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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), Austin District, is developing a project to improve 

Farm-to-Market Road (FM) 2001 in Hays and Caldwell Counties, Texas.  The limits of the proposed 

project extend from Interstate Highway 35 (I-35) to State Highway (SH) 21 (Camino Real) – a 

distance of approximately 8.5 miles. The proposed project would improve and realign FM 2001 to 

include construction of four travel lanes, two in each direction, with a raised median and sidewalks 

along urban portions of the proposed roadway, and a center left turn lane and wide outside 

shoulders in the suburban section. Appendix A shows the general project location.  Appendix B 

contains photographs of the project area. 

 

The purpose of this environmental assessment (EA) is to study the potential environmental 

consequences of the proposed FM 2001 project and determine whether those consequences 

warrant preparation of an environmental impact statement.  Because the proposed project would 

be funded in part by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), this EA complies with FHWA’s 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations as well as relevant TxDOT rules for 

environmental review of projects and guidance for conducting NEPA studies on behalf of FHWA. The 

environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental 

laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S. Code (USC) 

327 and a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) dated December 9, 2019, and executed by 

FHWA and TxDOT. 

 

A public hearing was held on March 28, 2017, to present the findings of this EA and the proposed 

design to the public, and to receive public comments.  Written comments were solicited through the 

public notice and public hearing process.  All comments received have been thoroughly considered 

by TxDOT. 

 

Based on information contained in this EA and comments submitted during the public hearing 

comment period, TxDOT has determined environmental effects are not sufficiently substantial to 

warrant preparation of an environmental impact statement.  TxDOT has determined that there 

would be no significant adverse effects and will therefore prepare and issue a finding of no 

significant impact (FONSI), which will be made available to the public. 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1 Existing Facility 

The existing FM 2001 facility is a rural two-lane, undivided highway, consisting of one 11-foot wide 

travel lane in each direction, typically with four-foot wide outside shoulders. Existing right-of-way 

(ROW) varies, with a typical ROW width of 80 feet. Existing ROW totals approximately 46.7 acres 

throughout the project limits. Overpass Road, also referred to as White Wing Trail, which connects 

existing FM 2001 to I-35, consists of two 12-foot wide travel lanes in each direction within a 120-

foot ROW. The overall corridor provides access to the cities of Buda and Niederwald, as well as 

numerous adjacent residential subdivisions. Several minor roadways intersect with FM 2001 along 

the project limits; each of these intersections occurs at grade. Only one intersection – FM 2001 at 

I-35 – is signalized. No sidewalks exist along FM 2001 in the project limits except along Overpass 

Road/White Wing Trail from I-35 to existing FM 2001. The speed limit on the existing FM 2001 

facility is 50 miles per hour (mph) and 60 mph on SH 21. Existing drainage is conveyed through 

open ditches.  

 

Photographs of the existing roadway are included in Appendix B.  Appendix D includes typical 

sections of the existing roadway.  

2.2 Proposed Facility 

As proposed, the Build Alternative would consist of an urban section and a suburban section. The 

urban section would consist of two 12-foot wide lanes in each direction and a 16-foot wide raised 

median within a 120-foot ROW. The urban section would be located from the northern extent of 

construction (Overpass Road) to Station 120+76.31 and from Station 330+09.00 to the southern 

project terminus. The design speed of urban sections of the proposed roadway would be 45 mph. 

Drainage would be conveyed through a storm sewer system. 

 

The suburban section would consist of two 12-foot wide lanes and a 10-foot wide outside shoulder 

in each direction within a 160-foot ROW. This section of roadway would have a 16-foot wide center 

two-way left turn lane and drainage would be conveyed through open ditches. The suburban section 

would be located from Station 120+76.31 to Station 330+09.00. The design speed of suburban 

sections of the proposed roadway would be 55 mph.  

 

In order to facilitate access to the proposed facility from adjacent developments, connecting 

roadways from the proposed FM 2001 to the existing FM 2001 would be constructed at several 

locations, as well as at Rohde Road. Additionally, SH 21 would be improved within existing ROW to 

provide a left turn lane to the proposed FM 2001. Approximately 7.7 acres of drainage easements 

and 114.5 acres of new ROW would be required for the proposed project. Existing portions of FM 

2001 that remain away from ultimate alignments would be removed from the state system and be 
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maintained by the County. Where the proposed alignment diverges from existing alignment, the 

existing FM 2001 would connect/terminate at the proposed alignment.  

 

Along the urban sections, 5-foot wide bike lanes would be provided adjacent to the outer lanes 

(below curb) and 6-foot wide sidewalks would be constructed along both sides of the road (above 

curb). Along the suburban sections, although sidewalks would not be constructed as part of this 

project, an allowance would be made along both ROW lines for future 5-foot wide sidewalks. The 

10-foot wide outside shoulders that would be built along the suburban sections as part of the 

proposed project would accommodate bicyclist/pedestrian movements throughout these areas. 

 

In total, approximately 114.5 acres of new ROW and 7.7 acres of permanent drainage easements 

would be required to accommodate the proposed FM 2001 improvements. The additional ROW is 

necessary to realign and widen the roadway and construct the continuous intersection at SH 21.  

The schematic sheets can be found in Appendix C and existing and proposed typical sections are 

included in Appendix D. 

 

Federal regulations [23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 771.111(f)(1)] require that federally 

funded transportation projects have logical termini.  Simply stated, this means that a project must 

have rational beginning and ending points.  Those points may not be created simply to avoid proper 

analysis of environmental impacts.  The I-35/FM 2001 intersection is a logical northern terminus 

for the proposed improvements as I-35 is a major traffic generator. The section of FM 2001 within 

the proposed project includes numerous 90-degree turns and narrow shoulders. Further, FM 2001 

is not on a continuous alignment through its intersection with SH 21; rather, FM 2001 traffic 

between Buda and Lockhart must stop, turn onto SH 21, and travel on SH 21 for 1.4 miles between 

Niederwald and Rohde Road before turning back onto FM 2001. SH 21 is a logical southern 

terminus that would allow for the straightening of the 90-degree turns and the construction of a 

continuous connection of FM 2001 north and south of SH 21.  

 

Federal regulations [23 CFR 771.111(f)(2)] require that a project have independent utility and be a 

reasonable expenditure even if no other transportation improvements are made in the area.  This 

means a project must be able to provide benefit by itself, and that the project not compel further 

expenditures to make the project useful.  Stated another way, a project must be able to satisfy its 

purpose and need with no other project being built.  As proposed, the FM 2001 project addresses 

specific transportation needs identified within the project limits.  Specifically, the proposed project 

would enhance safety by eliminating 90-degree turns and other safety-related conditions within the 

project limits such as providing a continuous roadway for emergency vehicles.  The safety and 

mobility benefits of the proposed FM 2001 project stand alone. Realization of these benefits is not 

dependent upon other projects/future actions; thus, the proposed project passes the test of 

independent utility.  Further, because the project would stand alone and is not dependent upon 

other (future) improvements to properly function, it would not compel further expenditure of funds.  

For this reason, it cannot and does not irretrievably commit future federal funds. 
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Federal law [23 CFR 771.111(f)(3)] prohibits a project from restricting consideration of alternatives 

for other reasonably foreseeable transportation improvements.  This means that a project must not 

dictate or restrict any future roadway alternatives.  As proposed, the FM 2001 project would in no 

way limit consideration of improvements, or alternatives for construction of such improvements, in 

adjoining sections of FM 2001 – east or west of the proposed project.  For this reason, the 

proposed project does not foreclose consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable 

transportation improvements.      

 

The estimated cost of the proposed FM 2001 project is $46 million.  The project would be financed 

with a combination of local, state, and federal financing.  The project is identified in the Capital Area 

Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the 

CAMPO fiscal year 2019–2022 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) as a priority project.  The 

proposed project is listed in the 2013 Hays County Transportation Plan (HCTP) in three separate 

sections: the first section from I-35 to Old Goforth Road as an upgrade from a major, undivided two-

lane roadway to a major, divided four-lane roadway; the second section from Old Goforth Road to 

Goforth Road as an upgrade from a major, undivided two-lane roadway to a major, divided four-lane 

roadway; and the third section from Goforth Road to SH 21 as an upgrade from a major, undivided 

two-lane roadway to a major, divided four-lane roadway and new alignment.  A copy of applicable 

pages from the RTP and TIP are included in Appendix E.  The proposed FM 2001 improvements are 

included in the 2019-2022 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) as approved in 

August 2018.     
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3.0 PURPOSE AND NEED 

3.1 Need 

Transportation improvements are needed in the project area because the existing roadway 

geometry and alignment, coupled with increasing congestion due to population and economic 

growth in Hays County, has caused safety and mobility concerns. These conditions, which are 

projected to worsen in response to continued population and economic growth, indicate a need for 

transportation improvements.  

3.2 Supporting Facts and/or Data 

Geometric Deficiencies 

Currently, FM 2001 is aligned for approximately 1.4 miles along a portion of SH 21 between Rohde 

Road and Niederwald.  This is not ideal as it forces traffic to merge with SH 21 traffic for a short 

time and then get back onto FM 2001. Additionally, the numerous 90-degree turns on existing 

FM 2001, often at intersections with other roadways, can cause driver confusion.  

 

Population Growth 

Hays County has seen rapid population growth in the last several decades, growing from a 

population of 65,614 in 1990 to 222,631 in 2018, an increase of 239 percent (U.S. Census, 

2019). Caldwell County has also seen a significant increase in population, growing from a 

population of 26,392 in 1990 to 43,247 in 2018, an increase of 61 percent (U.S. Census, 2019). 

As shown in Table 3-1, this trend is projected to continue for both counties, with the projected 2040 

population expected to increase by 129 percent for Hays County and by 24 percent for Caldwell 

County (TXSDC, 2019). Persons employed in Hays County is also anticipated to almost double from 

73,010 in 2010 to over 137,000 by 2035 (Hays County, 2013). Persons employed in Caldwell 

County is anticipated to grow at a similar rate from 7,224 in 2010 to 21,034 by 2040 (CAMPO, 

2015). 

 

Table 3-1: Population Growth by County 

County Year Population % Change 

Hays 

1990 65,614 N/A 

2018 222,631 (estimated) + 239% 

2040 509,975 (projected) + 129% 

Caldwell 

1990 26,392 N/A 

2018 43,247 (estimated) + 61% 

2040 56,565 (projected) + 24% 

Source: U.S. Census, 2019; TXSDC, 2019 
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Traffic Volumes 

In 2019, traffic on FM 2001 east of I-35 was approximately 11,328 vehicles per day (vpd) and 

traffic along the roadway south of County Road (CR) 133 (Hillside Terrace) was approximately 

13,637 vpd. Traffic on the roadway is projected to increase over the next twenty years, with 

volumes east of I-35 increasing by 178 percent (to 31,512 vpd) and volumes south of Hillside 

Terrace increasing by 85 percent (to 25,179 vpd). 

 

With the current roadway facility, these projected traffic volumes would result in low levels of 

service along the roadway. Level of service (LOS) is a measure of traffic flow and congestion that is 

generally related to factors such as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic 

interruptions, comfort and convenience, and safety. LOS is classified A through F, with A being the 

least congested and F being the most congested. Table 3-2 describes the LOS descriptions as 

presented in the Highway Capacity Manual. 

