

Segment 1 

Site 41BX1609 is the historic 1874 Jack White Home which currently serves as a San Antonio City Park 
Police Office; it has been modified and moved and determined ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP or 
listing as a SAL.  

Seven prehistoric sites, 41BX779, 41BX1408, 41BX1209, 41BX1406, 41BX389, 41BX422, and 
41BX305, were recorded during a large area survey at Fort Sam Houston which is located at the 
southwestern terminus of the study area. Fort Sam Houston was authorized in 1875 and completed in 
1879 as the United States Army’s principal supply base in the Southwest; it is designated as a National 
Historic Landmark (NHL) District and is included in the NRHP. Site 41BX1209 was tested and 
determined ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP or listing as a SAL; 41BX1406 was also determined 
ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP or listing as a SAL. Three prehistoric sites (41BX389, 41BX422, and 
41BX305) have unknown eligibility determinations requiring avoidance or further evaluation, as 
significance testing was recommended for all three sites. There is no record of historic structures within 
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the portion of Fort Sam Houston located within the study area and it is unlikely that there are associated 
historic archeological deposits within the APE.  

Eleven prehistoric sites, 41BX482, 41BX473 through 479, and combined sites 41BX271 and 41BX17, 
were recorded during the survey of the Salado Creek Greenbelt and revisited during the surveys of Tobin 
Park. Sites 41BX482, 41BX478, 41BX473 through 41BX 475, and 41BX477 were determined to have no 
research values and no further work was recommended. Three sites, 41BX479, 41BX476, and combined 
sites 41BX271 and 41BX17, require further assessment in the form of archeological testing and more in-
depth background research prior to any potential construction impacts. Site 41BX1765 was recorded near 
these sites in the Salado Creek floodplain; it has been destroyed by modern development. Site 41BX1765 
is ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP or listing as a SAL and no further work is warranted. 

The remaining sites (presented south to north, Segment 2: 41BX950, 41BX998, 41BX401, 41BX1922, 
41BX564, 41BX1267, 41BX1265 (see cemetery discussion below), 41BX1914, 41BX1966, 41BX1409, 
and 41BX999; Segment 3: 41GU39, 41GU82, and 41CM335; and Segment 4: 41GU22) were recorded 
during small area or short linear surveys.  

A total of nine sites (41BX1679, 41BX1408, 41BX1209, 41BX1406, 41BX1765, 41BX998, 41BX999, 
41GU82, and 41CM335) were determined ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP or listing as SALs and 
require no further cultural resource investigation.  

Two sites (41BX1914 and 41BX1409) were determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and SAL 
listing and 21 sites (41BX779, 41BX389, 41BX422, 41BX305, 41BX482, 41BX473 through 479, 
combined sites 41BX271 and 41BX17, 41BX950, 41BX401, 41BX1922, 41BX564, 41BX1267, 
41BX1966, 41GU39, and 41GU22) have unknown NRHP eligibility. These 23 archeological sites should 
be avoided; if this is not possible, further eligibility assessment or data recovery may be warranted.  

NRHP eligible multicomponent site, 41BX1914, consists of the historic 1852 Harrison House and 12.86-
acre homestead located on a bluff overlooking Cibolo Creek in Selma, Texas. Its associated historic road 
connects the property to the NRHP eligible historic Stage Stop and Post Office (41BX1409). The 
Harrison House, a one story stone structure, is a NRHP historic property and listed as a SAL. The non-
contributing prehistoric component of the site consists of a looted Archaic-period open camp containing 
lithic tools and debitage and fire cracked rock (FCR); it is located in the agricultural field south of the 
Harrison House. This property is located a distance of 600 m to the proposed APE and should not be 
affected by the proposed project. However, if the proposed project is expanded in the area of 41BX1914, 
additional research would be required to confirm the NRHP property boundary of the Harrison House 
listing and to determine if the NRHP boundary needs to be updated. 

Only four of the above listed 23 archeological sites requiring avoidance or additional research are located 
in close proximity to the proposed APE. The remaining sites vary between 101 meters (m) and 1,069 m to 
the proposed APE and would not be impacted by the proposed project. Combined sites 41BX271/41BX17 
are located a minimum of 29 m south of I-410 West and may extend into the APE. This buried prehistoric 
camp contained human burials, a large burned rock midden (BRM), diagnostic artifacts, and hearths; it is 
likely NRHP and SAL eligible and further investigations would be warranted if it cannot be avoided.  
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Site 41BX564 is located within or immediately adjacent to the proposed APE near Selma Creek. When 
this site was investigated in 2008, no evidence of the site was found within the eastbound access road of 
Loop 1604; however, it may require a site visit to determine whether any potential significant cultural 
deposits exist within the proposed APE.  

NRHP-nominated site 41BX1409 is located within 47.4 m of the proposed APE. It is a multicomponent 
site containing the historic 1852 Selma Post Office and Stage Coach Stop and buried Late Prehistoric 
cultural deposits. The cultural assemblage includes a prehistoric Scallorn arrow point and lithic debitage 
found in a buried context; historic glass, ceramics, bone, and metal fragments were observed on the 
surface. The cobble and mortar structure is located 75 m east of I-35 and 75 m south of Cibolo Creek; it 
has been restored and is in excellent condition. Protective barriers and/or archeological monitoring during 
construction may be necessary, dependent upon the proposed impacts near the site. 

From south to north, the nine cemeteries are Unnamed (BX-C204), Perrin (BX-C006), Bueche (BX-
C005), Agnes Hurst (BX-C200), Our Lady of Perpetual Help #1 (BX-C114), Englemann (BX-C077), 
Mission Burial Retama, also known as Grote Cemetery (BX-C187), Unnamed (41BX1265), and Our 
Lady of Perpetual Help #2, also known as the Selma Catholic Cemetery (BX-C115). Please see Appendix 
C for specific information regarding project segment numbers, cemetery names, descriptions, locations, 
NRHP eligibility determinations, and distance to the proposed APE. Our Lady of Perpetual Help #1 
Cemetery (BX-C114) is nearest the proposed APE at a distance of 53.3 m, followed by Our Lady of 
Perpetual Help #2 (BX-C115) at 97.1 m; the remaining cemeteries vary between 289 and 991 m from the 
proposed APE. Two cemeteries (Bueche/BX-C005 and 41BX1265) have been determined eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP and listing as SALs; the remaining six have undetermined NRHP and/or SAL 
eligibility. Cemeteries of any age are protected from disturbance by Section 711.035 of the Health and 
Safety Code and by TxDOT’s Cemetery Policy. All cemeteries require avoidance and protection; 
archeological monitoring and/or protective barriers may be necessary dependent upon the proposed 
impacts near these cemeteries. 

Numerous historic structures were observed within the APE on the 1936 (revised 1940) and 1961 General 
Highway Maps, Bexar, Guadalupe, and Comal Counties, Texas (TSHD 1940, 1961) and the 1953 and 
1961 USGS 7.5’ San Antonio East, Longhorn, and Schertz, Texas topographic quadrangle maps (PCL 
Map Collection 2011). Fort Sam Houston is located at the southwestern terminus of the proposed APE; it 
is designated as a NHL District and is listed in the NRHP. Four historic properties (NRHP-nominated Old 
Lone Star Brewery and Fort Sam Houston and NRHP eligible school buildings and a commercial 
property) and 47 potential historic structures were identified within the study area and are reported under 
separate cover. Due to the extensive modern residential and commercial development and highway 
construction within the study area and the limited amount of proposed ROW, it is unlikely that there are 
associated intact historic archeological deposits within the APE. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the results of this cultural background study, geologic and soil conditions, and the previous level 
of disturbances (e.g. fiber optic cables, overhead transmission lines, subsurface utilities, and construction 
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of I-35) within the existing I-35 ROW from I-410 South to FM 1103, Blanton & Associates, Inc. (B&A) 
recommends an archeological investigation at the interface between Segments 2 and 3, located along 
Cibolo and Selma Creeks. Because numerous significant sites have been recorded along both creeks on 
similar landforms as those in the study area, the area is considered to have a potential to contain buried 
cultural resources. An archeological reconnaissance survey with limited subsurface testing (i.e., shovel 
testing), as necessary based on field conditions, is recommended to assess the level of previous impacts 
and potential for buried archeological resources in this area of Segments 2 and 3. 

Additionally, three archeological sites (combined sites 41BX271 and 41BX17 in Segment 1 and 41BX564 
in Segment 2) may extend into the proposed APE; these site areas should be assessed to determine 
whether intact deposits exist within the project area. The NRHP-listed Selma Post Office and Stage Coach 
Stop (41BX1409) and Our Lady of Perpetual Help Cemeteries # 1 (BX-C114) and #2 (BX-C115) are in 
close proximity to the proposed APE at 47.4 m, 53.3 m, and 97.1 m, respectively. If the proposed project 
is expanded in the area of these sites within Segments 1 and 2, additional research would be required to 
fully assess whether further preservation plans can be established or whether archeological mitigation is 
an option. 

The NRHP-listed Harrison Homestead and historic road property (41BX1914) is located in Segment 2 
relatively close to the proposed APE. If the proposed project is expanded in the area of this site, additional 
research would be required to accurately determine the NRHP property boundary of the Harrison House 
listing and to determine if the NRHP boundary needs to be updated. 

Based on the above data, it is the opinion of B&A that the proposed construction within the remainder of 
the proposed I-35 APE should be allowed to proceed as planned without additional investigations, as 
there is little to no potential to affect archeological historic properties or SALs. However, if it is 
determined that the I-35 project ultimately requires impacts beyond those currently proposed, further 
assessments and/or an intensive survey may be warranted in those areas to determine potential impacts to 
archeological resources eligible for inclusion on the NRHP or SAL listing (13 TAC 26.12). 
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Appendix B: Previous Archeological Surveys (south to north) 
Date Description Project Sponsor References 

2008 
Linear survey of [southern] Salado Creek Hike and Bike Trail (TAC #4122); site 41BX1679 
within the study area  

TxDOT/FHWA/ City 
of San Antonio 

Young 2008 

1978 
Area survey at Fort Sam Houston; seven prehistoric sites (41BX779, 41BX1408, 41BX1209, 
41BX1406, 41BX389, 41BX422, and 41BX305) within the study area 

COE/Fort 
Worth/Army 

None per ATLAS 

2007 Area survey of three sewer outfall siphons near Salado Creek (TAC# 4730); negative survey 
San Antonio Water 
System 

Held and Darnell 2008 

1999 Linear survey of sewer relief line (TAC# 2185);  negative survey 
San Antonio Water 
System 

Miller and Meadows 
2000 

1992 Area survey of Pletz County Park (TAC# 1070); negative survey 
Bexar County Parks 
Department 

Cox 1992 

1983 Linear water line survey between Gembler  and Williams Roads; negative survey EPA/TWDR None per ATLAS 

? Area survey of the exit ramp to Old Sequin Road at the NE I-410 Loop; negative survey   TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1981 Area survey between Old Sequin Road and the NE I-410 Loop; negative survey HUD None per ATLAS 

2002 
Testing at Fort Sam Houston; site 41BX1209 within the study area; Karl Kibler (PI), Patrick 
McLoughlin (author) with Prewitt & Associates  

Army McLoughlin 2002 

1987 Linear survey, negative results within the study area COE/Fort Worth None per ATLAS 

1975 Linear survey of Rittiman Road between Harry Wurtzbach Hwy and I-410; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1977 
Area survey by UTSA/CAR of the southern part of Robert L. B. Tobin Park (Tobin Park); three 
sites (41BX478, 41BX479, and 41BX482) within the study area (revisited in 2007) 

City of San Antonio 
McGraw and Valdez 
1977 

2007 
Linear survey of the Salado Creek Greenbelt (TAC# 4561); revisited eleven previously recorded 
sites 41BX17/271, 41BX473 through 479, 41BX482, and 41BX1765  

City of San Antonio Munoz 2008 

1977 
Area survey of northern part of Tobin Park, south of I-410 on both sides of Salado Creek; eight 
sites (41BX271, and 41BX473 through 479) within the study area (revisited in 2007, see above) 

City of San Antonio None per ATLAS 

1966/2006 Testing of sites 41BX17 and 41BX271 within Tobin Park  
City of San 
Antonio/TxDOT 

Schuetz 1966 and  
Thompson 2006 

? Linear survey of I-35, just north of North Weidner Road to I-410; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1980 
Linear survey of Crestway Drive, Randolph Blvd. to Midcrown Drive; negative results within the 
study area 

TxDOT None per ATLAS 

2006 
Area survey (both sides of Beitel Creek paralleling railroad tracks adjacent to I-410); negative 
survey 

COE/Ft. Worth 
Lowe (not yet 
available) 
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1991 
Linear survey of Wurtzbach Parkway, Crosswinds Way to West Avenue; site 41BX950 within the 
study area  

TxDOT None per ATLAS 

2009 
Area survey (TAC# 5391); archeological and historic resources survey of existing bridge and road 
ROW along Weidner Road at Beitel Creek; negative survey 