 

Table 3-2: Level of Service Characteristics 

Level of Service Description 

A Free flow with low volumes and high speeds 

B Reasonably free flow, but speeds beginning to be restricted by traffic conditions 

C 
Stable flow zone, but most drivers are restricted in the freedom to select their own 

speeds 

D Approaching unstable flow; drivers have little freedom to select their own speeds 

E Unstable flow; may be short stoppages 

F Unacceptable congestion; stop and go; force flow 

Adapted from Transportation Research Board, 2000 

 

Based on the traffic projections discussed above, by 2034 FM 2001 would experience a LOS D east 

of I-35 and south of Hillside Terrace as traffic volumes exceed lane capacity by as much as 208 

percent (Table 3-3). 

 

Table 3-3: LOS Analysis for FM 2001 in 2034 

Road Section 2019 ADT 2039 ADT 
Capacity 

(vehicles/lane) 
LOS 

FM 2001 (east of I-35) 11,328 31,512 9,000 D 

FM 2001 (south of Hillside Terrace) 13,637 25,179 7,000 D 

ADT – Average Daily Traffic 

Source: Kimley-Horn, 2014 

 

Safety and Crash Data 

Existing FM 2001 consists of numerous substandard curves and a discontinuous roadway north 

and south of SH 21. This configuration results in reduced mobility and travel times, a situation that 

would continue to decline as population increases in the area, as indicated by the projected 2034 

LOS D (Table 3-3). 
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Existing FM 2001 does not meet current design criteria for rural farm-to-market roads due to the 

numerous 90-degree turns and narrow shoulders. The existing configuration is considered 

substandard and results in safety issues along the roadway. The 90-degree turns reduce the line of 

sight and driver expectancy. The narrow shoulders, or lack thereof, creates safety concerns for 

vehicles that have become disabled along the roadway. Both of these situations would be further 

compounded as traffic in the area increases. Therefore, there is a need to correct these 

deficiencies along FM 2001. 

 

As Table 3-4 shows, reported vehicle crash data from 2016–2018 shows a consistently high rate of 

collisions within this section of FM 2001 when compared to the statewide average for a rural, two-

lane, two-way road. 

 

Table 3-4: Vehicle Crash Data for FM 2001 from 2012-2015 

Crash Year Fatal Crashes Total Crashes 
Existing FM 2001 

Crash Rate 

Statewide Average 

Crash Rate 

2016 2 50 167.45 94.32 

2017 0 61 204.96 96.97 

2018 0 84 282.24 102.13 

3.3 Purpose 

The purpose of the proposed project is to improve safety, improve mobility, and reduce congestion 

along the FM 2001 corridor between I-35 and SH 21.     
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4.0 ALTERNATIVES 

The alternatives identification and evaluation process conducted for the proposed project, 

described in Section 4.3 (below), resulted in the narrowing of the field of alternatives down to two 

alternatives:  the Build Alternative and the No Build Alternative.  These two alternatives are 

evaluated in detail in Section 5.0 of this EA. 

4.1 Build Alternative 

The Build Alternative, described in Section 2.2, satisfies the project purpose and need by enhancing 

mobility within the corridor, providing increased safety, and providing system linkage between FM 

2001 north and south of SH 21 to improve travel times for commuters and emergency vehicles.  

Because the Build Alternative satisfies the project’s purpose and need, it is the recommended 

alternative. 

4.2 No Build Alternative 

Under the No Build Alternative, the proposed improvements to FM 2001 would not be constructed.  

The No Build Alternative would not require the conversion of approximately 114.5 acres from 

existing land uses to transportation use (ROW) nor would other project-related impacts occur.  The 

No Build Alternative would not enhance mobility or improve safety within the corridor.  

Consequently, the anticipated benefits of the proposed project would not be realized and 

conditions in the FM 2001 corridor would continue to deteriorate and pose safety and mobility 

issues as growth in the area continues. For this reason, the No Build Alternative does not meet the 

purpose and need for the proposed improvements (described in Section 3.0) and is not the 

recommended alternative.    

 

Although the No Build Alternative fails to meet the project’s purpose and need and is not the 

recommended alternative, it was carried forward (per the requirements of NEPA) as the baseline for 

comparison.  The No Build Alternative is evaluated in this EA along with the Build Alternative. 

4.3 Preliminary Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further 

Consideration 

A four-step process led to the identification of the Build Alternative described in Section 2.2 :  (1) 

identification, screening, and public vetting of preliminary alternatives; (2) evaluation of public 

comments and identification of a recommended alternative; (3) public vetting of the recommended 

Build Alternative, and (4) post-public hearing refinement of the Build Alternative.  The No Build 

Alternative was considered at each step in the process and was carried forward for evaluation in 

this EA.  Public meetings and a public hearing were conducted to receive public feedback; thus, the 

public was activity engaged in the alternatives analysis process. 
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Step One (Identification, Screening, and Public Vetting of the Preliminary Alternatives) 

In total, four preliminary build alternatives were identified and screened:   

• Alternative A – extension of the recently constructed four-lane FM 2001 spur east of I-35 to 

connect with the existing FM 2001 alignment at a point approximately 5,000 feet east of Old 

Goforth Road. The existing FM 2001 would then be expanded from two to four lanes until a 

point approximately 400 feet north of the intersection of FM 2001 and Hillside Terrace.  

Alternative A would then deviate from the current FM 2001 alignment using a gradual 

horizontal curve to create a more direct connection with the current facility at the intersection 

with South Turnersville Road, thereby eliminating the 90-degree turn currently present at 

Windy Hill Road.  The existing facility would be expanded to a four-lane roadway between 

South Turnersville Road and CR 121, at which point Alternative A would deviate again from 

the existing FM 2001 alignment and make a gradual turn south and then east to avoid the 

Elm Creek Ranch and Circle N Ranch neighborhoods. Alternative A would then cross SH 21 

and provide a direct connection to the current FM 2001 facility at a point approximately 2,800 

feet south of the current intersection with SH 21. 

• Alternative B – follows the same alignment as Alternative A until the intersection with Hillside 

Terrace, at which point Alternative B would continue with an expansion of the existing roadway 

to a four-lane facility.  Alternative B would improve the geometry of the horizontal curve at 

Windy Hill Road and continue to utilize the existing alignment until a point approximately 300 

feet east of Quail Run. The alignment would then make a gradual curve south and then east in 

order to connect with the existing Rohde Road facility at its intersection with Goforth Road.  

Rohde Road would be expanded from a two-lane to a four-lane facility from Goforth Road to 

Graef Road, at which point the roadway would make a gradual turn to the south and generally 

follow the alignment of Alternative A until the connection with the current FM 2001 facility. 

• Alternative C – follows the alignment of Alternative B until the intersection with Quail Run, at 

which point it would continue following the current FM 2001 alignment with an expansion of 

the roadway from a two-lane to a four-lane facility.  The Alternative C alignment would make a 

gradual 90-degree turn to the south at Graef Road and follow the current Graef Road 

alignment to its intersection with Rohde Road, at which point it would make a gradual turn to 

the south and east before terminating in an alignment identical to the two previous 

alternatives. 

• Alternative D - consists of an upgrade to the existing FM 2001 alignment. Although the 

existing narrow shoulders would be improved to current TxDOT design standards as part of 

Alternative D, none of the 90-degree turns would be eliminated. Additionally, this alternative 

would not provide a direct link between FM 2001 north and south of SH 21. Therefore, 

Alternative D does not meet the project purpose and need and was not carried forward for 

further study. 
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It should be noted that three of the four of the preliminary build alternatives satisfy the project’s 

purpose and need; however, the ROW foot print (and, thus, resulting impacts) differed by 

alternative.   

 

The four alternatives were presented for public review and comment at a public meeting on January 

16, 2014.  Approximately 48 people attended the public meeting and 26 comments were received.    

 

Step Two (Evaluation of Public Comments and Identification of a Recommended Alternative) 

All comments received at the January 16, 2014 public meeting were thoroughly considered by the 

project team.  Based on the analysis of preliminary alternatives, it was determined that Alternatives 

A, B, and C met the purpose and need for the proposed FM 2001 project and were therefore 

carried forward for further evaluation as reasonable alternatives. Of those that commented, 

everyone supported the realignment of the existing FM 2001 roadway; Alternative A received the 

most support, followed by Alternative B. As a result of public comments received at the public 

meeting, the Recommended Alternative (Alternative B1), was developed. 

 

Alternative B1 would be a blend of Alternative A north of South Turnersville Road and Alternative B 

south of South Turnersville Road. Alternative B1 would create a more gradual curve than Alternative 

B between FM 2001 and Rohde Road, and would have a slightly modified curve from that of 

Alternative B at the intersection with Graef Road. The terminus of Alternative B1 would be identical 

to that of the previous alternatives. Alternative B1 meets the purpose and need of the proposed 

project and was therefore carried forward as another reasonable alternative for further study. 

 

The reasonable alternatives were screened against a secondary set of criteria in order to select the 

Recommended Alternative. The additional screening criteria are: 

 

• ROW impacts and displacements 

o Total ROW 

o Residential displacements 

o Parcels requiring ROW acquisition 

o Large tracts of land split by ROW 

• Environmental impacts 

o National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) wetlands 

o Creek crossings 

o Floodplains 

o Prime and unique farmlands 

• Utility impacts 

 

Results of the secondary screening are presented below and in Table 4-1. 
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Alternative A would result in one residential displacement, require approximately 120 acres of ROW 

from 37 parcels, and split 16 large tracts of land.  Alternative A would also impact one water tank, 

one natural gas facility, 1.24 acres of potential wetlands, nine creek crossings, 5.79 acres of 

floodplain, and 76 acres of prime farmland soils. 

 

Alternative B would result in seven residential displacements, require approximately 106 acres of 

ROW acquisition from 65 parcels, and split 10 large tracts of land.  Alternative B would also impact 

one water tank, one natural gas facility, 1.17 acres of potential wetlands, 10 creek crossings, 6.17 

acres of floodplain, and 73 acres of prime farmland soils. 

 

Alternative B1 would result in one residential displacement, require approximately 114 acres of 

ROW from 42 parcels, and split nine large tracts of land.  Alternative B1 would also impact 2.24 

acres of potential wetlands, eleven creek crossings, 6.48 acres of floodplain, and 46 acres of prime 

farmland soils. 

 

Alternative C would result in seven residential displacements, require approximately 116 acres of 

ROW acquisition from 65 parcels, and split nine large tracts of land.  Alternative C would also 

impact one natural gas facility, 0.66 acre of potential wetlands, six creek crossings, 4.15 acres of 

floodplain, and 69 acres of prime farmland soils. 

 

The proposed ROW of all reasonable alternatives would result in displacements and bisected 

properties. However, when compared to the other build alternatives, Alternative B1 would result in 

a substantial reduction in the number of residential displacements, new ROW required, parcels 

requiring ROW acquisition and bisected large tracts of land. Additionally, Alternative B1 would 

impact fewer acres of prime farmland soils and would require no utility adjustments. Alternative B1 

would impact more waters of the United States (U.S.) and floodplains than the other build 

alternatives; however, those impacts would be reduced to the maximum extent practicable through 

design features and other avoidance/minimization measures. Unavoidable, permanent impacts 

would be mitigated for, as necessary.  

 

Based on the evaluation of the reasonable alternatives, Alternative B1 was identified as the 

Recommended Alternative and will be further evaluated. In accordance with NEPA requirements, 

the No Build Alternative will also be carried forward for further evaluation. 

 

Alternative B1 meets the project’s purpose and need: it would improve safety by eliminating all 90-

degree turns and providing wider shoulders. The realignment and widening of the roadway and the 

construction of a continuous intersection at SH 21 would also improve mobility and provide system 

linkage north and south of SH 21, thereby improving travel times. 
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Table 4-1: Evaluation of Reasonable Alternatives 

Alternative 

ROW 

Acquisition 

(acres) 

Residential 

Displacements 

Parcels 

Requiring 

ROW 

Acquisition 

Large 

Tracts 

of 

Land 

Split 

by 

Project 

NWI 

Wetlands 

(acres) 

Creek 

Crossings 

Floodplains 

(acres) 

Prime 

and 

Unique 

Farmland 

(acres) 

Utilities 

Impacted 

A 120.4 1 37 16 1.24 9 5.79 76 2 

B 105.8 7 65 10 1.17 10 6.17 73 2 

B1 113.9 1 42 9 2.24 11 6.48 46 0 

C 116.4 7 65 9 0.66 6 4.15 69 1 

No Build 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

Step Three (Public Vetting of the Recommended Build Alternative) 

A public hearing was held on March 28, 2017 to share project information and gather public input 

on the recommended alternative, Alternative B1, to be considered during further project 

development.  Approximately 68 people attended the public meeting and 22 comments were 

received.   

 

Step Four (Post-Public Hearing Refinement of the Build Alternative) 

Based on comments received at the March 28, 2017 public hearing, it was determined that a 

structure for business use was developed within the footprint of the recommended alignment. To 

avoid impacting the business and structure, there was a slight redesign between approximately 

1,700 linear feet northwest of Satterwhite Drive and the intersection of the existing FM 2001 and 

Turnersville Road. A small realignment also occurred in order to avoid impacts to a residence. The 

recommended Build Alternative, described in Section 2.2, and evaluated in this EA are reflective of 

this realignment.     
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5.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

For purposes of environmental study, project-related effects are categorized as direct, indirect and 

cumulative.  Direct effects are defined as those impacts which are caused by the action and occur 

at the same time and place.  Indirect effects, while being reasonably foreseeable, are also caused 

by the action, but occur later in time or are farther removed in distance.  Encroachment-alteration 

effects are a type of indirect impact, removed from the proposed project in both time and distance, 

and defined as those impacts that alter the behavior and function of the physical environment.  

Other indirect effects pertain primarily to induced growth.  Cumulative effects result from the 

incremental impacts of an action when considered together with other past, present and 

reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of who takes the other actions.  This section 

(Section 5.0) addresses direct, indirect (encroachment-alteration and growth induced) and 

cumulative effects that would result from the proposed FM 2001 project. 

5.1 Right-Of-Way/Displacements  

Build Alternative:  The Build Alternative would require approximately 114.5 acres of new (additional) 

ROW, none of which has been previously acquired through early acquisition. The additional ROW 

would be necessary to accommodate the realignment and widening of FM 2001 in addition to 

creating connections from the new location facility to existing roadways. The ROW acquisition would 

affect 90 parcels. Appendix A reflects the areas of existing and proposed ROW along the project 

limits.  

 

The Build Alternative would result in no displacements, no impacts to businesses, and the 

demolition of three outbuildings (two of which are abandoned), and one abandoned residence. 

These buildings were determined from aerial photography with the proposed alignment overlaid, 

followed by field verification. All ROW acquisition would be completed in accordance with the 

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1979, as amended. 

 

Photographs of several of the impacted buildings can be seen in Appendix B.  A table showing the 

land uses that make up the study area is shown below and a map showing land use is found in 

Appendix F-1. 

5.2 Land Use 

The land use study area encompasses those areas that would be most affected (i.e. due to 

displacements, noise, and visual impacts) by the conversion of land to transportation use and 

includes the project area and first row of parcels adjacent to the project area. Local government 

plans and policies that may affect the land use study area are also described. Impacts to land use 

and community facilities associated with both the Build and No Build Alternatives are also 

discussed. Existing land uses in the study area were identified through aerial photograph 

interpretation, geospatial data, and field verification and is outlined in Table 5-1. Developed land 
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within the study area is characterized by low density, single-family residential development and 

agricultural or range land. Most of the land within the study area (77 percent) is identified as 

agricultural much of which is designated as agricultural or range land in the county tax rolls (Capital 

Area Council of Governments (CAPCOG), 2010). Approximately 20 percent of the land within the 

study area is large lot single-family development. Constraints include a fire station and a hospital 

near the northern limits of the study area. The Soil Conservation Service (SCS) Site 10 Reservoir is 

also located within the study area. A table showing the land uses that make up the study area is 

shown below and a map showing land use is found in Appendix F-1. 

 

Table 5-1: Land Uses Acreages 

Land Use Sum of Acres Percent of Acres 

Single-Family 802.9 19.9% 

Agriculture 3102.7 77.0% 

Multi Family 12.9 0.3% 

Commercial 38.4 1.0% 

Civic 2.2 0.1% 

Transportation 65.6 1.6% 

Utilities 0.6 0.0% 

Vacant 3.7 0.1% 

Total 4029.0 100.0% 

Source: Hays County Appraisal District  

 

Approximately 3.5 miles of the proposed roadway are located within the city of Niederwald. Roughly 

3.3 miles of the proposed roadway fall within Niederwald’s extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ). Roughly 

0.25 miles of the proposed roadway fall within Buda’s ETJ. Although land within a city’s ETJ is not 

subject to zoning requirements, development within these areas is subject to the city’s subdivision 

and water/wastewater regulations. Further, land within a city’s ETJ may be annexed into the city’s 

full purpose jurisdiction in the future, bringing it under all city ordinances and regulations. The 

remaining 2.5 miles of the proposed roadway are located in unincorporated Hays County, where 

zoning regulations do not apply. The northern terminus of the project, near I-35, abuts the Buda city 

limits.  

 

There are currently two developments that are under construction within the study area (see Table 

5-2). There are currently no other planned developments. 
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Table 5-2: Developments Under Construction in the Land Use Study Area 

Development Name Location Description 

Sunfield 
Overpass Rd, near I-35 and 

FM 2001 

Mixed use development of over 2,700 acres 

that would have approximately 5,000 

residential units and over 700 acres of 

commercial development at build out. The 

majority of the subdivision has been 

developed or is currently under construction. 

In addition, 163 acres have been dedicated 

to the Shops at Sunfield commercial 

development  

Studio Estates 
South of Goforth Rd, between 

Rohde Rd and FM 2001 

Residential subdivision with 218 single family 

lots, still under construction. 

Source: Hays County Development Services Dept., December 2019. Sunfield Site Map. 

 

Build Alternative:  Given the nature of the corridor, the rapidly growing area, and the available land 

for development, it is anticipated that the corridor would be developed regardless of the proposed 

project. The proposed improvements (Build Alternative) would not likely alter development patterns 

already underway and would improve mobility within the area. Land use on the acquired parcels 

would change from residential, open space, or commercial to transportation uses.   

 

No Build Alternative:  Under the No Build Alternative, the additional ROW would not be obtained and 

there would be no project-related land use impacts.   

5.3 Farmlands 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) seeks to preserve the agricultural use of soils that are 

particularly productive. The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) implements the FPPA 

through regulations and by classifying soil series in terms of suitability for farming.  

 

Build Alternative: The project area contains approximately 46 acres of prime farmland soils. A 

Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (Form AD-1006) was completed for this project for the 

land that would be converted to transportation use. Since the resulting score (35 points) is less 

than the 60 points required for coordination, the proposed project would not be subject to the FPPA 

and no coordination with the NRCS is required.  The completed AD-1006 can be found in Appendix 

H. 

 

No Build Alternative:  Under the No Build Alternative, the additional ROW would not be obtained and 

there would be no project-related farmland impacts.  Undeveloped lands currently used for 

agriculture would likely continue to be used for crop production or pasture unless the property 

owner pursues urban site development. 
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5.4 Utilities/Emergency Services 

Build Alternative:  The proposed project would require the adjustment or relocation of underground 

and/or overhead utilities. At the current phase of project development, the locations of utilities 

potentially requiring adjustment or relocation have not yet been identified. Impacted utilities would 

be identified during the final design phase. At that time, coordination with utility owners and service 

providers would occur and relocation/adjustment plans would be developed. Utility relocations and 

adjustments would be accomplished with minimal practical disruption in service to utility 

customers. 

 

The study area is served by the Buda Police Department and Fire and Emergency Medical Services 

(EMS) and Hays County Sheriff for emergency services. While construction delays may negatively 

impact response times in the corridor, ultimately, the additional lanes are expected to increase 

mobility, which would allow more space for vehicles to pull over allowing emergency responders to 

pass, thus positively impacting response times. Every reasonable effort would be made to minimize 

delays during construction. Further, TxDOT would proactively communicate with emergency service 

providers throughout the duration of construction; thus, ensuring emergency service providers have 

accurate, up-to-date information concerning lane closures and construction activities that could 

impact response times.   

 

No Build Alternative:  Under the No Build Alternative there would be no project-related impacts to 

utilities. Emergency response would continue to service the area.   

5.5 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

Build Alternative:  There are currently sidewalks in the northern portion of the study area along 

White Wing Trail between I-35 to E Goforth Street. As proposed, bicycle and pedestrian facilities 

would be provided with the Build Alternative. Along the urban sections, 5-foot wide bike lanes would 

be provided adjacent to the outer lanes (below curb) and 6-foot wide sidewalks would be 

constructed along both sides of the road (above curb). Along the suburban sections, although 

sidewalks would not be constructed as part of this project, an allowance would be made along both 

ROW lines for future 5-foot wide sidewalks. The 10-foot wide outside shoulders that would be built 

along the suburban sections as part of the proposed project would accommodate 

bicyclist/pedestrian movements throughout these areas. 

 

No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, there would be no project-related impacts and 

improvements to bicycle/pedestrian facilities would not occur.  

5.6 Community Impacts 

The proposed project passes through rural Hays and Caldwell Counties as well as the Cities of Buda 

and Niederwald and their respective ETJs. The study area is comprised of parcels adjacent to the 
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proposed project. There are four community facilities within the study area: two churches, a 

hospital, and a fire station. The Land Use and Community Resources map in Appendix F-1 shows 

the relation of the proposed project to these community facilities. 

 

Build Alternative:   The proposed project would convert the existing two-lane, undivided highway to a 

four-lane divided highway with 10-foot wide outside shoulders and sidewalks in each direction. 

Following the public hearing, the alignment was shifted between Hillside Terrace and Turnersville in 

order to avoid displacement of a commercial property and a residential property (see Section 4.3). 

The proposed project would improve travel times for commuters and emergency vehicles and 

improve both mobility and safety. Some traffic, particularly through traffic, would shift away from 

the existing FM 2001 alignment to the proposed alignment as the proposed facility would provide a 

more efficient route from SH 21 to I-35. The proposed project would alter access to some parcels 

along the proposed alignment. Portions of the existing FM 2001 would remain open for local 

access, while other sections would be modified and end in a cul-de-sac. In several places, the 

roadway would provide access to portions of parcels where none previously existed: between 

Hillside Terrace and Turnersville Road, between Quail Run and Goforth Road, and south of Rhode 

Road from Graef Road to SH 21. 

 

The proposed project would improve mobility along the roadway by removing several 90-degree 

turns and by providing a continuous to existing FM 2001 south of SH 21. Mobility for bicyclists 

would also improve, as the outside shoulder would be widened to 10 feet on the suburban sections 

of the roadway. Five feet would be reserved for future sidewalk construction on either side of the 

roadway through the suburban section.  The urban sections would include 5-foot wide bike lanes 

and 6-foot wide sidewalks along both sides of the roadway.  

 

Existing residents and businesses adjacent to the project area are currently separated by existing 

FM 2001. The proposed project will add to that separation by widening portions of the existing 

roadway. Parts of the existing FM 2001 roadway would end in cul-de-sacs, so that it will no longer 

be a throughway between I-35 and SH 21. By shifting FM 2001 from its current alignment in three 

places, the Build Alternative could shift some through traffic from the existing roadway. Removing 

through traffic from the existing roadway would benefit residents along the road by decreasing 

traffic noise and increasing safety. 