City of San 
Antonio/TxDOT 

Kibler and Dase 2009 

1990 Linear survey of O'Connor Road, I-410 to Live Oak Road; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1990 Narrow area survey of O'Connor Road, I-410 to Live Oak Road; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1997 Linear survey of O'Connor Road west of Wurtzbach Parkway; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1991 Linear survey of Judson Road between I-35 and Nacogdoches Road; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1985 
Linear survey of Toepperwein Road, west of I-35 from Village Oak Drive west beyond the study 
area; negative results within the study area 

TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1977 Linear survey of I-35 between Tech Com and Selma Creek; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

2007 Linear survey of Loop 1604 (TAC# 4182); revisited 41BX564 (not significant within their ROW) FHWA and TxDOT Thompson et al. 2008 

2010 
Linear survey of Loop 1604 between I-35 and US 90 (TAC# 5624); negative results within the 
study area 

TxDOT 
Young and Sanchez 
2011 

1976 
Linear survey of transmission line between Lookout Road and FM 2252; site 41BX401 was 
recorded by CAR-UTSA within the study area 

REA None per ATLAS 

2012 
Linear survey of sewer line at Cibolo Creek Sewershed (TAC# 5936); site 41BX1922 within the 
study area. 

San Antonio Water 
System 

Dayton 2012 

1982 
Linear survey of Cibolo Creek Municipal water line, southwest of the Loop 1604 and 
Nacogdoches Road (FM 2252) intersection; site 41BX564 within the study area  

EPA/TWDB Fox 1982 

1986 
Linear survey of Nacogdoches Road (FM 2252) from O’Conner Road to Loop 1604; revisited site 
41BX564 within the study area  

FHWA and TxDOT Weir 1986 

1998 
Area survey (TAC# 1939) of proposed Olympia Hills Golf Course; sites 41BX1265 and 
41BX1267 within the study area  

City of Universal 
City 

Walter et al. 2002 

2011 Area survey of a neighborhood park (TAC# 6083); site 41BX1914  City of Selma Clark 2012 

2013 Linear survey of hike and bike trail and Harrison Home (TAC# 6434); site 41BX1966  City of  Selma Clark 2013 

2005 Area survey and shovel testing of the Selma Stagecoach Stop (TAC# 2395); site 41BX1409  City of  Selma Nickels et al. 2005 

2004 Area survey (TAC# 3557) of Selma Emergency Access Road adjacent to 41BX1409  City of Selma Voellinger 2004 
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2010 Area survey, pedestrian and metal detecting (TAC# 3740); site 41BX1409 (see above) 
City of Selma and 
TxDOT 

Peyton 2010 

2011 
Data recovery at 41BX1409 (TAC# 4216) by M. Voellinger with Cedar Valley Environmental 
Services  

City of 
Selma/TxDOT 

Voellinger 2011 (not 
yet available) 

1997 Area survey of proposed Retama/Selma Monopole project; site 41GU39  Southwestern Bell Vierra et al. 1998 

1993 
Three adjacent linear surveys of Retama Park infrastructure (TAC# 1300); sites 41BX998 and 
41BX999 within the study area  

City of  Selma Guderjan 1993 

1982 Linear water line survey, negative results within the study area EPA and TWDB  None per ATLAS 

1998 Linear water line survey (TAC 1934); negative results within the study area TWDB  Henderson 1998 

1976 Linear survey for transmission line; negative survey REA None per ATLAS 

2011 Linear survey of electric line corridor along Lookout Road (TAC# 5981); negative survey CPS Energy Galindo 2011 

2011 Linear survey of water lines (TAC# 5757); negative survey 
San Antonio Water 
System 

Matthew et al. 2013 

1988 Linear survey of I-35 from Selma Creek extending north of the study area; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1997 
Small area survey associated with a transmission line; north side of West Dietz Creek, east of I-
35; negative survey  

LCRA None per ATLAS 

1997 Linear survey of transmission line; parallel to and east of I-35; negative survey LCRA None per ATLAS 

2002 Area survey of Weiderstein electric substation (TAC# 2775); site 41GU82 within the study area  LCRA Malof et al. 2005 

2007 
Area survey of Weiderstein Substation Drainage Ditch (TAC # 4412); site 41GU82 within the 
study area  

LCRA 
Malof and Prikryl 
2008 

2010 Area survey (TAC# 5500) of Comal ISD development; negative survey Comal ISD Peyton 2010 

2007 Area survey southwest of the intersection of Humertus Road and I-35; negative survey COE/Ft. Worth None per ATLAS 

1991 
Linear survey of I-35 from just south of FM 1103 continuing north beyond the study area; 
negative results within the study area 

TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1985 
Area survey centered around Fox Run, Scenic Hills Lane, and CR 376; site 41GU22 within the 
study area  

REA Moore 1985 

2013 Linear survey of Tri-County Substation (TAC# 6447); site 41CM335 within the study area  CPS  Smith et al. 2013 
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Appendix C: Known Archeological Sites I-35 from I-410 South to FM 1103 

Site Site Description 
Eligibility Distance to APE   

(meters/mile) Eligible Unknown Ineligible 
SEGMENT 1 (CSJ: 0017-10-168) 

41BX1679 2006: Historic 1874 Jack White Home, currently City Park Police Office 
  

x 173 m (0.11 mile) 

41BX779 

1987: Historic 1930s Ft. Sam Houston dump; Salado Creek gullies filled with 
garbage from demolished military post (possibly Camp Travis WWI 
barracks); dump may cover prehistoric sites at this location. Further 
assessments recommended. 

x 815 m (0.51 mile) 

41BX1408 2000: Historic domestic dump in depression located 30 m SE of Salado Creek x 945 m (0.59 mile) 

41BX1209 
Recorded in 1978; tested in 2002: small prehistoric open camp with limited 
cultural assemblage; located on Fort Sam Houston overlooking Salado Creek. 

x 750 m (0.47 miles) 

41BX1406 
2000: Prehistoric lithic scatter; 6 flakes in a cluster, possibly looters pile; 
overlooking Salado Creek. 

x 952 m (0.59  mile) 

41BX389 

1977: Prehistoric lithic scatter, widely scattered core tools, some flakes, some 
FCR; flakes and core concentrated in 5 x 5 meter area south of main site; 
indeterminate site condition; upland site; site should be assessed for 
significance. 

x 1,069 m (0.66 mile) 

41BX422 
1977: Prehistoric lithic scatter 200 m west of Salado Creek; 1 scraper on large 
cortical flake, 8 flakes, and 2 core fragments exposed in horse trail; surface 
investigation only; site should be assessed for buried cultural materials. 

x 715 m (0.44 mile) 

41BX305 

1977: Prehistoric open camp located on the southwest bank of Salado Creek in 
John James Park; shell, FCR, flakes, cores, bifaces, and unifaces observed; 
disturbed by horse trails, hiking paths, dumping areas, and flooding;  site 
dimension unknown; NRHP/SAL testing recommended. 

x 984 m (0.61 mile) 

BX-C204 
Unnamed cemetery located on the east side of the intersection of Ray Bon 
Drive and Guinevere Drive, located immediately east of the study boundary. 

x 991 m (0.62 mile) 

41BX482 
1977, 2007: Prehistoric lithic scatter on terrace of Salado Creek; destroyed by 
bulldozing; currently a city dump; no further work required. 

x 484 m (0.30 mile) 

41BX479 
1977, 2007: Prehistoric quarry/workshop (all stages of lithic debitage, cores, 
scrapers) on shallow terrace of Salado Creek; testing recommended.  

x 466 m (0.29 mile) 

41BX478 
1977, 2007: Prehistoric lithic scatter (light scatter of debitage and cores) on 
low terrace of Salado Creek; no research value and no further work 
recommended. 

x 428 m (0.27 mile) 

41BX476 
1977, 2007: Prehistoric open camp with probable BRM on bank of Salado 
Creek; some flood damage; has research potential and testing recommended. 

x 324 m (0.20 mile) 

41BX475 
1977, 2007: Prehistoric lithic scatter on terrace of Salado Creek; sparse 
assemblage; no research value and no further work recommended. 

x 286 m (0.18 mile) 
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Site Site Description 
Eligibility Distance to APE   

(meters/mile) Eligible Unknown Ineligible 

41BX474 
1977, 2007: Prehistoric lithic scatter on terrace of Salado Creek; sparse 
assemblage, flood damaged and eroded; no research value and no further work 
recommended. 

x 240 m (0.15 mile) 

41BX473 
1977, 2007: Prehistoric lithic scatter on terrace of Salado Creek; sparse 
assemblage, flood damaged and eroded; no research value and no further work 
recommended. 

x 188 m (0.12 mile) 

41BX477 
1977, 2007: Prehistoric lithic scatter on terrace of Salado Creek; sparse 
assemblage; no research value and no further work recommended. 

x 101 m (0.06 mile) 

41BX271 

1974, 2007: Middle and Late Archaic prehistoric open camp (burials, 
cemetery, large BRM, diagnostic artifacts, and hearths); buried between 50 
and 160 cmbs; (Insignificant within the hike and bike trail; however, 
construction impacts should be avoided. Same site as 41BX17). 

x 29 m (0.02 mile) 

41BX17 

2007: Middle and Late Archaic prehistoric open camp (burials, cemetery, large 
BRM, diagnostic artifacts, and hearths); buried between 50 and 160 cmbs; no 
adverse effect if trailhead/parking lot are built up from the existing ground 
surface (testing report by Munoz, UTSA/CAR not available); construction 
avoidance was recommended.  

x within the ROW 

41BX1765 

2008: Prehistoric lithic scatter (one Fairland/Frio dart point base and one 
pieced of lithic debitage(20 - 50 cmbs) within an alluvial gravel matrix) on 
floodplain of Salado Creek in the Los Patio Shopping center; land clearing 
and  modern development have severely impacted this site. 

x 148 m (0.09 mile) 

BX-C006 
Perrin Cemetery was established in 1871 on Hope Farm owned by Alphonse 
and Nine Carr Perrin. Perrin family burials date as early as 1871; it is located 
at 9501 Perrin Beitel Road behind a self storage facility. 

x 289 m (0.18 mile) 

BX-C005 

Bueche Cemetery; Historical Marker: Swiss immigrants Abram Louis (1824-
1921) and Anna Barbara (Kaderli) 1825-1905) Bueche, and family, settled in 
this area, known as Fratt, in 1854. Their infant granddaughter, Frieda A. 
Bueche, died in 1892 and is said to be the first buried at this site one-half mile 
east of their homestead. In 1902, when son-in-law Chris W. Ackermann 
(185501936) and wife, Emma (1863-1921), bought the Bueche Fram, C.W. set 
aside this tract of land for a cemetery. Among those laid to rest here is their 
son, Frank (1883-1927), Bexar Co. Deputy Sheriff, killed in the line of duty. 
Descendants maintain this site that chronicles the heritage of the Bueche 
Family and the Fratt community'. Located south of Crestway Drive east of 
Windvale Drive; designated a Historic Texas Cemetery 

x 694 m (0.43 mile) 
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Site Site Description 
Eligibility Distance to APE   

(meters/mile) Eligible Unknown Ineligible 
SEGMENT 2 (CSJ: 0016-07-113) 

41BX950 

1991: Prehistoric lithic scatter and procurement site (abundant chert cobbles, 
cores and core fragments, and flakes; one crude biface) on gravel hill on slope 
overlooking Beitel Creek; site has been cultivated and the northern part of the 
site has been impacted by highway construction; although not formally 
assessed, it is likely ineligible. 

x 522 m (0.32 mile) 

BX-C200 
Agnes Hurst Cemetery is located on the southeast corner of Judson Road and 
Independence Avenue; single grave with tombstone: Agnes Hurst, Brunner 
(maiden name), Geb (born) April 9, 1834, Gest (died) February 23, 1899; 

x 976 m (0.61 mile) 

BX-C114 
Our Lady of Perpetual Help #1 Cemetery is located on Old Austin Road, north 
of Loop 1604 and west of I-35 in Selma, Texas; approximately 588 graves 
dating from 1850 to the present 

x 53.3 m (175 feet) 

BX-C077 
Englemann Family Cemetery; Englemann family burials date as early as 
1917; it is located on Deephaven Drive, north of Woodcliff Blvd. and west of 
I-35 in Selma, Texas 

x 645 m (0.40 mile) 

BX-C187 
Mission Burial Retama or Grote Cemetery; 191 gravesites dating between 
1913 and the present; located on Hasting Park, south of Look out Road and 
west of I-35 in Selma,  

x 779 m (0.48 mile) 

41BX998 
1993: Prehistoric quarry containing polyhedral blade cores; site has been 
destroyed by development; adjacent to Mission Burial Retama or Grote 
Cemetery (BX-C187). 

x 902 m (0.56 mile) 

41BX401 
1976: Prehistoric quarry site on rise south of small creek; no further 
assessment recommended 

x 145 m (0.09 mile) 

41BX1922 
2012: Prehistoric lithic scatter recorded within a 15 m sewer line ROW; site 
was not fully assessed as it extends beyond the surveyed ROW; insignificant 
within the survey boundary. 

x 
372 m (0.23 mile) 

41BX564 
2008: Large prehistoric lithic scatter located between FM 2252 and Loop 
1604; no evidence of site within the eastbound access road of Loop 1604. 

x within the APE 

41BX1267 
2000: Prehistoric lithic procurement site and open camp overlooks Selma 
Creek; 40 cm deep deposits; site extends beyond the project area and would 
require re-evaluation to determine eligibility. 