 

The proposed project would result in the demolition or relocation of one outbuilding associated with 

a residence. This building is located on a large parcel on Census Block 1016 of Census Tract (CT) 

109.08 and could potentially be moved elsewhere on the same property. There are two other 

outbuildings and one house that are no longer in use that would be demolished as a result of the 

proposed project. Because no commercial displacements would occur, no employment effects 

would be anticipated under the Build Alternative The proposed project would not bisect 

neighborhoods therefore, it is not anticipated to cause significant impacts to community cohesion.  

 



 

 18 

No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, there would be no project-related impacts to 

communities and no displacements would not occur. The community would continue to have 

increased traffic which, in turn, would result in congestion and reduced safety in the project area.    

 Environmental Justice 

Potential direct impacts to the environmental justice (EJ) populations were analyzed to ensure 

these groups would not be adversely or disproportionately affected by the Build Alternative. There 

are 39 Census Blocks within and adjacent to the study area that have a minority population of 50 

percent or greater and are, therefore, considered EJ populations (Table 5-3). The study area as a 

whole has a minority population of 76.0 percent, which is much higher than the minority population 

of both Hays and Caldwell Counties as well as the State of Texas.  



 

 19 

Table 5-3: Minority Populations within Study Area 

Census 

Tract 

Block 

Group 

Census 

Block 

Total 

Population 

White 

Alone 

Black or 

African 

American 

Alone 

American 

Indian or 

Native 

Alaskan 

Alone 

Asian 

Alone 

Native 

Hawaiian or 

Other Pacific 

Islander 

Alone 

Some 

Other 

Race 

Alone 

Two or 

More 

Races 

Hispanic 

or Latino 

Minority 

Percentage 

24.34 1 1035 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 100.0% 

109.07 

1 

1000 1937 249 41 6 5 0 3 9 1624 87.1% 

1003 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 100.0% 

1008 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0% 

1015 9 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 44.4% 

2 

2014 15 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 80.0% 

2024 313 71 1 0 0 0 0 2 239 77.3% 

2025 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 90.0% 

2026 48 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 27.1% 

2027 111 12 0 0 1 0 1 0 97 89.2% 

2028 74 17 5 0 0 0 0 0 52 77.0% 

2029 56 19 1 1 0 0 0 0 35 66.1% 

2030 34 17 4 0 1 0 0 0 12 50.0% 

2031 9 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 11.1% 

2032 9 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 11.1% 

2033 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0% 

2035 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 100.0% 

2036 7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0% 

2046 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0% 

109.08 1 

1011 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0% 

1016 71 39 0 0 0 0 1 0 31 45.1% 

1018 136 52 0 0 0 0 0 2 82 61.8% 

1020 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0% 

1023 56 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 51 91.1% 

1024 66 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 37 56.1% 

1025 49 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 42 85.7% 

1027 50 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 90.0% 

1028 209 15 0 0 0 0 0 1 193 92.8% 

1030 258 26 0 0 0 0 0 4 228 89.9% 

1031 189 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 161 85.2% 

1032 54 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 49 92.6% 
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Census 

Tract 

Block 

Group 

Census 

Block 

Total 

Population 

White 

Alone 

Black or 

African 

American 

Alone 

American 

Indian or 

Native 

Alaskan 

Alone 

Asian 

Alone 

Native 

Hawaiian or 

Other Pacific 

Islander 

Alone 

Some 

Other 

Race 

Alone 

Two or 

More 

Races 

Hispanic 

or Latino 

Minority 

Percentage 

1033 139 11 3 4 0 0 0 4 117 92.1% 

1034 350 74 10 1 1 0 0 6 258 78.9% 

1035 43 19 1 0 0 0 0 0 23 55.8% 

1038 18 9 0 0 0 0 0 4 5 50.0% 

1039 36 12 2 0 0 0 0 0 22 66.7% 

1040 42 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 59.5% 

1041 110 47 11 0 4 0 0 2 46 57.3% 

1042 34 11 1 0 1 0 0 0 21 67.6% 

1043 62 26 7 0 8 0 0 1 20 58.1% 

1047 72 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 61 84.7% 

1048 173 37 3 1 0 0 0 0 132 78.6% 

2 

2004 14 2 7 0 0 0 0 1 4 85.7% 

2048 1,441 482 93 6 25 2 1 24 808 66.6% 

2050 89 43 9 0 0 3 0 1 33 51.7% 

2053 37 15 1 0 0 0 0 0 21 59.5% 

2054 20 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 50.0% 

2056 167 59 8 0 0 1 0 1 98 64.7% 

2060 159 52 1 0 6 0 0 1 99 67.3% 

9601.01 1 

1048 9 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 11.1% 

1049 13 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 46.2% 

1053 30 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 26.7% 

1061 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 100.0% 

1071 18 12 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 33.3% 

Study Area 6,912 1,662 211 20 53 6 6 63 4,891 76.0% 

Source: U.S. Decennial Census, 2010. Table P9, "Hispanic or Latino, and Not Hispanic or Latino by Race" 

Note: Highlighted rows indicate a minority population of 50% or greater. 

 



 

 21 

Table 5-4 shows median household incomes in the study area. No block groups (BG) have a median 

income below the Department of Health and Human Services poverty level, which in 2019 is 

$25,750. Potential direct impacts to the EJ populations were analyzed to ensure these groups 

would not be adversely or disproportionately affected by the Build Alternative. 

 

Table 5-4: Median Household Income by Block Group, 2017 

Census Tract Block Group Median Household Income 

9601.01 1 $55,403 

109.02 
2 $66,549 

3 $68,923 

109.07 

1 $58,068 

2 $51,328 

3 $69,489 

4 $40,833 

109.08 
1 $63,620 

2 $70,167 

24.07 2 $99,083 

24.34 1 $51,985 

Source: American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates 2013-2017. Table B19013, 

“Median Household Income.” 

 

Build Alternative:  The proposed project would not disproportionately and adversely impact EJ 

populations. ROW acquisition is needed from 90 parcels along the corridor; however, the minority 

Census blocks would not be affected more than non-minority Census blocks. No disproportionately 

high and adverse impacts on minority populations are anticipated as a result of the proposed 

project and there are no low-income populations within the study area. The proposed roadway 

improvements would benefit the community as a whole, including EJ populations. A map showing 

the location of EJ populations within the study area is found in Appendix F-2.  

 

No Build Alternative: No project-related impacts to minority or low-income populations would occur 

under the No Build Alternative as the proposed project would not be constructed. 

 Limited English Proficiency  

Executive Order (EO) 13166, “Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English 

Proficiency,” requires federal agencies to examine the services they provide, identify any need for 

services to those with Limited English Proficiency (LEP), and develop and implement a system to 

provide those services so that LEP persons can have meaningful access to them. As shown in Table 

5-5, the BGs that intersect the study area have an LEP population of 16.4 percent, with the largest 

portion being Spanish speakers at 15.5 percent of the population followed by other (0.5 percent), 

Asian and Pacific Islander (0.3 percent), and Indo-European (0.1 percent).  
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Table 5-5: Limited English Proficiency by Block Group, 2017 

Census 

Tract 

Block 

Group 
Total 

Total 

LEP 

Total 

LEP % 

Spanish 

LEP 

Spanish 

LEP % 

Indo-

European 

LEP 

Indo-

European 

LEP % 

Asian 

and 

Pacific 

Islander 

LEP 

Asian 

and 

Pacific 

Islander 

LEP % 

Other 

LEP  

Other 

LEP 

% 

9601.01 1 1556 193 12.4% 193 12.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

109.02 
2 3726 134 3.6% 134 3.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

3 1675 99 5.9% 25 1.5% 0 0.0% 74 4.4% 0 0.0% 

109.07 

1 3098 1060 34.2% 1060 34.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

2 1480 305 20.6% 305 20.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

3 5769 1225 21.2% 1225 21.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

4 2290 486 21.2% 486 21.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

109.08 
1 3499 821 23.5% 755 21.6% 48 1.4% 18 0.5% 0 0.0% 

2 7466 595 8.0% 436 5.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 159 2.1% 

24.07 2 798 149 18.7% 149 18.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

24.34 1 1579 348 22.0% 348 22.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Study Area 32936 5415 16.4% 5116 15.5% 48 0.1% 92 0.3% 159 0.5% 

Source: American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates 2013-2017. Table B16004, “Age by Language Spoken at Home by Ability to 

Speak English.” 

 

To comply with EO 13166 and to ensure full and fair public participation for the proposed project, 

newspaper advertisements for the public meeting held in January 2014 and the public hearing held 

in March 2017 were published in Spanish in the Spanish publication Ahora Si. Project team 

members along with an interpreter were available to provide information and answer questions in 

Spanish. Handouts were available in both English and Spanish at the public meeting and the public 

hearing as well. Prior to the public meeting, an English and Spanish public meeting flyer was 

distributed to students at Tom Green Elementary School, Camino Real Elementary School and 

Santa Cruz Catholic School and inserted into bulletins at Santa Cruz Catholic Church. A total of 

2,860 flyers were distributed. LEP persons were given the opportunity for meaningful involvement 

in the NEPA process and will continue to be afforded such going forward.  

5.7 Visual/Aesthetic Impacts 

FHWA’s Technical Advisory T6640.8A recommends that whenever a potential for visual impacts 

exists from a proposed transportation project, the environmental study should identify the potential 

visual impacts to the adjacent land uses as well as measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate these 

potential visual impacts. The process used to assess the visual and aesthetic impacts for the 

proposed project generally follows the guidelines outlined in FHWA’s Visual Impact Assessment for 

Highway Projects (1988). 
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Project Setting 

The visual environment resource area establishes the general visual environment of the proposed 

project. The following description of the visual environment addresses both land form and land 

cover. 

 

The visual environment resource area falls within the Texas Blackland Prairies Level III ecoregion. 

This region contains a higher percentage of cropland than adjacent regions. Large areas of the 

regions are being converted for urban and industrial uses. The Texas Blackland Prairie contains 

three Level IV ecoregions: Northern Blackland Prairie, Southern Blackland Prairie, and Floodplains 

and Low Terraces. The visual environment resource area falls within the Northern Blackland Prairie 

Level IV ecoregion which is characterized by rolling to nearly level plains. Most of the prairie has 

been converted to cropland, non-native pasture, and expanding urban uses around Dallas, Waco, 

Austin, and San Antonio (EPA, 2004). 

 

Landscape Units 

A landscape unit is a portion of the regional landscape of the resource area and can be thought of 

as an outdoor room that exhibits a distinct visual character. A landscape unit would often 

correspond to a place or district that is commonly known among local viewers. These landscape 

units provide the framework for analyzing the effects of the proposed project. The landscape units 

for the proposed project include the Open Space Landscape Unit and the Urban/Suburban 

Landscape Unit, which are described below. 

 

Project Viewshed 

A viewshed is a subset of a landscape unit and is comprised of all the surface areas visible from an 

observer’s viewpoint. It also includes the locations of viewers likely to be affected by visual changes 

brought about by project features and its limits are the visual limits of the views located to and from 

the proposed project. Potential viewsheds extend out into the surrounding area. The viewsheds for 

the proposed project include locations within the two landscape units where viewers are likely to be 

affected by visual changes brought about by the project features. For the purposes of the analysis, 

the project’s viewsheds have been defined by the boundaries of the two landscape units. 