x 355 m (0.22 mile) 

41BX1265 

2000: Historic cemetery and burials are located on a narrow terrace located 75 
m south of Selma Creek; cut limestone blocks and ornate wire; gravel 
quarrying has removed the terrace surrounding three sides of the cemetery; 
SAL listed in 2005. 

x 470 m (0.29 mile) 
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41BX1914 

2011: Multicomponent site (TAC 6083); historic 1852 Harrison House, 12.86-
acre homestead, and historic road connecting property to historic Stage Stop 
and Post Office (41BX1409); located on bluff overlooking Cibolo Creek in 
Selma, TX; one story stone house and property listed as a SAL and included in 
the NRHP. Non-contributing prehistoric component consists of a heavily 
looted Archaic-period open camp (lithic tools and debitage and FCR); it is 
located in the agricultural field south of the Harrison house. 

x 
600 m (0.37 mile) southeast 

of I-35 and 224 m (0.14 mile) 
southwest of FM 1518 

41BX1966 

2013: Selma Trail Site (TAC 6434) is located adjacent to Cibolo Creek; 
historic dump (1920-1980) and prehistoric Archaic campsite with diagnostic 
lithic tools, FCR, debitage (0-60 cmbs); insignificant within ROW of the 
proposed walking trail; site extends beyond the survey boundary and would 
require re-evaluation beyond the previously surveyed area. 

x 
436 m (0.27 mile) south of I-

35 and 202 m (0.13 mile) 
west of FM 1518 

41BX1409 

2000 and 2010: Historic Selma Post Office and Stage Coach Stop (1852) and 
buried (up to 60 cmbs) late Prehistoric site (TAC 3470); buried Scallorn arrow 
point and debitage; glass, ceramics, bone, and metal fragments on surface; 
cobble and mortar structure (fenced) is located 75 m east of I-35 and 75 m 
south of Cibolo Creek; significant early mail and coach route; NRHP 
nominated, SAL listed. 

x 
47.4 m (156 feet) south of I-

35 and 138 m (0.10 mile) 
west of FM 1518 

BX-C115 
Our Lady of Perpetual Help #2 or Selma Catholic Cemetery is located south 
of North Evans Road and immediately west of I-35 in Selma, Texas; 
approximately 483 interments; many with unknown dates. 

x 97.1 m (0.10 mile) 

41BX999 

1993: Historic (1865 to 1900) and prehistoric (possibly late Prehistoric) 
multicomponent site exposed in plowed field located west of Evans Road; 
western half of project area shovel tested (TAC 1300); see Guderjan (1993); 
both components were thinly scattered over large areas at shallow depth; 
plowing and water storage construction have contributed to its ineligibility for 
SAL listing/NRHP inclusion.  

x 584 m (0.36 mile) 

SEGMENT 3 (CSJ: 0016-06-047) 

41GU39 

1977: Prehistoric open camp and lithic scatter; Gower, Martindale, and 
Tortugas dart points, debitage, cores, biface and uniface fragments, and 2 
Guadalupe tools; site is located 200 m north of Cibolo Creek; impacted by 
long-term plowing and artifact collection; not recommended eligible; formal 
determination outstanding. 

x 
876 m (0.54 mile) southwest 
of I-35 and 288 m (0.18 mile) 

south of FM 1518 

41GU82 
Different areas of site recorded in 2002 (TAC 2775) and 2008 (TAC 4412); 
Prehistoric open camp; surficial scatter of FCR and debitage in plowzone; site 
is located 400 m north of East Dietz Creek. 

x 450 m (0.28 mile) 
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41CM335 

2013: Historic shed, barbed wire, cedar post fencelines, and artifact scatter 
(TAC 6447); machine made brick and wire nails; stoneware (Albany and 
Bristol glazed (pre-1940) with a cobalt leaf pattern), refined earthenware 
(undecorated), clear glass bottle fragments, and one bottle neck; site is located 
20 m east of small un-named tributary headwater. 

x 773 m (0.48 mile) 

SEGMENT 4 (CSJ: 0016-05-111) 

41GU22 

1978: Prehistoric lithic scatter and biface fragments on upper slopes of ridge 
complex; preliminary site description; site may extend beyond the survey 
boundary; would require re-evaluation beyond the previously surveyed area. 

x 986 m (0.61 mile) 
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DEWITT C. GREER STATE HIGHWAY BLDG. . 125 E. 11TH STREET. AUSTIN. TEMS 78701.2483 . (512) 463-8585

June 30. 2014

Mr. Bryant J. Celestine,
Historic Preservation Officer
Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas
571 State Park Rd 56
Livingston, TX 77351

RE: CSJ: 0016-07-113,0016-05-111, 0016-06-047, and 0017-10-168; lH 35, f rom lH 410 South
to FM 1103, to include Connectors at lH 410 South and lH 35, lH 35 and lH 410 West, and lH
35 and Loop 1604, Roadway lmprovements; Bexar, Comal, Guadalupe Counties, San Antonio
District

Dear Mr. Celestine:

The above referenced transportation project is being considered for construction by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT).
Environmental studies are in the process of being conducted for this project. The purpose of this
letter is to contact you in order to initiate Section 106 consultation with your Tribe pursuant to
stipulations of the First Amended Programmatic Agreement among the Federal Highway
Administration, the Texas Department of Transportation, the Texas State Historic Preservation
Otficer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding the lmplementation of
Transportation Undertakings (PA-TU). The project is located in an area that is of interest to your
Tribe.

The proposed project would provide roadway improvements along lnterstate Highway
(lH) 35, from lH 410 south to Farm-to-Market Road (FM) 1103, through Bexar, Comal and
Guadalupe Counties. The work would include improvements at connectors located at lH
410 South and IH 35, IH 35 and ,H 410 West, and lH 35 and Loop 1604. Maps that show the
proposed project area are enclosed, as well as a map of the state that shows the location of
Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties.

The area of potential effects (APE) would include the construction limits along lH 35 of
18.8 miles. The total project length would be 23.9 miles, which includes proposed
construction along the connectors, The width of the APE ranges between 300 and 949
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MAINTAIN A SAFE SYSTEM . ADDRESS CONGESTION . CONNECT TEXAS COMMUNITIES . BEST IN CLASS STATE AGENCY

An Equal Opporlunity Employer



Re: Section 106 Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, San Antonio District

CSJ: 0016-07-113, 0016-05-1 1 1, 0016-06-047, and 0017-10-168;
lH 35 Roadway lmprovements; Bexar, Comal, Guadalupe Counties

feet. The area of the existing right of way (ROW) is approximately 1019.29 acres, and an
additional 25.249 acres would be acquired for a total APE of 10tM.54 acres. The typical
depth of impacts woutd be less than 2 feet below ground surface along surtace roadways
and a maximum of 60 feet below ground surtace at the drill shaft locations for placement
of support piers.

Blanton and Assoc iates, tnc. (Btanton), under contract to the TxDOT San Antonio District
completed an archeological background study for this project. The following information
summarizes fhe resulfs of the background study, which is aftached to this mailing.The
specific construction reference map sections in the Blanton study, have not been included with
this mailing. lf you would like a copy of those maps, please let me know and they will be
provided to you through the TxDOT drop box system.

According to USGS 7.5 minute topographic quadrangles for the project area, the topography is
primarily upland divides and ancient stream terrace. The lowest elevation, 720 feet above mean
sea level, occurs at the southwest end of the APE along lH 410. The elevation rises to 950 feet
above mean sea level at lH 35 and Judson Road, and the elevation at the northeast end of the
APE is 850 feet above mean sea level (see attached report, Appendix A, Figure 2).

According to the Geologic Atlas of Texas, San Antonio Sheet, the general geologic formations
within the APE consist of Cretaceous-age chalk and marl and Quaternary (Pleistocene) alluvial
and colluvial deposits. Any archeological materialwould be expected at, or near, the surface.
No recent Holocene-age alluvium is mapped in the APE (see attached report, Geology
discussion, pages 3-4).

The Web Soil Survey, courtesy of the United States Department of Agriculture Natural
Resources Conservation Service, maps the soils in the APE as: Houston Black-Houston;
Austin-Tarrant; Lewisville-Houston Black; Austin Eddy; and Branyon-Barborosa-Lewisville.
These soils derived in place from underlying ancient geology and are unlikely to contain intact
buried archeological deposits. Small pockets of Frio and Trinity soils occur at the larger
drainages. Frio and Trinity soils have potential to contain buried archeological deposits,
however, these locations within the proposed APE have been extensively modified, etfectively
removing the potential for the presence of intact archeological deposits (see attached report,
Soils discussion, pages 4-5).

Blanton reviewed the Texas Archeological Sifes Atlas (Atlas), as well as historic aerial
imagery, highway maps, and archeological reports to compile information regarding
previously completed archeological projects and recorded archeological sites in and
near the proposed project area.

As shown on the project location maps, the APE is divided into four sections (segmenb)'
with each secfion under a separate job number (CSJ). The Blanton report contains a list
of previously completed archeological investigations that occurred in or within 1.0
kilometer (0.62 mile) of the proposed project area (see attache( repoft, Appendix B). The
majority of these investigations were conducted prior to proposed roadway
improvements.
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Re: Section 106 Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, San Antonio District

CSJ : 001 6-07 -11 3, 001 6-0 5-1 1 1. 00 1 6-06-0 47 , and 0017 -10- 1 68;
lH 35 Roadway lmprovements; Bexar, Comal, Guadalupe Counties

Of the 56 archeological projects previously conducted in this area, 26 of the
investigations recorded andlor conducted eligibility testing on 34 cultural resources (33
archeological sifes and 1 cemetery) $ee attached report, Appendix C). The previously
recorded archeological sifes are presented in the attached report, Appendix D, which
identifies the project section (segment), site trinomials and descriptions, National
Regisfer of Historic Places (NRHP)/State Antiquities Landmark (SAL) eligibility
determinations, and distance to the proposed APE. Separate maps are also included that
show the locations of the recorded archeological sites with labels to identify the
i n divi dual site n u m bers.

Only two of the previously recorded archeological sifes (418X564 and 418X1409), which
are identified either as AIRHP eligible or of unknown eligibility, are located in close
proximity to the proposed APE. The remaining sifes are at least 100 meters (328 feet)
beyond the proposed APE.

Site 418X564 is tocated within or immediately adjacentto the proposed APE near Selma
Creek. During a 2007 FHWMTxDOT suruey for Loop 1604, the site location was revisited.
The investigators found no evidence of the site within the eastbound access road of
Loop 1604, and the poftion that might have ertended into the APE was presumed
destroyed.

Site 418X1409 is located approximatety 50 meters (164.0 feet) beyond the proposed APE
and is nominated for listing in the NRHP. It is a multicomponent site containing the
historic 1852 Selma Post Office and Stage Coach Stop and buried Late Prehistoric
cultural deposifs. The cultural assemblage includes a prehistoric Scallorn arrow point
and lithic debitage found in a buried contert; historic gtass, ceramics, bone, and metal
fragments were obserued on the sufiace. The cobhle and moftar structure is located 75
meters (246.1 feet) east of IH 35 and 75 meters (246.1 feet) south of Cibolo Creek. The
structure has been restored and is in excellent condition.

The Atlas shows 9 previously recorded cemeteries located within 1.0 kilometer (0.62
mile) of the proposed APE. The nearest cemetery is located approximately 53 meters
(173.9 feet) from the proposed project area (see Appendix C in attached report).

Due to the extensive modern residential and commercial development and highway construction
within the study area and the limited amount of proposed ROW, it is unlikely that the APE
contains any intact archeological deposits. However, the Atlas map does show close proximity
of previously recorded archeological sites to the proposed APE. On June 26, 2014, TxDOT
archeologisfs visifed the proposed project location and visually inspected the APE and
the mapped archeologicat site locations near to and adjacent to the proposed APE. The
investigators found extensive disturbances and modifications fo the setting such that it
is unlikely any intact archeological deposits could exist at fhese locations. Given the
documented development and impacts to the physical setting that has occurred with the
proposed APE and the lack of mapped soils and geology with potential to contain buried
archeological material, it is unlikely that any intact archeological material exists in the proposed
APE.
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Re: Section 106 Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, San Antonio District

CSJ: 001 6-07-11 3, 001 6-05-1 1 1, 0016-06-047, and 001 7-10-168;
lH 35 Roadway lmprovements; Bexar, Comal, Guadalupe Counties

Based on archival research completed and the recent sffe rnspection of the proposed
project location, TxDOT provides the following findings and recommendations for this
proposed project:

o that no archeological historic properties (36 CFR 800.16(l)) would be affected by
this project;

o that no furlher archeological investigation is warranted at this time.

According to our Programmatic Agreement under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, we are writing to request your comments on historic properties of cultural or
religious significance to your Tribe that may be affected by the proposed project APE and the
area within the above defined buffer. Any comments you may have on the TxDOT
recommendation should also be provided. Please provide your comments within 30 days of
receipt of this letter. Any comments provided after that time will be addressed to the fullest
extent possible. lf you do not object with a recommendation of "no historic properties affected,"
please sign below to indicate your concurrence. In the event that further investigations by our
office disclose the presence of archeological deposits, we will contact your Tribe to continue
consultation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. lf you have questions, please contact Eric Oksanen
(TxDOT Archeologist) at 5121416-2505 (email: Eric.Oksanen@txdot.gov) or me at 5121416'
2638 (email: Sharon.Dornheim@txdot.gov). When replying to this correspondence, please
ensure that the envelope address includes reference to the Archeological Studies Branch,
Environmental Affairs Division.