 

Existing Visual Resources and Quality 

The quality of the existing visual resources was evaluated by identifying the vividness, intactness, 

and unity present in the viewshed. This approach is particularly useful in transportation planning 

because it does not presume that a roadway project is necessarily an eyesore. This approach to 

evaluating visual quality can also help identify specific methods for mitigating specific impacts that 

may occur as a result of a project. The three criteria for evaluating visual quality are as follows: 
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• Vividness is the visual power or memorability of landscape components as they combine in 

distinctive visual patterns. 

• Intactness is the visual integrity of the natural and man-built landscape and its freedom 

from encroaching elements. It can be present in well-kept urban and rural landscapes, as 

well as in natural settings. 

• Unity is the visual coherence and compositional harmony of the landscape considered as a 

whole. It frequently attests to the careful design of individual components in the landscape. 

 

Open Space Landscape Unit 

The visual quality of this landscape unit is “high” due to the natural state of the landscape. A 

majority of the visual environment resource area is comprised of open space and undeveloped 

property. The majority of the open space landscape unit within the visual environment resource 

area is composed of agricultural land primarily used to graze livestock. The remainder of this 

landscape unit is undeveloped and is not currently being used for agriculture. 

 

Urban/Suburban Landscape Unit 

The visual quality of this landscape unit is “moderate.” The area is characterized by a mix of civic, 

religious, commercial, and educational development centered around residential land uses. In 

general, there is a sense of intactness and unity within the developed areas. Most of the larger 

residential developments are centered around the natural landscape. The northern section of the 

visual environment resource area is the most urbanized, characterized by large lot and standard lot 

single family subdivisions, with some multifamily developments close to I-35. Other, smaller 

residential communities are found along the existing FM 2001 ROW and Rohde Road in the 

southern portion of the proposed project area. 

 

Build Alternative: Visual impacts of the proposed project are determined by assessing changes to 

the visual resource from the proposed project and viewer response to that change. A change in the 

visual resources would be analyzed based on the sum of the change in visual character and quality 

as a result of the proposed project. There are three steps in determining visual resource change: 

1. Assess the compatibility of the proposed project with the visual character of the 

existing landscape as described in the existing conditions description above; 

2. Compare the visual quality of the existing visual resource with the visual quality of the 

resource after the proposed project is constructed; 

3. Determine the viewer response to the proposed project, which is a combination of 

viewer exposure and viewer sensitivity to the proposed project. 

These three steps assess the degree of impact to the visual resource based on the severity of the 

change to the visual resource and the degree to which people would likely be opposed to that 

change. 
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Five key viewpoints were chosen for analysis in order to evaluate changes to the visual resource 

resulting from the proposed project. They are described in Table 5-6. 

 

Table 5-6: Key Viewpoints 

Key View 

Number 
Key View Description 

1 
Looking southeast from the intersection of Old 

Goforth Road and existing FM 2001. 

Representative view of the proposed project 

from an adjacent roadway in a mix of the 

Urban/Suburban and Open Space landscape 

units. 

2 
Looking east-southeast from adjacent to the 

residences on Quail Run South. 

Representative view of the proposed project 

from an adjacent residential area in a mix of the 

Urban/Suburban and Open Space landscape 

units. 

3 
Looking northeast from the intersection of 

Rohde Road and Goforth Road. 

Representative view of the proposed project 

from an adjacent residential area located within 

in Urban/Suburban landscape unit immediately 

adjacent to the Open Space landscape unit. 

4 
Looking south-southeast from the intersection of 

Rohde Road and Graef Road.  

Representative view of the proposed project 

from an adjacent residential area located within 

an Urban/Suburban landscape unit immediately 

adjacent to the Open Space landscape unit. 

5 
Looking northwest from existing FM 2001 south 

of Camino Real Road. 

Representative view of the proposed project 

from an adjacent residential area located within 

an Urban/Suburban landscape unit immediately 

adjacent to the Open Space landscape unit. 

 

The visual impact for each key view was assessed and rated according to the level of impact 

anticipated from the proposed project (Low, Moderate, Moderately High, and High). The visual 

impact levels for each key view are shown in Table 5-7 and are defined as follows: 

 

• Low – Minor adverse change to the existing visual resource, with low viewer response to 

change in the visual environment. May or may not require mitigation. 

• Moderate – Moderate adverse change to the visual resource with moderate viewer 

response. Impact can be mitigated within five years using conventional practices. 

• Moderately High – Moderate adverse visual resource change with high viewer response or 

high adverse visual change with moderate viewer response. Extraordinary mitigation 

practices may be required. Landscape treatment required would generally take longer than 

five years to mitigate. 

• High – A high level of adverse change to the resource or a high level of viewer response to 

the visual change such that architectural design and landscape treatment cannot mitigate 

the impacts. Viewer response level is high. An alternative project design may be required to 

avoid highly adverse impacts. 
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Table 5-7: Visual Assessment 

Key 

Viewpoint 

Number 

Visual Quality – 

Existing Conditions 

Visual Quality – 

With Project 
Viewers Response 

Resulting Visual 

Impact 

Low Mod High Low Mod High Low Mod High Low Mod High 

1  X   X   X  X   

2  X   X  X   X   

3  X   X   X   X  

4  X   X  X   X   

5  X   X   X   X  

 

Key View # 1 

Key View #1 is looking southeast from the intersection of Old Goforth Road and existing FM 2001. 

This area is a mixture of commercial and residential development as well as open space. The 

proposed project would cross an area of open space, resulting in low changes as parts of the open 

space area would be converted to a developed roadway. Residents and businesses within the area 

would see the proposed project crossing the open area. The proposed project would result in minor 

changes to the visual environment as several roads, including existing FM 2001 and Old Goforth 

Road, already exist within the area. Viewer response to changes from the proposed project from 

this key view is anticipated to be moderate as open space would be converted to a road but 

multiple roadways already exist within the area. The overall visual impact to Key View #1 from the 

proposed project is anticipated to be low. 

 

Key View #2 

Key View #2 is looking east-southeast from adjacent to the residences on Quail Run South. Sight 

distance looking towards the proposed project is limited by dense vegetation. The proposed project 

is anticipated to be at grade, resulting in minor changes to visual quality looking southeast as the 

proposed roadway would be obscured by vegetation. Therefore, visual quality of this view would 

likely remain unchanged. Viewer response to the proposed project is anticipated to be low as 

residents would likely be unable to see the proposed project from most angles. The overall visual 

impact to Key View #2 from the proposed project is anticipated to be low. 

 

Key View #3 

Key View #3 is looking northeast from the intersection of Rohde Road and Goforth Road. The 

proposed project would cross open space to intersect with Goforth Road before crossing another 

area of open space near several residences. This would have a moderate impact on this key view 

as the proposed project would cross a substantial amount of open space in an area with few other 

roads that are only lightly used. Viewer response is likely to be moderate among residents who have 

their view of the Open Space landscape unit from their property altered by the proposed project. 

The overall visual impact to Key View #3 from the proposed project is anticipated to be moderate. 
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Key View #4 

Key View #4 is looking south-southeast from the intersection of Rohde Road and Graef Road. Sight 

distances from Rohde Road and adjacent residences would mostly be obscured by thick vegetation 

with some large gaps allowing views of the proposed project crossing open space. This would result 

in a low impact to residents who would primarily be shielded from the proposed project by 

vegetation. Viewer response to the change is anticipated to be low except among residents that 

have their view of the Open Space landscape unit changed. These residents are expected to have a 

moderate response, but they are anticipated to be in the minority. The overall visual impact to Key 

View #4 from the proposed project is anticipated to be low. 

 

Key View #5 

Key View #5 is looking northwest from existing FM 2001 south of Camino Real Road. The proposed 

project would cross a large area of open space in full visual view of several residences and 

motorists utilizing Camino Real Road. This would have a moderate impact on this key view as there 

are no other major roads other than Camino Real Road in this area and a substantial area of intact 

Open Space would be affected. Viewer response is likely to be low from motorists on Camino Real 

Road to moderate from residents whose view of the intact Open Space landscape unit would be 

affected. The overall visual impact to Key View #5 from the proposed project is anticipated to be 

moderate. 

 

No Build Alternative:  The No Build Alternative would not result in project-related visual impacts 

along the corridor as the proposed improvements would not be constructed.   

5.8 Cultural Resources 

Cultural resources are structures, buildings, archeological sites, districts (a collection of related 

structures, buildings, and/or archeological sites), cemeteries, and objects. Both federal and state 

laws require consideration of cultural resources during project planning. At the federal level, NEPA 

and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, among others, apply to transportation 

projects such as this one. In addition, state laws such as the Antiquities Code of Texas (ACT) apply 

to these projects. Compliance with these laws often requires consultation with the Texas Historical 

Commission (THC)/Texas State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and/or federally-recognized 

tribes to determine the project’s effects on cultural resources. The evaluation of impacts to cultural 

resources has been conducted in accordance with the Programmatic Agreement among the FHWA, 

TxDOT, the SHPO and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding the Implementation 

of Transportation Undertakings. Review and coordination of this project followed approved 

procedures for compliance with federal and state laws. 

 Archeology 

An intensive archeological survey was completed in order to inventory and evaluate archeological 

resources within the footprint of improvements to FM 2001 in Hays and Caldwell Counties, Texas. 
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The archeological area of potential effects (APE) totals 8.5 miles (13.7 kilometers), extending from 

the intersection of I-35 and FM 2001 to just east of SH 21. Fieldwork was conducted on July 2-3, 7-

8, and August 5, 2014 under Antiquities Permit 6936. Much of the project area was determined to 

have been subjected to ground-disturbing activities associated with agriculture, residential 

development, installation of utilities, and construction and maintenance of the existing road. Two 

newly recorded archeological sites, 41HY493 and 41HY494, were documented. 41HY493 is a 

historic-age artifact scatter that represents a late nineteenth- to early twentieth-century domestic 

occupation. There are no extant buildings and no features or unique artifacts located within the 

APE. Site 41HY494 is a historic-age barn complex with livestock pens and chutes and a possible 

dipping vat. An artifact scatter near the barn complex suggests that there was a possible earlier 

occupation on the same parcel. Neither site is recommended as eligible for listing in the National 

Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or for designation as a State Antiquities Landmark (SAL).  

 

Survey results and recommendations were coordinated with the THC. Required Section 106 

Consultation for archaeological resources and ACT Consultation was completed on January 8, 2015 

(see Appendix G).  After the final report and required coordination was completed and Antiquities 

Permit 6936 closed, a design change occurred (see Section 4.3) between Satterwhite Drive and 

Turnersville Road that shifted the proposed alignment 56 feet (17 meters) north of the original 

design to avoid taking the Wilson House. The new proposed alignment would verge slightly east of 

the existing and original proposed ROW to remove the slight curve just north of Satterwhite Drive 

and then continue on the west side of FM 2001 and the Satterwhite Drive intersection. Just beyond 

the Buda Woodworks parcel, the new proposed ROW alignment would follow the original proposed 

alignment with the exception of moving approximately 56 feet (17 meters) east of the location of an 

existing residence. 

 

Build Alternative:  Both the proposed original and new designs would impact site 41HY493. The site 

is a scatter of late 19th and early 20th century domestic materials located on top of a knoll with no 

structural remains or features encountered within the surveyed APE. The artifacts indicated a single 

domestic occupation likely by either Thomas Frank, owner of the property between 1881 and 1889, 

or tenants of the John Hancock Mutual Insurance Company (owners between 1889 and 1922). 