Sincerely,

JA//rt"M
Sharon Dornheim
Staff Archeologist / Consultation Coordinator
Environmental Affairs Division

Concurrence by:

Attachments

cc w/attachments:
ENV-ARCH Project File / ENV-ARCH ECOS

Date:
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The attached letter was sent by Email to the following tribes on ___June 30, 2014_____________: 

 
 

Mr. Bryant J. Celestine 
Historic Preservation Officer 
Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas 
571 State Park Rd 56 
Livingston, TX  77351 

 
Mr. Tarpie Yargee, Chief 
Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town 
P.O. Box 187 
Wetumka, OK  74883 

Mr. Donnie Cabaniss, Chairman 
Apache Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 1330 
Anadarko, OK  73005 
 
[emailed to Lindsay Savage] 

 
Mr. Robert Cast, THPO 
Caddo Nation of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 487 
Binger, OK  73009 

Mr. Jimmy Arterberry, THPO 
Comanche Nation of Oklahoma 
Comanche Nation Office of Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 908 
Lawton, OK  73502 

 
Ms. Amie Tah-Bone 
Museum Director and NAGPRA Representative 
Kiowa Indian Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 369 
Carnegie, OK  73015 

Mr. Danny Breuninger, Sr., President 
c/o Holly Houghten 
Mescalero Apache Tribe 
P.O. Box 227 
Mescalero, NM  88340 

 

Mr. Don Patterson, President 
Tonkawa Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma 
1 Rush Buffalo Rd 
Tonkawa, OK  74653 
 
[emailed to Miranda Myer] 

Ms. Terri Parton, President 
Wichita and Affiliated Tribes 
P.O. Box 729 
Anadarko, OK  73005 
 
[copy to Gary McAdams] 
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Appendix D - Reference Map. Project location map with previously 
recorded archeological sites and cemeteries within 1,000 m of the
APE - Section (Segment) 1
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Appendix D - Reference Map. Project location map with previously
recorded archeological sites and cemeteries within 1,000 m of the
APE - Section (Segment) 2
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Appendix D - Reference Map. Project location map with
previously recorded archeological sites and cemeteries
within 1,000 m of the APE - Sections (Segment) 3 and 4
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December 17, 2013 

DRAFT 
ARCHEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND STUDY 

I-35 FROM I-410 SOUTH TO FM 1103 
BEXAR, GUADALUPE, AND COMAL COUNTIES, TEXAS 

(CSJs: 0016-05-111, 0016-06-047, 0016-07-113, and 0017-10-168) 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) San 
Antonio District propose transportation improvements along Interstate Highway 35 (I-35) from I-410 
South to Farm-to-Market (FM) 1103 in Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties, Texas (CSJs: 0016-05-
111, 0016-06-047, 0016-07-113, and 0017-10-168). The proposed project, generally referred to as the I-35 
Northeast San Antonio Expansion Project, includes the construction of four elevated managed lanes (two 
in each direction) between the existing I-35 mainlanes and frontage roads. Operational improvements and 
direct connectors are also proposed at the I-35/I-410 South, I-35/I-410 West, and I-35/Loop 1604 
interchanges.  As depicted in Appendix A: Figures 1 through 3, the construction limits along I-35 begin 
south of the I-35/I-410 South interchange near AT&T Center Parkway (to account for transitions to the 
existing I-35 roadway) and extend to FM 1103 for a distance of approximately 18.8 miles. Figures 1 
through 3 (see Appendix A) show the project location on county base maps, on the San Antonio East, 
Longhorn, and Schertz, Texas U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps, and on aerial imagery 
maps, respectively. Figures 4 and 5 (see Appendix A) show the proposed typical sections and 
schematics, respectively, as currently proposed. The final project design is still under consideration and 
will change as the project is refined. The following project description is based on the 30 percent 
schematic design.  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project includes the construction of four elevated managed lanes (two in each direction), 
operational improvements, and proposed direct connectors at major interchanges within the project limits. 
The proposed direct connectors include: 

• I-35/I-410 South interchange – Total of 2 direct connectors extending from I-35 to north of
Seguin Road, a length of approximately 1 mile;

• I-35/I-410 West interchange – Total of 4 direct connectors extending from I-35 to Starcrest Drive,
a length of approximately 2.6 miles; and

• I-35/Loop 1604 interchange – Total of 4 direct connectors extending from I-35 to west of
Lookout Road, a length of approximately 1.5 miles.

The total length of the proposed construction limits along I-35, including the direct connectors at the three 
major interchanges, is approximately 23.9 miles. 

There is a variation of heights associated with the proposed elevated managed lanes and direct connectors.  
The minimum height of the elevated sections of the proposed managed lanes is approximately 16.5 feet 
from the existing I-35 facility.  The height of the proposed elevated managed lanes which would traverse 
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local cross streets range from approximately 26 to 40 feet from the top of the cross street bridge(s) to the 
top of the managed lanes. The approximate maximum height of the proposed elevated managed lanes at 
the major interchanges would be: 

• I-35/I-410 South interchange – 77 feet;

• I-35/I-410 West interchange – 96 feet; and

• I-35/Loop 1604 interchange – 109 feet.

The proposed project would not modify the existing I-35 mainlanes. The proposed improvements are 
generally contained within existing right-of-way (ROW); however, the acquisition of minimal amounts of 
ROW (approximately 7.460 acres) is anticipated at this stage of project development. Minor 
improvements to existing frontage roads would be required to accommodate the proposed new managed 
lanes. No residential or commercial displacements are anticipated at this time.   

Given the length of the proposed project, construction and design information is presented by arbitrary 
segment numbers that correspond to the project’s CSJ numbers to assist in the organization and 
description of the proposed transportation undertaking. The segments, from south to north, are: 

Segment 1 (CSJ: 0017-10-168) begins just south of the I-35/AT&T Center Parkway intersection in eastern 
San Antonio and extends 7.40 miles along I-35 to the I-35/I-410 West interchange.  This segment also 
includes the proposed direct connectors at I-35/I-410 South and I-35/I-410 West. 

Segment 2 (CSJ: 0016-07-113) begins at the I-35/I-410 West interchange and extends 6.79 miles along 
I-35 to the Bexar/Guadalupe County Line.  This segment also includes the proposed direct connectors at 
Loop 1604. 

Segment 3 (CSJ: 0016-06-047) begins at the Bexar/Guadalupe County Line and extends 3.33 miles north 
to the Guadalupe/Comal County Line. 

Segment 4 (CSJ: 0016-05-111) begins at the Guadalupe/Comal County Line and extends 1.15 miles north 
to the I-35/FM 1103 intersection.  

The existing I-35 ROW varies from approximately 300 feet to 949 feet wide (see Figures 4.1 
through 4.3). The proposed ROW primarily consists of narrow strips up to approximately 50 feet wide 
adjacent to the existing ROW.  An exception is the proposed ROW at the intersection of I-410 West and 
I-35 near the northern end of Segment 1, where it is a maximum of approximately 125 feet wide.  

The proposed ROW consists of a total of 7.460 acres: 3.796 acres in Segment 1 (0.190 acre along the I-35 
northbound access road exit onto AT&T Center Parkway and 3.606 acres at the intersection of I-35 and 
I-410 West) (see Figures 5.1, 5.2, 5.9, and 5.10), 1.146 acres in Segment 2 (0.056 acre along the I-35 
northbound access road exit onto Pat Booker Road, 1.004 acres along the I-35 northbound access road 
entrance from Loop 1604, and 0.086 acre along the I-35 southbound access road entrance onto I-410 
West) (see Figures 5.15 and 5.16), and 2.518 acres in Segment 4 on the I-35 northbound and southbound 
access roads immediately south of FM 1103 (see Figures 5.23 and 5.24); there is no proposed ROW in 
Segment 3. 
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The depth of the proposed impacts throughout the Area of Potential Effect (APE) is not known at this 
time. Estimated depths of disturbances, based on standard construction techniques, would range from 
approximately two to three feet below existing ground surface for at grade sections of the roadway and 10 
feet for new culverts. The depth of the columns that would support the managed lanes and direct 
connectors would be approximately 20-30 feet deep. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The proposed project is located in the Edwards Plateau ecoregion of Texas as defined by the Texas Parks 
and Wildlife Department (TPWD). Commonly referred to as the “Hill Country,” the Edwards Plateau is a 
rough rocky area that supports a tall or mid-grass understory and an overstory made up primarily of live 
oak (Quercus virginiana), Ashe juniper (Juniperus ashei), and mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa).  

Geology 

Geology of the APE consists of Cretaceous chalk and marl (Pecan Gap Chalk), and Quaternary 
(Pleistocene) alluvial and colluvial deposits (e.g., Quaternary Alluvium, Fluviatile terrace deposits, and 
Leona Formation). The following geology discussion proceeds from south to north. 

Segment 1 geology, from south to north, consists of Pleistocene Fluviatile deposits, the Pleistocene Leona 
Formation, and Cretaceous-age Pecan Gap Chalk. The fluviatile terrace deposits include gravel, sand, and 
clay above the current flood plains of drainages with; constituent materials including limestone, dolomite, 
and chert (Barnes 1974). The Leona Formation comprises fine calcareous silt that grades to coarse gravels 
and may correlate with Onion Creek Marl in Austin (Barnes 1974). The Cretaceous-age Pecan Gap Chalk, 
which consists of chalk and chalky marl up to 400 feet thick (Barnes 1974), is in the northern limits of 
Segment 1 from approximately the I-35/Walzem Road intersection to the northern terminus of the 
segment at the I-35/I-410 West interchange; based on the age and character of Pecan Gap Chalk, which 
predates known human occupation of Texas, those deposits have little to no potential to contain intact 
archeological materials. Given the character of the Pleistocene deposits that are above the current flood 
plains of drainages, there is a potential for prehistoric lithic procurement sites in areas where gravels are 
exposed at the ground surface or within drainage channels, though such sites would likely be palimpsests 
of surface artifacts spanning thousands of years of prehistoric activity and would have little research 
potential. Segment 1 contains no recent (Holocene) alluvium that regionally has been shown to have a 
good potential to contain intact buried archeological resources. 

Segment 2 geology consists of, from south to north, Cretaceous Pecan Gap Chalk (described above), a 
small area of the Leona Formation (described above) that extends east into the APE at the I-35/I-410 West 
interchange, and Pleistocene fluviatile deposits along and adjacent to Cibolo Creek at the northern 
terminus of Segment 2. The terrace deposits include gravel, sand, and clay above the current flood plains 
of drainages; when adjacent to the Edwards Plateau as the I-35 project is, the constituent materials tend to 
be gravel, limestone, dolomite, and chert (Barnes 1974). Given the character of the Pleistocene terrace 
deposits that are above the current flood plains of drainages, there is a potential for prehistoric lithic 
procurement sites in areas where the gravels are exposed at the ground surface or within drainage 
channels, though such sites would likely be palimpsests of surface artifacts spanning thousands of years 



DRAFT ARCHEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND STUDY I-35 FROM I-410 SOUTH TO FM 1103   4 
BEXAR, GUADALUPE, AND COMAL COUNTIES, TEXAS 
(CSJS: 0016-05-111, 0016-06-047, 0016-07-113, AND 0017-10-168) 

of prehistoric activity and would have little research potential. Segment 2 contains no recent (Holocene) 
alluvium that regionally has been shown to have a good potential to contain intact buried archeological 
resources. 

Segment 3, from south to north, consists of a band of Pleistocene Fluviatile deposits (described above) 
along and adjacent to Cibolo Creek at the southern terminus of Segment 3 and Cretaceous Pecan Gap 
Chalk (described above) extending to the northern terminus of Segment 3 at the Comal/Guadalupe 
County Line. Segment 3 contains no recent (Holocene) alluvium that regionally has been shown to have a 
good potential to contain intact buried archeological resources. 

Segment 4 geology consists of Cretaceous-age Pecan Gap Chalk (described above). Segment 4 contains 
no recent (Holocene) alluvium that regionally has been shown to have a good potential to contain intact 
buried archeological resources. 

Soils 

Soils throughout the APE are generally calcareous clayey soils overlying chalk, marl, and Pleistocene (or 
older) gravelly alluvium and colluvium. Segment 1 contains soils of the Houston Black-Houston 
association, which consists of dense clayey upland soils that developed in situ. Included in the association 
are small areas of Trinity and Frio soils that are found on floodplains and bottomlands. Given the in situ 
development of the Houston Black and Houston series soils, they have little to no potential to contain 
intact buried archeological deposits. In contrast, the small areas of Frio and Trinity soils, if intact, have a 
potential to contain buried archeological material. However, given that the majority of the APE is 
disturbed—consisting primarily of existing I-35 ROW in densely developed urban areas with surface and 
subsurface utilities—it is doubtful that these small areas of Trinity and Frio soils that may extend into the 
APE contain archeological deposits with significant research potential. 