Shovel tests excavated within the APE revealed shallow soils which terminate at subsoil occurring 

at depths of between 15 and 30 centimeters (6 and 12 inches) below surface. The majority of the 

artifact scatter is located outside (east) of the surveyed APE. Based on the previous examination 

and shovel testing of site 41HY493, no new significant information about the site would be gleaned 

from the small sliver at the edge of the knoll that would be impacted due to the adjustment in the 

design, as this area was found to be devoid of materials both on the surface or subsurface during 

previous survey and recommended as not eligible. 

 

Much of the new proposed ROW was examined during the 2014 original survey. The upland setting, 

the lack of historically stable water supplies, and lack of exhibited historic utilization of the area 

suggested a minimal utilization along the existing and proposed FM 2001 corridors. Therefore, no 
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additional archeological investigations were recommended for the proposed new alignment 

between Satterwhite Drive and Turnersville Road. TxDOT archeologists determined project activities 

have no potential for adverse effects to archeological resources (see Appendix G). Individual project 

coordination with SHPO for the proposed new alignment areas was not required. 

 

Coordination with federally-recognized Native American tribes was initiated through the bulk early 

coordination effort in June 2014 and again in December 2019. The Comanche Nation and the 

Caddo Nation of Oklahoma concurred with TxDOT and THC findings from the 2014 coordination. No 

response was received from the 2019 coordination request.  

 

Agency and tribal coordination are included in Appendix G.  

 

Once the project is under construction, in the unlikely event that cultural resources are discovered, 

TxDOT would immediately initiate cultural resource discovery procedures.  All work in the vicinity of 

the discovery would cease until a specialist from TxDOT and/or the THC could arrive on site and 

assess the discovery’s significance and the need, if any, for additional investigation.  

 

No Build Alternative:  As construction of the proposed project would not occur, there would be no 

project-related impacts on archeological resources associated with the No Build Alternative. 

 Historic Properties 

Qualified cultural resource personnel conducted an on-site historic resource survey of the project 

area in July 2014. The purpose of the survey was to identify, document, and evaluate all buildings, 

structures, objects, and potential districts constructed in 1971 or earlier that were located within 

the project’s APE. As stipulated in Section IX.D(1)b of the Programmatic Agreement among the 

Federal Highway Administration, the Texas State Historic Preservation Office, and the Advisory 

Council of Historic Preservation regarding the implementation of transportation undertakings (PA-

TU) among FHWA, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the SHPO and TxDOT, the APE is 

considered to extend 300 feet from the proposed ROW for projects constructed on new location not 

involving an existing transportation corridor. The APE, based on the proposed design change that 

occurred following the public hearing, includes all parcels that are located entirely or partially within 

the 300-foot buffer area around the proposed ROW, within any existing ROW, or within the 

proposed ROW. A Historic Project Coordination Request form (PCR) was completed in 2019 for the 

limits of the revised section of the proposed project. The Historic-Age Survey Cut-off Date is 

considered 1975, based on the letting date of 2020. This Historic-Age date provides for the 

identification of buildings that are 45 years or older. The historic period of significance is 

considered 1870–1955. 

 

According to the THC’s Site Atlas, there are no NRHP-listed properties, National Historic Landmark 

properties, Recorded Texas Historic Landmarks, or Official Texas Historical Markers within the APE 

or 1,300-foot of the APE. The El Camino Real de Los Tejas incorporates SH 21, which runs through 
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a portion of the APE. The section of the El Camino Real (or Old San Antonio Road) is considered a 

National Historic Trail; however, it has not been evaluated for eligibility for listing in the NRHP. The 

section of SH 21 that runs through the APE is a two lane, asphalt highway through Niederwald 

(Caldwell County) and is void of any Daughters of the American Revolution markers. This section of 

SH 21 is not included in the NRHP-listed Old Austin to San Antonio Post Road Historic District (listed 

in 2006). The section of the roadway that falls within the APE is not considered eligible for listing in 

the NRHP for this study. 

 

The survey resulted in the identification of a total of 16 historic-age primary parcels (with numerous 

associated outbuildings) within the APE, and a portion of the previously identified Camino Real (SH 

21). There are no resources in the APE that have been previously determined eligible or that are 

recommended eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. Of the total historic-age resources documented 

(38), none are considered to be historically significant or eligible for listing in the NRHP. Though 

most of the 38 resources fall within the established period of significance, all of the resources 

either do not meet NRHP criterion or they lack integrity in which to convey significance. Each 

identified resource was evaluated for NRHP eligibility using the National Register Criteria for 

Evaluation by professionals meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification 

Standards (36 CFR 61). These assessments were conducted on an individual resource-by-resource 

basis. The evaluations were based on information gathered to reconnaissance-level standards and 

did not include comprehensive surveys. The area of the re-alignment yielded no additional historic-

age buildings located on affected parcels according to Hays County Appraisal District property 

search or based on the site visit. 

 

Pursuant to Stipulation IX, Appendix 6 “Undertakings with the Potential to Cause Effects per 36 CFR 

800.16(i)” of the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement and the MOU, TxDOT historians determined 

that there are no effects to non-archeological historic properties in the APE. In compliance with the 

ACT and the MOU, TxDOT historians determined project activities have no potential for adverse 

effects (see Appendix G). Individual project coordination with SHPO was not required. 

 

No Build Alternative:  Because the proposed improvements would not be constructed, the No Build 

Alternative would not result in project-related impacts to historic resources.     

5.9 DOT Act Section 4(f), Land and Water Conservation Fund Act Section 

6(f), and Parks and Wildlife Code Chapter 26 

The proposed project would not require the use of, nor substantially impair the purposes of, any 

publicly owned land from a public park, recreational area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge lands, or 

historic sites of national, state, or local significance; therefore, a Section 4(f) Evaluation is not 

required. 

 

Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act requires that recreational facilities 

receiving U.S. Department of Interior funding from the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act as 
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allocated by the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) may not be converted to non-

recreational uses unless approval is received from TPWD and the National Park Service.  There are 

no Section 6(f) resources in the proposed project area. 

 

Chapter 26 of the Texas Parks and Wildlife Code includes provisions similar to the federal 

Section 4(f) regulation, including requiring a finding that there is no feasible and prudent alternative 

to the use or taking of the protected land, that the project includes all reasonable planning to 

minimize harm and that a public hearing be held prior to the approval of the use of land from these 

publicly-owned park properties. There are no Chapter 26 resources in the proposed project area. 

5.10 Water Resources 

Water resources occurring in the project area were researched by desktop review of web resources 

from the United States Geological Survey (USGS) National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) and 7.5-

minute topographic data for the Buda, Lockhart N, and Uhland quadrangles, Texas Commission on 

Environmental Quality (TCEQ), Texas Water Development Board (TWDB), Federal Emergency 

Management Agency (FEMA), United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) NWI mapping, Texas 

State Soil and Water Conservation Board (TSSWCB), and aerial photography. Desktop mapping of 

water resources was performed using Geographic Information System (GIS) mapping, utilizing 

spatial data obtained from USGS, FEMA, TSSWCB, and USFWS (see Appendix F-3). Data presented 

here were initially collected during field investigations in June 2014 and verified in-field in 

November 2019. Due to limited right-of-entry (ROE) during the November 2019 field investigation, 

not all water features could be verified. Features within properties for which ROE was not obtained 

are marked in Table 5-8 with an asterisk (*). 

     Clean Water Act Section 404 

Waters of the U.S. are defined by Title 33 of the CFR Section 328.3 and include rivers and streams 

that support or influence interstate commerce, tributaries of those rivers and streams, and 

adjacent wetlands. Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), a permit is required from the 

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for any activity involving the discharge of dredged or fill 

material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands.  A survey for waters of the U.S., including 

wetlands, was conducted in June 2014 and re-verified in November 2019 within the proposed 

project area. Wetlands were delineated in accordance with the 1987 USACE Wetland Delineation 

Manual and 2010 Regional Supplement for the Great Plains Region. Wetland sampling sheets from 

both field visits are provided in Appendix J.   

 

A total of 16 surface water features are found in the project area (see Appendix F-3).  They include 

12 potentially jurisdictional waters of the U.S.: seven stream crossings (four unnamed tributaries to 

Brushy Creek, two crossings of Brushy Creek, and one unnamed tributary to Elm Creek), two 

wetland sites, and three potentially jurisdictional impoundments. Four likely non-jurisdictional 

waters (three impoundments and one isolated wetland) are also located in the project area.  
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Build Alternative:  Table 5-8 identifies the 12 potentially jurisdictional features, as well as the three 

potentially non-jurisdictional features, and anticipated impacts at each feature. Approximately 

810.0 linear feet and 0.3 acre of permanent impacts to potentially jurisdictional waters would 

occur as a result of the Build Alternative.  It is anticipated that a Nationwide Permit (NWP) 14 would 

be required to permit all permanent and unavoidable impacts to waters of the U.S., including 

wetlands. No impacts are proposed at the potentially jurisdictional Features 6, 7, and 15; therefore, 

these crossings would not require a permit. Features 3, 4, 5, and 9 are likely non-jurisdictional and 

would not require USACE permitting regardless of any proposed impacts. A Pre-construction 

Notification (PCN) would be required for impacts to Feature 14 as these impacts affect a special 

aquatic site and/or exceed the 0.1 acre threshold defined by General Condition 32 and Regional 

Condition 12. Additionally, Regional Condition 12 mandates that compensatory mitigation is 

required at a minimum one-to-one ratio for all features that have impacts greater than 0.1 acre 

and/or 300 linear feet. No compensatory mitigation is anticipated under the Build Alternative. 

 

Since this project would result in permanent and temporary impacts to waters of the U.S., at least 

one of the Best Management Practices (BMPs) from each category listed in the TCEQ Section 401 

Water Quality Certification Conditions would be used (see Section 5.10.2).  

 

No Build Alternative:  Because the proposed improvements would not be constructed, the No Build 

Alternative would not result in project-related impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of 

the U.S.   
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Table 5-8: Delineated Project Surface Waters 

Feature 

ID 
Feature Name 

Delineated 

Area (ac/lf) 

Proposed Work or 

Structure 

Proposed 

Impacts (ac/lf) 

Potentially 

Jurisdictional? 

Anticipated 

Permit 

1 Unnamed Tributary to Brushy Creek 1 0.02/345.5 Culvert, Drainage Easement 0.01/189.7 Yes NWP 14 

2 Unnamed Tributary to Brushy Creek 2 0.03/120.4 Culvert 0.03/106.9 Yes NWP 14 

3 Wetland 1* 0.10/NA Roadway Fill 0.10/NA No None 

4 Impoundment 1 0.01/NA 
Roadway fill, Sidewalk, 

Grading 
<0.01/NA No None 

5 Impoundment 2 0.75/NA Culvert, Roadway Fill 0.75/NA No None 

6 Brushy Creek (a) 0.01/48.3 None 0/0.0  Yes None 

7 Wetland 2* 0.06/NA Drainage Easement 0.0/NA Yes None 

8 Unnamed Tributary to Brushy Creek 3 0.04/236.6 Culvert 0.02/148.1 Yes NWP 14 

9 Impoundment 3 0.20/NA Drainage Easement 0/NA  No None 

10 Impoundment 4* 0.05/NA Roadway Fill 0.05/NA Yes NWP 14 

11 Impoundment 5* 0.15/NA Roadway Fill, Grading 0.05/NA Yes NWP 14 

12 Brushy Creek (b) 0.07/479.8 

Pavement and Existing 

Culvert Removal, Culvert, 

Drainage Easement 

0.03/245.0 Yes NWP 14 

13 Impoundment 6 0.14/NA 

Pavement and Existing 

Culvert Removal, Culvert, 

Drainage Easement 

0.01/NA Yes NWP 14 

14 Wetland 3 0.16/NA 
Roadway Fill, Drainage 

Easement 
0.09/NA Yes 

NWP 14 with 

PCN 

15 Unnamed Tributary to Brushy Creek 4 0.01/132.5 None 0/0.0 Yes None 

16 Unnamed Tributary to Elm Creek 0.03/234.3 Culvert, drainage easement 0.01/120.3 Yes NWP 14 

TOTALS (Jurisdictional features only) 0.77/1597.4 N/A 0.3/810.0 N/A N/A 

*No ROE at time of November 2019 investigation. 
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      Clean Water Act Section 401 

Build Alternative:  General Condition 25 of the NWP Program required applicants using NWP 14 to 

comply with Section 401 of the CWA. Compliance with Section 401 requires the use of BMPs to 

manage water quality on construction sites. General Condition 12 also required applicants using 

NWP 14 to use appropriate soil erosion and sedimentation controls.  