Segment 2 contains soils of three general associations: the Austin-Tarrant association, the Houston Black-
Houston association, and the Lewisville-Houston Black, terrace association (Taylor et al. 1991). The 
southern terminus of Segment 2 contains soils of the Houston Black-Houston association described above 
that grade into soils of the Austin-Tarrant association just north of Windcrest. The Austin-Tarrant 
association consists of dense clayey upland soils that developed in situ from chalks and marls and 
therefore have little to no potential to contain intact buried archeological material. At the northern 
terminus of Segment 2 is a band of Lewisville-Houston Black, terrace association, near and along Cibolo 
Creek that roughly corresponds in extent to the band of Pleistocene fluviatile terrace deposits on the north 
and south sides of the creek. The Lewisville-Houston Black, terrace association, consists of clays and silts 
clays that developed in old alluvium; it has some potential to contain buried archeological material given 
the alluvial origins of the soil. However, based on its Pleistocene age, any archeological deposits are 
likely surficial and/or compressed shallowly into the soil and out of primary context. 

Segment 3 contains, from south to north, soils of the Branyon-Barbarosa-Lewisville association and the 
Austin-Eddy association. The Branyon-Barbarosa-Lewisville association consists of clayey soils on 
ancient stream terraces that formed from ancient alluvium (Taylor et al. 1991:3). This association extends 
along Cibolo Creek into Guadalupe County at the southern terminus of Segment 3. The Austin-Eddy 
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association extends from just north of Cibolo Creek to the northern terminus of Segment 3 at the 
Guadalupe/Comal County Line. This association is characterized by moderately deep to very shallow 
clayey to gravelly upland soils that developed in place from weathered chalk and marl. Given that the 
Branyon-Barbarosa-Lewisville association formed from ancient alluvium, it has little potential to contain 
intact buried archeological material. Similarly, the in situ development of the Austin-Eddy association is 
not conducive to buried archeological deposits.  

Segment 4 contains, from south to north, soils of the Austin-Castephen-Houston Black association and the 
Heiden-Houston Black association (Batte 1984). The Austin-Castephen-Houston Black association 
consists of clayey upland Blackland Prairie soils that developed in place from chalks and interbedded 
marls; given the in situ development of these soils, they have little to no potential to contain intact 
archeological deposits. The Heiden-Houston Black association consists of clayey upland Blackland 
Prairie soils that developed in place from underlying calcareous clay and shale; given the in situ 
development of these soils, they have little to no potential to contain intact archeological deposits. 

Vegetation 

The San Antonio/Bexar County area supports a diverse assemblage of vegetation as it is located in an 
ecotone where four major Texas vegetation types meet. The region is characterized by Edwards Plateau 
vegetation to the west, Blackland Prairie to the northeast, the Post Oak Savanna to the east, and the 
Tamaulipan Shrublands to the south (McMahan et al. 1984). 

Major floristic influences of the area include woody vegetation of the Edwards Plateau, such as Plateau 
live oak (Quercus fusiformis), Spanish oak (Quercus buckleyi), netleaf hackberry (Celtis reticulata), and 
Ashe juniper (Juniperus ashei) trees and shrubs. Another strong vegetational influence includes 
Tamaulipan Shrublands that contributes such species as blackbrush (Acacia rigidula), with occasional 
bluewood (Condalia hookeri), huisache (Acacia farnesiana), spiny hackberry (Celtis pallida), whitebrush 
(Aloysia gratissima), shrubby blue sage (Salvia ballotaefolia), and Texas paloverde (Parkinsonia 
aculeata). The Blackland Prairie and the Post Oak Savanna contribute plant species that prefer heavy clay 
soils and flora adapted to sandy soils, respectively. Many of these species are prairie forbs and grasses. 
Other plants ubiquitous in South-Central Texas include honey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa), huisache 
(Acacia farnesiana), pricklypear (Opuntia engelmannii var. lindheimeri), and Mexican persimmon 
(Diospyros texana).  

Fallow fields and waste areas are typically dominated by Johnsongrass (Sorghum halapense), 
bermudagrass (Cynodon dactylon), threeawns (Aristida spp.), silver bluestem (Bothriochloa laguroides), 
dallies-grass (Paspalum dilatatum), knotroot bristlegrass (Setaria parviflora), and sideoats grama 
(Bouteloua curtipendula). Common forbs include upright prairie coneflower (Ratibida columnifera), 
western ragweed (Ambrosia psilostachya), silverleaf nightshade (Solanum elaeagnifolium), common 
sunflower (Helianthus annuus), and broom snakeweed (Gutierrez sarothrae). 

Riparian areas are typically dominated by trees such as sugar hackberry (Celtis laevigata) and live oak 
(Quercus virginiana). The riparian areas of larger stream systems often support bald cypress (Taxodium 
distichum), sycamore (Platanus occidentalis) cedar elm (Ulmus crassifolia), eastern cottonwood (Populus 
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deltoides), green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), boxelder (Acer negundo), and black willow (Salix nigra), 
in addition to hackberry and live oak. Common herbaceous species in riparian areas include giant 
ragweed (Ambrosia trifida), western ragweed (A. psilostachya), Johnsongrass, woodoats (Chasmanthium 
latifolium), bermudagrass, switchgrass (Panicum virgatum), and vaseygrass (Paspalum dilitatum). 

PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS AND KNOWN ARCHEOLOGICAL SITES 

A review of records available on the Texas Historical Commission’s online Texas Archeological Sites 
Atlas (ATLAS) on December 4, 2013 indicated that 56 previous archeological investigations have been 
conducted (Appendix B) and 42 previously recorded archeological sites and historic cemeteries 
(Appendix C) are located within a 1,000-meter search radius of the APE. Additionally, a number of 
historic structures were observed within the study area on the 1936 (revised 1940) and 1961 General 
Highway Maps, Bexar, Guadalupe, and Comal Counties, Texas (Texas State Highway Department 
(TSHD) 1940, 1961) and the 1953 and 1961 USGS 7.5’ San Antonio East, Longhorn, and Schertz, Texas 
topographic quadrangle maps (Perry-Castañeda Library Map Collection (PCL) 2011). 

Previous Investigations 

The previous investigations are presented from south to north in Appendix B. The date, type, location, 
and results of the investigations; project sponsor; and publication references, when available, are 
presented in the table. These investigations consist of short linear surveys or small area surveys; the 
majority of these were conducted prior to proposed roadway improvements. Proposed roadway 
improvement projects were investigated for TxDOT, TxDOT/Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 
TxDOT/City of San Antonio, and TxDOT/City of Selma.  

Proposed waterline improvement projects resulted in investigations for the Texas Water Development 
Board (TWDB), TWDB/Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the San Antonio Water System 
(SAWS). Three investigations were conducted at Fort Sam Houston for the Army and the Corps of 
Engineers/Fort Worth District (COE/FW).  

Transmission and telephone line and substation investigations were conducted for the Lower Colorado 
River Authority (LCRA), the Rural Electrification Administration (REA), the City Public Service (CPS 
Energy), Southwestern Bell, and the Comal Independent School District (CISD).  

Improvements to parks, greenbelts, and one golf course were investigated for the cities of San Antonio, 
Universal City, and Selma, Bexar County, TxDOT/City of Selma, and TxDOT/FHWA/City of San 
Antonio. Additional development projects were investigated for the US Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) and COE/FW. 

Of the 56 archeological investigations, thirty surveys resulted in negative findings within the study area 
(see Appendix B). Twenty-six archeological investigations resulted in the recording and/or testing of 34 
cultural resources (33 archeological sites and one cemetery) within the study area. These include the 
recording of seven archeological sites (41BX779, 41BX1408, 41BX1209, 41BX1406, 41BX389, 
41BX422, and 41BX305) during a survey for the COE/FW and Army at Fort Sam Houston, eleven 
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archeological sites (41BX482, 473 through 479, combined sites 41BX271 and 41BX17, and 41BX1765) 
during three separate surveys for the City of San Antonio’s Salado Creek Greenbelt, two archeological 
sites (41BX1265 and 41BX1267) during a survey for Universal City’s Olympia Hills Golf Course, and 
two archeological sites (41BX998 and 41BX999) during a survey for the City of Selma’s Retama Park. 
Additionally, one archeological site each was recorded during surveys conducted for TxDOT at Wurzbach 
Parkway (41BX950), for TxDOT/FHWA/City of San Antonio at the southern Salado Creek Greenbelt 
(41BX1679), for Southwestern Bell at the Retama/Selma wireless tower (41GU39), for SAWS at the 
Cibolo Creek Sewershed (41BX1922), a transmission line for REA (41BX401), an electrical substation 
survey for CPS (41CM335), and two electrical substation surveys for LCRA revisited the same site 
(41GU82). Site 41GU22 was recorded during a survey for REA at Cibolo Circuit Number 2 and revisited 
later during an electrical substation survey for CPS. 

Site 41BX564 was investigated prior to two TxDOT roadway improvements at Loop 1604 and FM 2252 
and a Cibolo Creek Municipal Water Line project. Five surveys conducted for the City of Selma included 
a neighborhood park (41BX1914), a hike and bike trail/historic Harrison Home (41BX1966), and the 
Selma Stagecoach Stop (41BX1409); site 41BX1409 was revisited during a road improvement project 
and during a site specific assessment utilizing metal detecting.  

Additionally, three National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) testing and/or data recovery projects 
were carried out for the Army at 41BX1209, the city of San Antonio at combined sites 41BX17 and 
41BX271, and for the City of Selma and TxDOT at 41BX1409 (see Appendix B). 

Archeological Sites 

The previously recorded archeological sites are presented south to north in Appendix C. The project 
segment numbers, site trinomials, descriptions, NRHP/State Antiquities Landmark (SAL) eligibility 
determinations, and distance to the proposed APE are presented in the table.  

Segment 1 

Site 41BX1609 is the historic 1874 Jack White Home which currently serves as a San Antonio City Park 
Police Office; it has been modified and moved and determined ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP or 
listing as a SAL.  

Seven prehistoric sites, 41BX779, 41BX1408, 41BX1209, 41BX1406, 41BX389, 41BX422, and 
41BX305, were recorded during a large area survey at Fort Sam Houston which is located at the 
southwestern terminus of the study area. Fort Sam Houston was authorized in 1875 and completed in 
1879 as the United States Army’s principal supply base in the Southwest; it is designated as a National 
Historic Landmark (NHL) District and is included in the NRHP. Site 41BX1209 was tested and 
determined ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP or listing as a SAL; 41BX1406 was also determined 
ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP or listing as a SAL. Three prehistoric sites (41BX389, 41BX422, and 
41BX305) have unknown eligibility determinations requiring avoidance or further evaluation, as 
significance testing was recommended for all three sites. There is no record of historic structures within 
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the portion of Fort Sam Houston located within the study area and it is unlikely that there are associated 
historic archeological deposits within the APE.  

Eleven prehistoric sites, 41BX482, 41BX473 through 479, and combined sites 41BX271 and 41BX17, 
were recorded during the survey of the Salado Creek Greenbelt and revisited during the surveys of Tobin 
Park. Sites 41BX482, 41BX478, 41BX473 through 41BX 475, and 41BX477 were determined to have no 
research values and no further work was recommended. Three sites, 41BX479, 41BX476, and combined 
sites 41BX271 and 41BX17, require further assessment in the form of archeological testing and more in-
depth background research prior to any potential construction impacts. Site 41BX1765 was recorded near 
these sites in the Salado Creek floodplain; it has been destroyed by modern development. Site 41BX1765 
is ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP or listing as a SAL and no further work is warranted. 

The remaining sites (presented south to north, Segment 2: 41BX950, 41BX998, 41BX401, 41BX1922, 
41BX564, 41BX1267, 41BX1265 (see cemetery discussion below), 41BX1914, 41BX1966, 41BX1409, 
and 41BX999; Segment 3: 41GU39, 41GU82, and 41CM335; and Segment 4: 41GU22) were recorded 
during small area or short linear surveys.  

A total of nine sites (41BX1679, 41BX1408, 41BX1209, 41BX1406, 41BX1765, 41BX998, 41BX999, 
41GU82, and 41CM335) were determined ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP or listing as SALs and 
require no further cultural resource investigation.  

Two sites (41BX1914 and 41BX1409) were determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and SAL 
listing and 21 sites (41BX779, 41BX389, 41BX422, 41BX305, 41BX482, 41BX473 through 479, 
combined sites 41BX271 and 41BX17, 41BX950, 41BX401, 41BX1922, 41BX564, 41BX1267, 
41BX1966, 41GU39, and 41GU22) have unknown NRHP eligibility. These 23 archeological sites should 
be avoided; if this is not possible, further eligibility assessment or data recovery may be warranted.  

NRHP eligible multicomponent site, 41BX1914, consists of the historic 1852 Harrison House and 12.86-
acre homestead located on a bluff overlooking Cibolo Creek in Selma, Texas. Its associated historic road 
connects the property to the NRHP eligible historic Stage Stop and Post Office (41BX1409). The 
Harrison House, a one story stone structure, is a NRHP historic property and listed as a SAL. The non-
contributing prehistoric component of the site consists of a looted Archaic-period open camp containing 
lithic tools and debitage and fire cracked rock (FCR); it is located in the agricultural field south of the 
Harrison House. This property is located a distance of 600 m to the proposed APE and should not be 
affected by the proposed project. However, if the proposed project is expanded in the area of 41BX1914, 
additional research would be required to confirm the NRHP property boundary of the Harrison House 
listing and to determine if the NRHP boundary needs to be updated. 

Only four of the above listed 23 archeological sites requiring avoidance or additional research are located 
in close proximity to the proposed APE. The remaining sites vary between 101 meters (m) and 1,069 m to 
the proposed APE and would not be impacted by the proposed project. Combined sites 41BX271/41BX17 
are located a minimum of 29 m south of I-410 West and may extend into the APE. This buried prehistoric 
camp contained human burials, a large burned rock midden (BRM), diagnostic artifacts, and hearths; it is 
likely NRHP and SAL eligible and further investigations would be warranted if it cannot be avoided.  
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Site 41BX564 is located within or immediately adjacent to the proposed APE near Selma Creek. When 
this site was investigated in 2008, no evidence of the site was found within the eastbound access road of 
Loop 1604; however, it may require a site visit to determine whether any potential significant cultural 
deposits exist within the proposed APE.  

NRHP-nominated site 41BX1409 is located within 47.4 m of the proposed APE. It is a multicomponent 
site containing the historic 1852 Selma Post Office and Stage Coach Stop and buried Late Prehistoric 
cultural deposits. The cultural assemblage includes a prehistoric Scallorn arrow point and lithic debitage 
found in a buried context; historic glass, ceramics, bone, and metal fragments were observed on the 
surface. The cobble and mortar structure is located 75 m east of I-35 and 75 m south of Cibolo Creek; it 
has been restored and is in excellent condition. Protective barriers and/or archeological monitoring during 
construction may be necessary, dependent upon the proposed impacts near the site. 

From south to north, the nine cemeteries are Unnamed (BX-C204), Perrin (BX-C006), Bueche (BX-
C005), Agnes Hurst (BX-C200), Our Lady of Perpetual Help #1 (BX-C114), Englemann (BX-C077), 
Mission Burial Retama, also known as Grote Cemetery (BX-C187), Unnamed (41BX1265), and Our 
Lady of Perpetual Help #2, also known as the Selma Catholic Cemetery (BX-C115). Please see Appendix 
C for specific information regarding project segment numbers, cemetery names, descriptions, locations, 
NRHP eligibility determinations, and distance to the proposed APE. Our Lady of Perpetual Help #1 
Cemetery (BX-C114) is nearest the proposed APE at a distance of 53.3 m, followed by Our Lady of 
Perpetual Help #2 (BX-C115) at 97.1 m; the remaining cemeteries vary between 289 and 991 m from the 
proposed APE. Two cemeteries (Bueche/BX-C005 and 41BX1265) have been determined eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP and listing as SALs; the remaining six have undetermined NRHP and/or SAL 
eligibility. Cemeteries of any age are protected from disturbance by Section 711.035 of the Health and 
Safety Code and by TxDOT’s Cemetery Policy. All cemeteries require avoidance and protection; 
archeological monitoring and/or protective barriers may be necessary dependent upon the proposed 
impacts near these cemeteries. 

Numerous historic structures were observed within the APE on the 1936 (revised 1940) and 1961 General 
Highway Maps, Bexar, Guadalupe, and Comal Counties, Texas (TSHD 1940, 1961) and the 1953 and 
1961 USGS 7.5’ San Antonio East, Longhorn, and Schertz, Texas topographic quadrangle maps (PCL 
Map Collection 2011). Fort Sam Houston is located at the southwestern terminus of the proposed APE; it 
is designated as a NHL District and is listed in the NRHP. Four historic properties (NRHP-nominated Old 
Lone Star Brewery and Fort Sam Houston and NRHP eligible school buildings and a commercial 
property) and 47 potential historic structures were identified within the study area and are reported under 
separate cover. Due to the extensive modern residential and commercial development and highway 
construction within the study area and the limited amount of proposed ROW, it is unlikely that there are 
associated intact historic archeological deposits within the APE. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the results of this cultural background study, geologic and soil conditions, and the previous level 
of disturbances (e.g. fiber optic cables, overhead transmission lines, subsurface utilities, and construction 
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of I-35) within the existing I-35 ROW from I-410 South to FM 1103, Blanton & Associates, Inc. (B&A) 
recommends an archeological investigation at the interface between Segments 2 and 3, located along 
Cibolo and Selma Creeks. Because numerous significant sites have been recorded along both creeks on 
similar landforms as those in the study area, the area is considered to have a potential to contain buried 
cultural resources. An archeological reconnaissance survey with limited subsurface testing (i.e., shovel 
testing), as necessary based on field conditions, is recommended to assess the level of previous impacts 
and potential for buried archeological resources in this area of Segments 2 and 3. 

Additionally, three archeological sites (combined sites 41BX271 and 41BX17 in Segment 1 and 41BX564 
in Segment 2) may extend into the proposed APE; these site areas should be assessed to determine 
whether intact deposits exist within the project area. The NRHP-listed Selma Post Office and Stage Coach 
Stop (41BX1409) and Our Lady of Perpetual Help Cemeteries # 1 (BX-C114) and #2 (BX-C115) are in 
close proximity to the proposed APE at 47.4 m, 53.3 m, and 97.1 m, respectively. If the proposed project 
is expanded in the area of these sites within Segments 1 and 2, additional research would be required to 
fully assess whether further preservation plans can be established or whether archeological mitigation is 
an option. 

The NRHP-listed Harrison Homestead and historic road property (41BX1914) is located in Segment 2 
relatively close to the proposed APE. If the proposed project is expanded in the area of this site, additional 
research would be required to accurately determine the NRHP property boundary of the Harrison House 
listing and to determine if the NRHP boundary needs to be updated. 

Based on the above data, it is the opinion of B&A that the proposed construction within the remainder of 
the proposed I-35 APE should be allowed to proceed as planned without additional investigations, as 
there is little to no potential to affect archeological historic properties or SALs. However, if it is 
determined that the I-35 project ultimately requires impacts beyond those currently proposed, further 
assessments and/or an intensive survey may be warranted in those areas to determine potential impacts to 
archeological resources eligible for inclusion on the NRHP or SAL listing (13 TAC 26.12). 
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Appendix B: Previous Archeological Surveys (south to north) 
Date Description Project Sponsor References 

2008 
Linear survey of [southern] Salado Creek Hike and Bike Trail (TAC #4122); site 41BX1679 
within the study area  

TxDOT/FHWA/ City 
of San Antonio 

Young 2008 

1978 
Area survey at Fort Sam Houston; seven prehistoric sites (41BX779, 41BX1408, 41BX1209, 
41BX1406, 41BX389, 41BX422, and 41BX305) within the study area 

COE/Fort 
Worth/Army 

None per ATLAS 

2007 Area survey of three sewer outfall siphons near Salado Creek (TAC# 4730); negative survey 
San Antonio Water 
System 

Held and Darnell 2008 

1999 Linear survey of sewer relief line (TAC# 2185);  negative survey 
San Antonio Water 
System 

Miller and Meadows 
2000 

1992 Area survey of Pletz County Park (TAC# 1070); negative survey 
Bexar County Parks 
Department 

Cox 1992 

1983 Linear water line survey between Gembler  and Williams Roads; negative survey EPA/TWDR None per ATLAS 

? Area survey of the exit ramp to Old Sequin Road at the NE I-410 Loop; negative survey   TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1981 Area survey between Old Sequin Road and the NE I-410 Loop; negative survey HUD None per ATLAS 

2002 
Testing at Fort Sam Houston; site 41BX1209 within the study area; Karl Kibler (PI), Patrick 
McLoughlin (author) with Prewitt & Associates  

Army McLoughlin 2002 

1987 Linear survey, negative results within the study area COE/Fort Worth None per ATLAS 

1975 Linear survey of Rittiman Road between Harry Wurtzbach Hwy and I-410; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1977 
Area survey by UTSA/CAR of the southern part of Robert L. B. Tobin Park (Tobin Park); three 
sites (41BX478, 41BX479, and 41BX482) within the study area (revisited in 2007) 

City of San Antonio 
McGraw and Valdez 
1977 

2007 
Linear survey of the Salado Creek Greenbelt (TAC# 4561); revisited eleven previously recorded 
sites 41BX17/271, 41BX473 through 479, 41BX482, and 41BX1765  

City of San Antonio Munoz 2008 

1977 
Area survey of northern part of Tobin Park, south of I-410 on both sides of Salado Creek; eight 
sites (41BX271, and 41BX473 through 479) within the study area (revisited in 2007, see above) 

City of San Antonio None per ATLAS 

1966/2006 Testing of sites 41BX17 and 41BX271 within Tobin Park  
City of San 
Antonio/TxDOT 

Schuetz 1966 and  
Thompson 2006 

? Linear survey of I-35, just north of North Weidner Road to I-410; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1980 
Linear survey of Crestway Drive, Randolph Blvd. to Midcrown Drive; negative results within the 
study area 

TxDOT None per ATLAS 

2006 
Area survey (both sides of Beitel Creek paralleling railroad tracks adjacent to I-410); negative 
survey 

COE/Ft. Worth 
Lowe (not yet 
available) 
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Date Description Project Sponsor References 

1991 
Linear survey of Wurtzbach Parkway, Crosswinds Way to West Avenue; site 41BX950 within the 
study area  

TxDOT None per ATLAS 

2009 
Area survey (TAC# 5391); archeological and historic resources survey of existing bridge and road 
ROW along Weidner Road at Beitel Creek; negative survey 

City of San 
Antonio/TxDOT 

Kibler and Dase 2009 

1990 Linear survey of O'Connor Road, I-410 to Live Oak Road; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1990 Narrow area survey of O'Connor Road, I-410 to Live Oak Road; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1997 Linear survey of O'Connor Road west of Wurtzbach Parkway; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1991 Linear survey of Judson Road between I-35 and Nacogdoches Road; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1985 
Linear survey of Toepperwein Road, west of I-35 from Village Oak Drive west beyond the study 
area; negative results within the study area 

TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1977 Linear survey of I-35 between Tech Com and Selma Creek; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

2007 Linear survey of Loop 1604 (TAC# 4182); revisited 41BX564 (not significant within their ROW) FHWA and TxDOT Thompson et al. 2008 

2010 
Linear survey of Loop 1604 between I-35 and US 90 (TAC# 5624); negative results within the 
study area 

TxDOT 
Young and Sanchez 
2011 

1976 
Linear survey of transmission line between Lookout Road and FM 2252; site 41BX401 was 
recorded by CAR-UTSA within the study area 

REA None per ATLAS 

2012 
Linear survey of sewer line at Cibolo Creek Sewershed (TAC# 5936); site 41BX1922 within the 
study area. 

San Antonio Water 
System 

Dayton 2012 

1982 
Linear survey of Cibolo Creek Municipal water line, southwest of the Loop 1604 and 
Nacogdoches Road (FM 2252) intersection; site 41BX564 within the study area  

EPA/TWDB Fox 1982 

1986 
Linear survey of Nacogdoches Road (FM 2252) from O’Conner Road to Loop 1604; revisited site 
41BX564 within the study area  

FHWA and TxDOT Weir 1986 

1998 
Area survey (TAC# 1939) of proposed Olympia Hills Golf Course; sites 41BX1265 and 
41BX1267 within the study area  

City of Universal 
City 

Walter et al. 2002 

2011 Area survey of a neighborhood park (TAC# 6083); site 41BX1914 City of Selma Clark 2012 

2013 Linear survey of hike and bike trail and Harrison Home (TAC# 6434); site 41BX1966 City of  Selma Clark 2013 

2005 Area survey and shovel testing of the Selma Stagecoach Stop (TAC# 2395); site 41BX1409 City of  Selma Nickels et al. 2005 

2004 Area survey (TAC# 3557) of Selma Emergency Access Road adjacent to 41BX1409 City of Selma Voellinger 2004 
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2010 Area survey, pedestrian and metal detecting (TAC# 3740); site 41BX1409 (see above) 
City of Selma and 
TxDOT 

Peyton 2010 

2011 
Data recovery at 41BX1409 (TAC# 4216) by M. Voellinger with Cedar Valley Environmental 
Services  

City of 
Selma/TxDOT 

Voellinger 2011 (not 
yet available) 

1997 Area survey of proposed Retama/Selma Monopole project; site 41GU39 Southwestern Bell Vierra et al. 1998 

1993 
Three adjacent linear surveys of Retama Park infrastructure (TAC# 1300); sites 41BX998 and 
41BX999 within the study area  

City of  Selma Guderjan 1993 

1982 Linear water line survey, negative results within the study area EPA and TWDB None per ATLAS 

1998 Linear water line survey (TAC 1934); negative results within the study area TWDB Henderson 1998 

1976 Linear survey for transmission line; negative survey REA None per ATLAS 

2011 Linear survey of electric line corridor along Lookout Road (TAC# 5981); negative survey CPS Energy Galindo 2011 

2011 Linear survey of water lines (TAC# 5757); negative survey 
San Antonio Water 
System 

Matthew et al. 2013 

1988 Linear survey of I-35 from Selma Creek extending north of the study area; negative survey TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1997 
Small area survey associated with a transmission line; north side of West Dietz Creek, east of I-
35; negative survey  