 

Section 401 Water Quality Certification would be required for the proposed project. The Section 

401 Certification requirements for NWP 14 would be met by implementing a Storm Water Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SW3P). The SW3P would include at least one BMP from the Tier I 401 Water 

Quality Certification Conditions for NWPs as published by the TCEQ. These BMPs would address 

each of the following categories: 

 

• Category I Erosion Control would be addressed by using temporary vegetation, 

blankets/matting, mulch, or mulch filter berms and socks. 

• Category II Post-Construction Total Suspended Solids Control would be addressed by 

installing vegetative filter strips. 

• Category III Sedimentation Control would be addressed by installing sand bag berms, silt 

fences, rock berms, or mulch filter berms and socks. 

 

Other approved methods would be substituted if necessary, using one of the BMPs from the 

identical category. 

 

The potential for project-related encroachment-alteration effects on water quality would be 

mitigated through temporary and permanent (post-construction) BMPs as described above. Water 

resources could receive an increased amount of sediment if storm water were released from the 

project area despite the use of BMPs. To minimize the potential for adverse impacts, BMPs would 

be regularly inspected and proactively maintained. 

 

No Build Alternative:  Because the proposed improvements would not be constructed, the No Build 

Alternative would not result in project-related impacts to water quality. 

     Executive Order 11990 Wetlands 

The purpose of EO 11990 is to “minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands and to 

preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands.” The EO requires federal 

agencies to consider alternatives to wetland sites and limit potential damage if an activity affecting 

a wetland cannot be avoided. The proposed project would comply with EO 11990. 

 

Build Alternative:  Based on the current design analysis, there are no practicable alternatives to 

construction in wetlands. One potentially jurisdictional wetland would incur permanent and 
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temporary impacts due to construction activities associated with roadway construction, culverts, 

and drainage improvements. Without these activities, water would not flow between the bridge 

columns or through the culverts appropriately and could result in negatively affecting the integrity of 

the proposed structure. As the project progresses through the Plans, Specifications, and Estimates 

(PS&E) stage, a more detailed drainage study would occur which may reduce the potential impacts 

to wetlands.  

 

The proposed action includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands. Impacts on 

wetlands would be minimized by keeping the construction footprint as small as possible while 

enabling construction that meets all requirements for the proposed project’s implementation. The 

construction contractor would be required to avoid and minimize unnecessary impacts on wetlands 

during construction and BMPs would be implemented.  

 

When taking economic, environmental, and other pertinent factors into consideration, impacts to 

the wetlands cannot be completely avoided based on the current design. However, impacts to the 

wetlands would be minimized to the greatest extent practicable and permitted through the 

appropriate Section 404 permit.  It is anticipated that a Section 404 NWP 14 with PCN would be 

necessary for the proposed project. No compensatory mitigation is anticipated under the Build 

Alternative. Wetland sampling sheets are provided in Appendix J. 

 

No Build Alternative:  Because the proposed improvements would not be constructed, the No Build 

Alternative would not result in project-related impacts to wetlands. 

     Rivers and Harbors Act 

The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 generally prohibits the construction of structures over or in 

navigable waters of the U.S. without Congressional approval, which has been delegated to the 

United States Coast Guard (USCG). The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 also prohibits excavation or 

fill within navigable waters of the U.S. without the approval of the USACE. Based on a project 

scoping analysis, it was determined that neither the Build Alternative nor the No Build Alternative 

would have an impact on any Section 9/10 waters, as defined by the Rivers and Harbors Act of 

1899. 

     Clean Water Act Section 303(d) 

The State of Texas is required, under Sections 305(b) and 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act, to 

prepare biennial statewide water quality assessments that identify the status of use attainment for 

water bodies and to identify water bodies for which effluent limitations are not stringent enough to 

implement water quality standards. Based on the assessments, the areas of potential effect are 

accounted for on the 303(d) list. According to the provisions of the TxDOT-TCEQ MOU, coordination 

with TCEQ is required for environmental review documents if all or part of the project drains to an 

impaired assessment unit that is within five miles downstream of the project and in the same 



 

 

 

36 

watershed as the project. There are no impaired waters within five miles downstream of the project 

according to the most current 303(d) list, dated 2018. Therefore, no analysis is necessary for this 

resource. 

 

Build Alternative:  Based on a review of the TCEQ 2018 Section 303(d) list, runoff from this project 

would not discharge directly into an impaired waterbody or into a waterbody that is within five miles 

upstream of an impaired waterbody 

 

No Build Alternative:  Because the proposed improvements would not be constructed, the No Build 

Alternative would not result in project-related impacts to impaired waterways 

     Clean Water Act Section 402 

Build Alternative: This project would include five or more acres of earth disturbance. TxDOT would 

comply with TCEQ’s Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (TPDES) Construction General 

Permit (CGP). A SW3P would be implemented, and a construction site notice would be posted at the 

construction site. A Notice of Intent (NOI) and a Notice of Termination (NOT) would be required.  

This project is partially located within the boundaries of the TxDOT regulated Municipal Separate 

Storm Sewer System (MS4) for the City of Austin. Compliance with applicable MS4 regulations 

would be required. 

 

Since TPDES CGP authorization and compliance (and the associated documentation) occur outside 

of the environmental clearance process, compliance is ensured by the policies and procedures that 

govern the design and construction phases of the project. The Project Development Process 

Manual and the PS&E Preparation Manual require a SW3P be included in the plans of all projects 

that disturb one or more acres. The Construction Contract Administration Manual requires that the 

appropriate CGP authorization documents (notice of intent or site notice and notice of termination) 

be completed, posted, and submitted, when required by the CGP, to TCEQ and the MS4 operator. It 

also requires that projects be inspected to ensure compliance with the CGP. 

 

The PS&E Preparation Manual requires that all projects include Standard Specification Item 506 

(Temporary Erosion, Sedimentation, and Environmental Controls), and the “Required Specification 

Checklists” require Special Provision 506-003 on all projects that need authorization under the 

CGP. These documents require the project contractor to comply with the CGP and SW3P, and to 

complete the appropriate authorization documents. 

 

No Build Alternative:  Under the No Build Alternative, there would be no earth disturbance and 

compliance with the TPDES CGP and coordination with the MS4 operator would not be required. 
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     Floodplains 

Build Alternative:  Approximately 208.3 acres of the proposed project are located within the FEMA 

designated 100-year floodplain. These floodplain crossing are associated with nine unnamed 

tributaries to Brushy Creek, Brushy Creek, and one unnamed tributary to Elm Creek.  The hydraulic 

design for this project would be in accordance with current FHWA and TxDOT design policies. The 

facility would permit the conveyance of the 100-year flood, inundation of the roadway being 

acceptable, without causing damage to the facility, stream, or other property. The proposed project 

would not increase the base flood elevation to a level that would violate applicable floodplain 

regulations and ordinances. Coordination with the local Floodplain Administrators for Hays and 

Caldwell Counties would be required.  

 

This project is subject to and would comply with federal EO 11988 on Floodplain Management. The 

department implements this EO on a programmatic basis through its Hydraulic Design Manual.  

Adherence to the TxDOT Hydraulic Design Manual ensures that this project would not result in a 

"significant encroachment" as defined by FHWA's rules implementing Executive Order 11988 at 23 

CFR 650-105(q). 

 

Since the proposed project crosses floodplains, the following is provided:  

 

1) Avoiding and minimizing floodplain crossings were considered during design of the Build 

Alternative.  The proposed project must be located in floodplains because in order to avoid 

floodplains, a significant realignment of FM 2001 would be required, resulting in much 

higher ROW and project costs, as well as residential and commercial displacements. 

Additionally, no longitudinal encroachments on the floodplain would occur. 

2) The only alternative considered during the course of project development that would avoid 

encroachments on floodplains was the No Build Alternative, which does not satisfy the 

purpose and need for the proposed project.  

3) The proposed project would conform to state and local floodplain protection standards. 

 

No Build Alternative: Because the proposed improvements would not be constructed, the No Build 

Alternative would not result in project-related impacts to floodplains. 

     Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Based on a project scoping analysis, it was determined that neither the Build Alternative nor the No 

Build Alternative would have an impact on this resource category or subject matter. (NOTE:  No 

designated Wild and Scenic Rivers are located within project area.) 
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     Coastal Barrier Resources  

Based on a project scoping analysis, it was determined that neither the Build Alternative nor the No 

Build Alternative would have an impact on this resource category or subject matter. (NOTE:  Project 

area is not located in a coastal area.) 

 Coastal Zone Management 

Based on a project scoping analysis, it was determined that neither the Build Alternative nor the No 

Build Alternative would have an impact on this resource category or subject matter. (NOTE:  Project 

area is not located in a coastal area.) 

 Edwards Aquifer 

Based on a project scoping analysis, it was determined that neither the Build Alternative nor the No 

Build Alternative would have an impact on this resource category or subject matter. (NOTE:  Project 

area is not located within boundaries of any Edwards Aquifer zone.) 

 International Boundary and Water Commission 

Based on a project scoping analysis, it was determined that neither the Build Alternative nor the No 

Build Alternative would have an impact on this resource category or subject matter.  (NOTE:  Project 

area is not located along the international boundary with Mexico.) 

 Drinking Water Systems 

Build Alternative: The City of Buda provides water service to the areas within the urban section of 

the project. The City’s water supply is partially pumped in from Canyon Lake, and partially pumped 

in from the Edwards Aquifer. A large portion of the project area is supplied water through the 

Sunfield Municipal Utility District (MUD), which is operated by the Goforth Special Utility District 

(SUD). Goforth SUD supplied the Sunfield MUD with water from multiple surface and groundwater 

sources including the Edwards Aquifer, Canyon Lake, Lake Dunlap, and the San Marcos River.  It is 

assumed the remaining areas are utilizing private water wells. The TWDB does not identify any 

water wells within the project area. In accordance with TxDOT’s Standard Specifications for 

Construction and Maintenance of Highways, Streets and Bridges (Item 103, Disposal of Wells), any 

drinking water wells would need to be properly removed and disposed of during construction of the 

project. The project would not impact water services or drinking water systems. Utilities conflicts 

would be coordinated with the city department and resolved prior to construction commencing.  

 

No Build Alternative: Because the proposed improvements would not be constructed, the No Build 

Alternative would not result in project-related impacts to the drinking water systems. 
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5.11 Biological Resources 

     Texas Parks and Wildlife Coordination 

Early coordination with TPWD was completed for the project in 2015 to account for potential 

impacts to habitat for several state listed species and species of greatest conservation need 

(SGCN) within the project area (see Section 5.11.11) and for impacts to vegetation exceeding the 

thresholds outlined in the 2013 MOU (2017 Revision) (see Section 5.11.12). The coordination 

letters are included in Appendix G.  