LCRA None per ATLAS 

1997 Linear survey of transmission line; parallel to and east of I-35; negative survey LCRA None per ATLAS 

2002 Area survey of Weiderstein electric substation (TAC# 2775); site 41GU82 within the study area LCRA Malof et al. 2005 

2007 
Area survey of Weiderstein Substation Drainage Ditch (TAC # 4412); site 41GU82 within the 
study area  

LCRA 
Malof and Prikryl 
2008 

2010 Area survey (TAC# 5500) of Comal ISD development; negative survey Comal ISD Peyton 2010 

2007 Area survey southwest of the intersection of Humertus Road and I-35; negative survey COE/Ft. Worth None per ATLAS 

1991 
Linear survey of I-35 from just south of FM 1103 continuing north beyond the study area; 
negative results within the study area 

TxDOT None per ATLAS 

1985 
Area survey centered around Fox Run, Scenic Hills Lane, and CR 376; site 41GU22 within the 
study area  

REA Moore 1985 

2013 Linear survey of Tri-County Substation (TAC# 6447); site 41CM335 within the study area CPS Smith et al. 2013 



 

DRAFT ARCHEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND STUDY I-35 FROM I-410 SOUTH TO FM 1103 APPENDICES 
BEXAR, GUADALUPE, AND COMAL COUNTIES, TEXAS 
(CSJS: 0017-10-168, 0016-07-113, 0016-06-047, AND 0016-05-111) 

Appendix C 

Known Archeological Sites I-35 from I-410 South to FM 1103 
 



DRAFT ARCHEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND STUDY I-35 FROM I-410 SOUTH TO FM 1103 APPENDIX C-1 
BEXAR, GUADALUPE, AND COMAL COUNTIES, TEXAS 
(CSJS: 0017-10-168, 0016-07-113, 0016-06-047, AND 0016-05-111) 

Appendix C: Known Archeological Sites I-35 from I-410 South to FM 1103 

Site Site Description 
Eligibility Distance to APE   

(meters/mile) Eligible Unknown Ineligible 
SEGMENT 1 (CSJ: 0017-10-168) 

41BX1679 2006: Historic 1874 Jack White Home, currently City Park Police Office 
  

x 173 m (0.11 mile) 

41BX779 

1987: Historic 1930s Ft. Sam Houston dump; Salado Creek gullies filled with 
garbage from demolished military post (possibly Camp Travis WWI 
barracks); dump may cover prehistoric sites at this location. Further 
assessments recommended. 

x 815 m (0.51 mile) 

41BX1408 2000: Historic domestic dump in depression located 30 m SE of Salado Creek x 945 m (0.59 mile) 

41BX1209 
Recorded in 1978; tested in 2002: small prehistoric open camp with limited 
cultural assemblage; located on Fort Sam Houston overlooking Salado Creek. 

x 750 m (0.47 miles) 

41BX1406 
2000: Prehistoric lithic scatter; 6 flakes in a cluster, possibly looters pile; 
overlooking Salado Creek. 

x 952 m (0.59  mile) 

41BX389 

1977: Prehistoric lithic scatter, widely scattered core tools, some flakes, some 
FCR; flakes and core concentrated in 5 x 5 meter area south of main site; 
indeterminate site condition; upland site; site should be assessed for 
significance. 

x 1,069 m (0.66 mile) 

41BX422 
1977: Prehistoric lithic scatter 200 m west of Salado Creek; 1 scraper on large 
cortical flake, 8 flakes, and 2 core fragments exposed in horse trail; surface 
investigation only; site should be assessed for buried cultural materials. 

x 715 m (0.44 mile) 

41BX305 

1977: Prehistoric open camp located on the southwest bank of Salado Creek in 
John James Park; shell, FCR, flakes, cores, bifaces, and unifaces observed; 
disturbed by horse trails, hiking paths, dumping areas, and flooding;  site 
dimension unknown; NRHP/SAL testing recommended. 

x 984 m (0.61 mile) 

BX-C204 
Unnamed cemetery located on the east side of the intersection of Ray Bon 
Drive and Guinevere Drive, located immediately east of the study boundary. 

x 991 m (0.62 mile) 

41BX482 
1977, 2007: Prehistoric lithic scatter on terrace of Salado Creek; destroyed by 
bulldozing; currently a city dump; no further work required. 

x 484 m (0.30 mile) 

41BX479 
1977, 2007: Prehistoric quarry/workshop (all stages of lithic debitage, cores, 
scrapers) on shallow terrace of Salado Creek; testing recommended.  

x 466 m (0.29 mile) 

41BX478 
1977, 2007: Prehistoric lithic scatter (light scatter of debitage and cores) on 
low terrace of Salado Creek; no research value and no further work 
recommended. 

x 428 m (0.27 mile) 

41BX476 
1977, 2007: Prehistoric open camp with probable BRM on bank of Salado 
Creek; some flood damage; has research potential and testing recommended. 

x 324 m (0.20 mile) 

41BX475 
1977, 2007: Prehistoric lithic scatter on terrace of Salado Creek; sparse 
assemblage; no research value and no further work recommended. 

x 286 m (0.18 mile) 
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Site Site Description 
Eligibility Distance to APE   

(meters/mile) Eligible Unknown Ineligible 

41BX474 
1977, 2007: Prehistoric lithic scatter on terrace of Salado Creek; sparse 
assemblage, flood damaged and eroded; no research value and no further work 
recommended. 

x 240 m (0.15 mile) 

41BX473 
1977, 2007: Prehistoric lithic scatter on terrace of Salado Creek; sparse 
assemblage, flood damaged and eroded; no research value and no further work 
recommended. 

x 188 m (0.12 mile) 

41BX477 
1977, 2007: Prehistoric lithic scatter on terrace of Salado Creek; sparse 
assemblage; no research value and no further work recommended. 

x 101 m (0.06 mile) 

41BX271 

1974, 2007: Middle and Late Archaic prehistoric open camp (burials, 
cemetery, large BRM, diagnostic artifacts, and hearths); buried between 50 
and 160 cmbs; (Insignificant within the hike and bike trail; however, 
construction impacts should be avoided. Same site as 41BX17). 

x 29 m (0.02 mile) 

41BX17 

2007: Middle and Late Archaic prehistoric open camp (burials, cemetery, large 
BRM, diagnostic artifacts, and hearths); buried between 50 and 160 cmbs; no 
adverse effect if trailhead/parking lot are built up from the existing ground 
surface (testing report by Munoz, UTSA/CAR not available); construction 
avoidance was recommended.  

x within the ROW 

41BX1765 

2008: Prehistoric lithic scatter (one Fairland/Frio dart point base and one 
pieced of lithic debitage(20 - 50 cmbs) within an alluvial gravel matrix) on 
floodplain of Salado Creek in the Los Patio Shopping center; land clearing 
and  modern development have severely impacted this site. 

x 148 m (0.09 mile) 

BX-C006 
Perrin Cemetery was established in 1871 on Hope Farm owned by Alphonse 
and Nine Carr Perrin. Perrin family burials date as early as 1871; it is located 
at 9501 Perrin Beitel Road behind a self storage facility. 

x 289 m (0.18 mile) 

BX-C005 

Bueche Cemetery; Historical Marker: Swiss immigrants Abram Louis (1824-
1921) and Anna Barbara (Kaderli) 1825-1905) Bueche, and family, settled in 
this area, known as Fratt, in 1854. Their infant granddaughter, Frieda A. 
Bueche, died in 1892 and is said to be the first buried at this site one-half mile 
east of their homestead. In 1902, when son-in-law Chris W. Ackermann 
(185501936) and wife, Emma (1863-1921), bought the Bueche Fram, C.W. set 
aside this tract of land for a cemetery. Among those laid to rest here is their 
son, Frank (1883-1927), Bexar Co. Deputy Sheriff, killed in the line of duty. 
Descendants maintain this site that chronicles the heritage of the Bueche 
Family and the Fratt community'. Located south of Crestway Drive east of 
Windvale Drive; designated a Historic Texas Cemetery 

x 694 m (0.43 mile) 
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Site Site Description 
Eligibility Distance to APE   

(meters/mile) Eligible Unknown Ineligible 
SEGMENT 2 (CSJ: 0016-07-113) 

41BX950 

1991: Prehistoric lithic scatter and procurement site (abundant chert cobbles, 
cores and core fragments, and flakes; one crude biface) on gravel hill on slope 
overlooking Beitel Creek; site has been cultivated and the northern part of the 
site has been impacted by highway construction; although not formally 
assessed, it is likely ineligible. 

x 522 m (0.32 mile) 

BX-C200 
Agnes Hurst Cemetery is located on the southeast corner of Judson Road and 
Independence Avenue; single grave with tombstone: Agnes Hurst, Brunner 
(maiden name), Geb (born) April 9, 1834, Gest (died) February 23, 1899; 

x 976 m (0.61 mile) 

BX-C114 
Our Lady of Perpetual Help #1 Cemetery is located on Old Austin Road, north 
of Loop 1604 and west of I-35 in Selma, Texas; approximately 588 graves 
dating from 1850 to the present 

x 53.3 m (175 feet) 

BX-C077 
Englemann Family Cemetery; Englemann family burials date as early as 
1917; it is located on Deephaven Drive, north of Woodcliff Blvd. and west of 
I-35 in Selma, Texas 

x 645 m (0.40 mile) 

BX-C187 
Mission Burial Retama or Grote Cemetery; 191 gravesites dating between 
1913 and the present; located on Hasting Park, south of Look out Road and 
west of I-35 in Selma,  

x 779 m (0.48 mile) 

41BX998 
1993: Prehistoric quarry containing polyhedral blade cores; site has been 
destroyed by development; adjacent to Mission Burial Retama or Grote 
Cemetery (BX-C187). 

x 902 m (0.56 mile) 

41BX401 
1976: Prehistoric quarry site on rise south of small creek; no further 
assessment recommended 

x 145 m (0.09 mile) 

41BX1922 
2012: Prehistoric lithic scatter recorded within a 15 m sewer line ROW; site 
was not fully assessed as it extends beyond the surveyed ROW; insignificant 
within the survey boundary. 

x 
372 m (0.23 mile) 

41BX564 
2008: Large prehistoric lithic scatter located between FM 2252 and Loop 
1604; no evidence of site within the eastbound access road of Loop 1604. 

x within the APE 

41BX1267 
2000: Prehistoric lithic procurement site and open camp overlooks Selma 
Creek; 40 cm deep deposits; site extends beyond the project area and would 
require re-evaluation to determine eligibility. 

x 355 m (0.22 mile) 

41BX1265 

2000: Historic cemetery and burials are located on a narrow terrace located 75 
m south of Selma Creek; cut limestone blocks and ornate wire; gravel 
quarrying has removed the terrace surrounding three sides of the cemetery; 
SAL listed in 2005. 

x 470 m (0.29 mile) 
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Site Site Description 
Eligibility Distance to APE   

(meters/mile) Eligible Unknown Ineligible 

41BX1914 

2011: Multicomponent site (TAC 6083); historic 1852 Harrison House, 12.86-
acre homestead, and historic road connecting property to historic Stage Stop 
and Post Office (41BX1409); located on bluff overlooking Cibolo Creek in 
Selma, TX; one story stone house and property listed as a SAL and included in 
the NRHP. Non-contributing prehistoric component consists of a heavily 
looted Archaic-period open camp (lithic tools and debitage and FCR); it is 
located in the agricultural field south of the Harrison house. 

x 
  

600 m (0.37 mile) southeast 
of I-35 and 224 m (0.14 mile) 

southwest of FM 1518 

41BX1966 

2013: Selma Trail Site (TAC 6434) is located adjacent to Cibolo Creek; 
historic dump (1920-1980) and prehistoric Archaic campsite with diagnostic 
lithic tools, FCR, debitage (0-60 cmbs); insignificant within ROW of the 
proposed walking trail; site extends beyond the survey boundary and would 
require re-evaluation beyond the previously surveyed area. 

 
x 

 

436 m (0.27 mile) south of I-
35 and 202 m (0.13 mile) 

west of FM 1518 

41BX1409 

2000 and 2010: Historic Selma Post Office and Stage Coach Stop (1852) and 
buried (up to 60 cmbs) late Prehistoric site (TAC 3470); buried Scallorn arrow 
point and debitage; glass, ceramics, bone, and metal fragments on surface; 
cobble and mortar structure (fenced) is located 75 m east of I-35 and 75 m 
south of Cibolo Creek; significant early mail and coach route; NRHP 
nominated, SAL listed. 

x 
  

47.4 m (156 feet) south of I-
35 and 138 m (0.10 mile) 

west of FM 1518 

BX-C115 
Our Lady of Perpetual Help #2 or Selma Catholic Cemetery is located south 
of North Evans Road and immediately west of I-35 in Selma, Texas; 
approximately 483 interments; many with unknown dates. 

 
x 

 
97.1 m (0.10 mile) 

41BX999 

1993: Historic (1865 to 1900) and prehistoric (possibly late Prehistoric) 
multicomponent site exposed in plowed field located west of Evans Road; 
western half of project area shovel tested (TAC 1300); see Guderjan (1993); 
both components were thinly scattered over large areas at shallow depth; 
plowing and water storage construction have contributed to its ineligibility for 
SAL listing/NRHP inclusion.  

  
x 584 m (0.36 mile) 

SEGMENT 3 (CSJ: 0016-06-047) 

41GU39 

1977: Prehistoric open camp and lithic scatter; Gower, Martindale, and 
Tortugas dart points, debitage, cores, biface and uniface fragments, and 2 
Guadalupe tools; site is located 200 m north of Cibolo Creek; impacted by 
long-term plowing and artifact collection; not recommended eligible; formal 
determination outstanding. 

 
x 

 

876 m (0.54 mile) southwest 
of I-35 and 288 m (0.18 mile) 

south of FM 1518 

41GU82 
Different areas of site recorded in 2002 (TAC 2775) and 2008 (TAC 4412); 
Prehistoric open camp; surficial scatter of FCR and debitage in plowzone; site 
is located 400 m north of East Dietz Creek. 

  
x 450 m (0.28 mile) 
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Site Site Description 
Eligibility Distance to APE   

(meters/mile) Eligible Unknown Ineligible 

41CM335 

2013: Historic shed, barbed wire, cedar post fencelines, and artifact scatter 
(TAC 6447); machine made brick and wire nails; stoneware (Albany and 
Bristol glazed (pre-1940) with a cobalt leaf pattern), refined earthenware 
(undecorated), clear glass bottle fragments, and one bottle neck; site is located 
20 m east of small un-named tributary headwater. 

x 773 m (0.48 mile) 

SEGMENT 4 (CSJ: 0016-05-111) 

41GU22 

1978: Prehistoric lithic scatter and biface fragments on upper slopes of ridge 
complex; preliminary site description; site may extend beyond the survey 
boundary; would require re-evaluation beyond the previously surveyed area. 

x 986 m (0.61 mile) 



From: Jimmy Arterberry
To: Sharon Dornheim
Subject: RE: Texas Department of Transportation Proposed Project, Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties
Date: Tuesday, July 01, 2014 2:26:43 PM

In response to your request, the above referenced project has been reviewed by staff of this office.
Based on the information provided and a search within the Comanche Nation Site Files, we have
determined that there will be no adverse effect to historic properties by the proposed undertaking
(provided that recommendations made in the Blanton and Associates Inc. report  are followed; at
Appendix C-2, site 41BX17, with the additional monitoring of site 41BX564 as well).
If you require additional information or are in need of further assistance, please contact this office at
(580) 595-9960 or 9618.
This review is performed in order to identify and preserve the Comanche Nation and State's cultural
heritage, in conjunction with the State Historic Preservation Office.
 
Jimmy W. Arterberry, THPO
Comanche Nation
#6 SW 'D' Avenue, Suite C
Lawton, Oklahoma 73502
(580) 595-9960 or 9618
(580) 595-9733 FAX

This message is intended only for the use of the individuals to which this e-mail is addressed, and may
contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable laws. If
you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in
error, please notify the sender immediately and delete this e-mail from both your "mailbox" and your
"trash." Thank you.
From: Sharon Dornheim [Sharon.Dornheim@txdot.gov]
Sent: Monday, June 30, 2014 4:12 PM
To: Jimmy Arterberry
Subject: Texas Department of Transportation Proposed Project, Bexar, Comal, and Guadalupe Counties
Good afternoon Jimmy,
 
I hope you are doing well as we begin a new week.
 
Attached are a letter and documentation regarding a proposed project in Bexar, Comal, and
Guadalupe Counties, Texas.
 
Section 106 Consultation
 
CSJ: 0016-07-113, 0016-05-111, 0016-06-047, and 0017-10-168; IH 35, from IH 410 South to FM
1103, to include Connectors at IH 410 South and IH 35, IH 35 and IH 410 West, and IH 35 and Loop
1604, Roadway Improvements; Bexar, Comal, Guadalupe Counties, San Antonio District
 
The attached PDF document can be accessed using Adobe Reader 10.0. An online free download of
the Adobe software is available at the following website:
 
http://www.adobe.com/products/reader/



 
Thank you for your attention to this request.
 
Best regards,
 

  Sharon
 
Sharon Dornheim
Staff Archeologist / Consultation Coordinator
Cultural Resources Management Section
Environmental Affairs Division
Texas Department of Transportation
512-416-2638
 
This electronic message transmission and any documents, files, graphics, or previous e-mail messages attached to it may
contain information that may be legally confidential and/or privileged. The information is intended solely for the individual(s)
or entity(s) named above and access by disclosure, copying, distribution, or other use of the contents of this message is
prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this electronic transmission in error, please reply immediately to the
sender pointing out the error, and delete the message. This message may also contain personal opinions of the author
and  should not be considered as an official TxDOT policy or opinion.
 
Don't mess with Texas® means don't litter.



%16'4@
PO.Box ?0

407 N. Hrvy 102
McLoud. Oklahoma 74851

July 9,2014

Texas Department of Transportation
ATTN: Sharon Dornheim
Staff Archeologist/Consultant Coord.
Archeological Studies Branch
Environmental Affairs Division
125 E.11th Street
Austin. TX 78701-2483

RE: CSJ: 0016-07-113, 0016-05-1 I I, 0016-06-047 &
0017-10-168; Bexar, Comal & Guadalupe
Counties: San Antonio District

Dear Mrs. Domheim:

Thank you for consulting with the Kickapoo Tribe of Oklahoma in regard to the above
referenced site(s). At this time, the Kickapoo Tribe of Oklahoma has no objections to the
proposed project(s) at the intended site(s). However, in the event burial remains andlor artifacts
are discovered during the development or construction process, the Kickapoo Tribe of Oklahoma
would ask for immediate notification of such findings.

Should I be of any fuither assistance, please contact me at (405) 964-4227.

Sincerelv-

NAGPRA Contact
Kickapoo Tribe of Oklahoma

Cc: File

Administration I)epartnrent
Plrone: 405-964- 7053; Fax: 405 -964'7 065

Email : kwilson@kickapootriheofoklahorna.cotn
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From: Troy Olney-C
To: Sonya Hernandez
Subject: FW: Draft Environmental Assessment Review; CSJ: 0016-07-013; IH 35 NE San Antonio Expansion Project
Date: Monday, July 14, 2014 9:06:05 AM

FYI. I can upload and update in ECOS.
 

From: TxDot [mailto:TxDot@tceq.texas.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 08, 2014 9:38 AM
To: Troy Olney-C; TxDot
Cc: Mike Hoke
Subject: RE: Draft Environmental Assessment Review; CSJ: 0016-07-013; IH 35 NE San Antonio
Expansion Project
 
The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) received the Texas Department of
Transportation’s (TxDOT) request for environmental review of the following project:  CSJ: 0016-07-
013; IH 35 NE San Antonio Expansion Project.
 
In accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding  between TxDOT and TCEQ regarding
environmental reviews, which is codified in Chapter 43, Subchapter I of the Texas Administrative
Code (TAC) and 30 TAC § 7.119, TCEQ is responding to your request for review. TCEQ does not have
any comments.
 
TxDOT will still need to follow all other applicable laws related to this project, including applying for
applicable permits.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Mike Hoke at (512) 239-
4899.
 

From: Troy Olney-C [mailto:TOLNEY-C@txdot.gov] 
Sent: Monday, June 23, 2014 1:53 PM
To: TxDot
Subject: Draft Environmental Assessment Review; CSJ: 0016-07-013; IH 35 NE San Antonio Expansion
Project
 
Hello,
 
TxDOT requests that TCEQ evaluate the IH 35 NE San Antonio project per 43 TAC 2.23.  The
proposed project would include various improvements to IH 35 from I-410 South to Farm-to-Market
(FM) 1103 in Bexar, Guadalupe, and Comal Counties, Texas.  We are requesting TCEQ review since
the project meets triggers under the new MOU related to projects located where runoff from the
proposed project would discharge within five miles upstream of a state-listed impaired waterbody
assessment unit.  
 
An electronic version of the Draft Environmental Assessment will be transmitted to your office using
our FTP system. 
Please let me know if you have any questions, or if you require any additional information.
 
Thank you,
 



Troy Olney
Environmental Affairs Division
Texas Department of Transportation
512-416-2522
TOLNEY-C@txdot.gov
 

Don't mess with Texas® means don't litter.
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  1. Bike trail under I-35 at Salado Creek. 
 

2.  Bike trail on northbound I-35 frontage road at Salado Creek. 
 

  3. Bike trail along the southbound I-35 frontage road at Salado Creek.  
 

4.  Bike trailhead at Salado Creek.  
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  5. Salado Creek looking east at I-35 frontage road and existing 
elevated mainlanes.  

 
6.  Salado Creek looking east, downstream under the mainlanes of  
I-35.  

 

 7.  Salado Creek looking east, downstream under the mainlanes of  
I-35. 
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8. I-35 southbound frontage road looking south towards George 
Beach intersection. 

9. I-35 looking west at the San Antonio Military Medical Center. 
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 11.  Trash and discolored soil in tributary.  
 

 

10. Tributary along southbound I-35, located approximately 0.06 mile 
north of Petroleum Drive shows evidence of a spill and 
stained/discolored soil.  The site has a strong odor of gasoline or 
diesel and differed in soil color of adjacent ground. 

 
12. Area northwest corner of Fratt Road and Interchange Parkway. 
General area of proposed ROW. 
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  13.  Area southeast corner of Fratt Road and Interchange Parkway.  
General area of proposed ROW. 

 
14. Cowboys Dancehall adjacent to two areas of proposed ROW at  
I-35 and I-410 West.   

 

  15. Beitel Creek looking downstream under I-410 frontage roads and 
mainlanes at proposed direct connector location.  

16. Beitel Creek looking upstream and north of I-410 and proposed 
direct connector location. 
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  17. Unnamed tributary to Salado Creek, looking upstream and north 
of I-410, located east of Starcrest Drive and I-410 West intersection. 

 
18. Unnamed tributary to Salado Creek, looking downstream and 
south at I-410, located east of Starcrest Drive and I-410 West 
intersection.  

  
19. I-35 corridor at Shin Oak Drive, facing north. 

 
20. I-35 at The Forum at Olympia Parkway. 
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  21. Selma Stage Stop Park located at I-35 and Evans Road, looking 
east on the I-35 northbound frontage road. 

 
22. Selma Stage Stop building.  

 

 23. Selma Stage Stop historical marker and building.  
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 24. Selma Stage Stop historical marker.  
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  25. Residence along I-35 southbound frontage road just south of N. 
Evans Road, facing southwest. General area of proposed ROW.  

 
26. Residence along I-35 southbound frontage road just south of N. 
Evans Road, facing southwest. General area of proposed ROW.  

 

  27. Residence along I-35 southbound frontage road just south of N. 
Evans Road, facing west. General area of proposed ROW.  

 
28. J.D. Glass Service and Tinting along I-35 southbound frontage road 
just south of N. Evans Road. General area of proposed ROW. 
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  29. Salon Hideaway along I-35 southbound frontage road just south of 
N. Evans Road. General area of proposed ROW. 

 
30. I-35 southbound frontage road just south of N. Evans Road. 
General area of proposed ROW.  

 

  31. Cibolo Creek crossing, looking west under the southbound 
frontage road of I-35. 

 
32. Cibolo Creek crossing, looking west below the southbound 
mainlanes and frontage road of I-35. 
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  33. Cibolo Creek under I-35, looking east, downstream. 
 

34. View of I-35 facing south from overpass at Schertz Parkway. 
 

  35. Tributary to Cibolo Creek at I-35 and Bethel Circle, looking east 
at I-35, downstream. 

 
36. Tributary to Cibolo Creek at I-35 and Bethel Circle, looking west 
upstream. 
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  37. Tributary to Cibolo Creek at Bethel Circle, on northbound side of  
I-35, looking downstream. Adjacent construction of a car dealership. 

  
38. I-35 southbound frontage road at Journey’s Way, facing south. 

  39.  View of I-35 Corridor facing south from the FM 2252 overpass. 
 

40. 55 gallon drums on the southbound side of I-35, adjacent to 
existing ROW, approximately 0.65 mile south of FM 1103. (3/2/13) 
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  41.  Barrels shown in Photo 7 are pushed into pile during site visit on 
8/13/13.  Contents had been spilled onto the ground. 

42. Dense Ashe juniper vegetation at an undeveloped parcel on the 
northwest corner of I-35 and Belmont Parkway. 

  43.  Lift station located on I-35 northbound frontage road 
approximately 345 feet north of Fairlawn Avenue. General area of 
proposed ROW.  

44. On I-35 northbound frontage road just south of FM 1103, looking 
west across I-35. 

CSJs: 0016-05-111, etc.                           13 of 14 



Appendix F: Project Photographs                                  I-35: I-410 South to FM 1103 
 

  45. On I-35 southbound frontage road looking north to project end at  
FM 1103. 

46. On I-35 northbound frontage road, looking south at corridor from 
the north end of project limits. 
 

 47. On I-35 northbound frontage road looking north to project end at FM 1103. 
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