     Impacts to Vegetation 

Based on a review of the Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) database, there are a total 

of 12 vegetation types within the project area (Appendix F-4 and Appendix F-5). The project area is 

primarily dominated by disturbed and tame grasslands of the Blackland Prairie, cropland, urban 

use, and riparian areas of Central Texas (TPWD, 2013a). Table 5-9 provides information on the 

acreage of each vegetation type within the project area, as mapped by the EMST and as field 

verified by a November 2019 site visit. 

Table 5-9: Project Area Vegetation 

Ecoregion 

MOU 

Vegetation 

Type 

Common Name 

EMST 

Mapped 

Acreage 

MOU 

Acreage 

Field 

Verified 

Acreage 

Coordination 

Threshold 

T
e

xa
s
 B

la
c
k
la

n
d

 P
ra

ir
ie

s
 

Agriculture Row Crops 7.2 10.0 15.6 10 

Disturbed 

Prairie 

Native Invasive: 

Deciduous Woodland 
8.5 

3.0 69.5 3 
Native Invasive: 

Mesquite Shrubland 
23.9 

Edwards 

Plateau 

Savannah, 

Woodland, 

and 

Shrubland 

Edwards Plateau: Shin 

Oak Slope Shrubland 
0.5 1.0 0.5 1 

Riparian 

Central Texas: Floodplain 

Deciduous Shrubland 
3.0 

0.1 13.3 0.1 

Central Texas: Floodplain 

Hardwood Forest 
1.5 

Central Texas: Floodplain 

Herbaceous Vegetation 
5.1 

Central Texas: Riparian 

Deciduous Shrubland 
0.6 

Central Texas: Riparian 

Hardwood Forest 
1.6 

Central Texas: Riparian 

Herbaceous Vegetation 
3.0 

Tallgrass 

Prairie, 

Grassland 

Blackland Prairie: 

Disturbance or Tame 

Grassland 

99.0 2.0 36.8 2 

 Urban Urban Low Intensity 14.9 N/A 33.1 N/A 

Total 168.8 N/A 168.8 N/A 
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A field survey of the project area was conducted in June 2014, September 2016, and November 

2019. The vegetation observed was generally consistent with that described by the Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) ecoregions and EMST data, but with considerably less acreage of Tallgrass 

Prairie, Grassland. Tree and shrub species observed in the project area included honey mesquite 

(Prosopis glandulosa), hackberry (Celtis occidentalis), Ashe juniper (Juniperus ashei), cedar elm 

(Ulmus crassifolia), retama (Parkinsonia aculeata), live oak (Quercus fusiformis), black willow (Salix 

nigra), Chinese tallow (Triadica sebifera), and prickly pear cactus (Opuntia engelmannii). 

Herbaceous vegetation included golden rod (Solidago sp.), giant ragweed (Ambrosia trifida), 

common ragweed (Ambrosia artemisiifolia), frogfruit (Phyla nodiflora), horsemint (Monarda 

citriodora), Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), Johnsongrass (Sorghum halapense), little bluestem 

(Schizachyrium scoparium), Indian blanket (Gaillardia pulchella), purple thistle (Cirsium texanum), 

pink evening primrose (Oenothera speciosa), and sunflower (Helianthos annus). Vines observed 

included grape (Vitis sp.) and Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia). 

 

Additionally, unusual vegetation features or special habitat features occurring within the proposed 

project area were identified during the field visits. Unusual vegetation features identified during 

field investigations include unmaintained vegetation, fencerow vegetation, and riparian vegetation. 

Special habitat features identified during field investigations include small water bodies.  

 

The need for determining whether TPWD coordination is required is presented in §2.205 of the 

MOU between TxDOT and TPWD.  TxDOT will compare the results of a Tier 1 site assessment to the 

triggers in §2.206 and thresholds in the Threshold Table Programmatic Agreement. Vegetation 

within the proposed project falls into six MOU vegetation types: Agriculture; Disturbed Prairie; 

Edwards Plateau Savannah, Woodland, and Shrubland; Riparian; Tallgrass Prairie, Grassland; and 

Urban. The Threshold Table Programmatic Agreement sets a disturbance threshold of 10.0 acres 

for Agriculture; 3.0 acres for Disturbed Prairie; 1.0 acre for Edwards Plateau Savannah, Woodland, 

and Shrubland; 0.1 acre for Riparian; and 2.0 acres for Tallgrass Prairie, Grassland. No thresholds 

have been established for Urban vegetation. 

 

Build Alternative:  The project area evaluated is existing and proposed ROW and drainage 

easements. It is assumed that all areas would be impacted by the project and therefore the field 

verified acreage is also the anticipated impacted vegetation.  Vegetation impacts quantified in 

Table 5-9 show that the proposed project would exceed the threshold for four MOU vegetation 

types: Agriculture, Disturbed Prairie, Riparian, and Tallgrass Prairie, Grassland. Impacts to 

vegetation would be avoided or minimized by limiting disturbance to only that which is necessary to 

construct the proposed project. The removal of native vegetation, particularly mature native trees 

and shrubs, would be avoided to the greatest extent practicable. A native and locally-adapted seed 

mix would be used in the landscaping and re-vegetation of disturbed areas. 

 

No Build Alternative:  If the No Build Alternative were implemented, the proposed project would not 

be constructed. No effects to vegetation related to the construction of the improvements would 
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occur. Existing land use and activities, including routine mowing, would continue to periodically 

affect vegetation communities. 

     Executive Order 13112 on Invasive Species 

Build Alternative:  This project is subject to and would comply with federal EO 13112 on Invasive 

Species. The department implements this EO on a programmatic basis through its Roadside 

Vegetation Management Manual and Landscape and Aesthetics Design Manual. In compliance with 

EO 13112, a native and locally-adapted seed mix would be used in the landscaping and re-

vegetation of disturbed areas. 

 

No Build Alternative:  If the No Build Alternative were implemented, the proposed project would not 

be constructed; thus, the provisions of EO 13112 would not be triggered. 

     Executive Memorandum on Environmentally and Economically Beneficial 

Landscaping 

Build Alternative:  This project is subject to and would comply with the federal Executive 

Memorandum on Environmentally and Economically Beneficial Landscaping, effective April 26, 

1994. The department implements this Executive Memorandum on a programmatic basis through 

its Roadside Vegetation Management Manual and Landscape and Aesthetics Design Manual. With 

the exception of reseeding of disturbed areas, landscaping is not currently planned for the 

proposed project. A native and locally-adapted seed mix would be used. 

 

No Build Alternative:  If the No Build Alternative were implemented, the proposed project would not 

be constructed; thus, the provisions of the Executive Memorandum would not be triggered. 

     Impacts to Wildlife 

Within the urban area of Buda, native vegetation/natural habitat is minimal, and wildlife is limited 

to those species adapted to an urban environment. Within the rural area (outside of city limits), 

native vegetation/natural habitat is present and consists generally of riparian areas, disturbed 

prairies, and grassland which is desirable habitat for a variety of wildlife.  

 

Build Alternative:  The proposed project would result in vegetation clearing along the existing ROW, 

proposed ROW, and proposed easements. This clearing activity would remove habitat for wildlife. 

Adjacent areas are similar in vegetative composition and are in close proximity to the construction 

limits which allow wildlife to relocate to nearby parcels. Revegetation would occur within the 

disturbed areas and clearing of trees and shrubs would be avoided to the extent possible. 

 

No Build Alternative:  Under the No Build Alternative, the proposed improvements would not be 

constructed; thus, there would be no project-related impacts to wildlife. 
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     Migratory Bird Protections 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act serve to 

regulate impacts to wildlife.  Specifically, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act makes it unlawful to kill, 

capture, collect, possess, buy, sell, trade or transport any migratory bird, nest or egg in part or in 

whole, without a federal permit issued in accordance with the Act’s policies and regulations.  

Migratory bird nests were not observed during the June and July 2016 or November 2019 field 

investigations.   

 

Build Alternative:  This project would comply with applicable provisions of the MBTA and Texas 

Parks and Wildlife Code Title 5, Subtitle B, Chapter 64, Birds. It is the department’s policy to avoid 

removal and destruction of active bird nests except through federal or state approved options. In 

addition, it is the department’s policy to, where appropriate and practicable: 1) use measures to 

prevent or discourage birds from building nests on man-made structures within portions of the 

project area planned for construction, and 2) schedule construction activities outside the typical 

nesting season.  Migratory birds may arrive in the project area to breed during construction of the 

proposed project. Appropriate measures would be taken to avoid adverse impacts on migratory 

birds; thus, migratory birds protected under the MBTA would not be impacted by the Build 

Alternative. Specific BMPs implemented to protect state listed species and SGCN are outlined in 

Section 8.0. 

 

No Build Alternative:  Under the No Build Alternative, the proposed improvements would not be 

constructed; thus, there would be no project-related impacts to migratory birds. 

     Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) of 1958 requires that federal agencies obtain 

comments from USFWS and TPWD whenever a project has the potential to impact fish and wildlife 

through waterbody modifications.  

 

Build Alternative: The proposed project would impact waters of the U.S., and a Section 404 permit 

would be required. The project would be covered by a NWP 14 with PCN; therefore, coordination 

under the FWCA would not be required.  

 

No Build Alternative: The No Build Alternative would not impact any stream or water features; 

therefore, it would not be subject to regulation under the FWCA.  

     Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 

Build Alternative:  The project area does not contain potential habitat for Bald or Golden Eagles; 

therefore, no impacts to these species would occur.  
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No Build Alternative:  Under the No Build Alternative, the proposed improvements would not be 

constructed; thus, there would be no project-related impacts to Bald or Golden Eagles. 

     Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation Management Act 

Based on a project scoping analysis, it was determined that neither the Build Alternative nor the No 

Build Alternative would have an impact on this resource category or subject matter. (NOTE:  Project 

is not located in a coastal area.) 

 Marine Mammal Protection Act 

Based on a project scoping analysis, it was determined that neither the Build Alternative nor the No 

Build Alternative would have an impact on this resource category or subject matter. (NOTE:  Project 

is not located in a coastal area.) 

 Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species 

Federally Listed Species 

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) Section 7 requires federally listed threatened, 

endangered, or candidate species and the ecosystems upon which they rely to be conserved to the 

extent possible. An Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) report was generated for the 

project area to identify those federally listed species that may occur or have suitable habitat within 

the vicinity of the project area. The official species list obtained from the USFWS IPaC dated 

December 30, 2019 indicates that the project area is within the range of 19 federally listed 

threatened, endangered or candidate species with the potential of occurring, provided the preferred 

habitat is found in sufficient quality and quantity to attract those species. 

 

A list of the federally- and state- listed species that could potentially occur within the project area, 

along with a determination of effect/impact for each species, is attached in Appendix K. 

Determination of impacts are based on TPWD’s Texas Natural Diversity Database (TxNDD) data, 

USFWS critical habitat designations, review of aerial photography, and the June 2014, September 

2016, and November 2019 field visits. It was determined that one federally listed species, the 

Whooping Crane (Grus americana), may have potential habitat within the project area.   

 

Evaluation of the USFWS Critical Habitat Portal indicates that no critical habitat for the Whooping 

Crane was identified within the vicinity of the project area. A review of TxNDD data conducted in 

January 2016 and November 2019 determined that there are no known sightings of any federally 

listed species within five miles of the project area (see Appendix F-6). Appropriate stopover habitat 

for the Whooping Crane was observed in the numerous ponds and wetland areas found within the 

project area. However, Whooping Cranes tend to avoid human disturbances, so areas in close 

proximity to the existing FM 2001 and other human developments would likely be avoided by this 
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species even if otherwise suitable habitat exists. In addition, larger reservoirs mapped outside of 

the project area would provide more suitable and abundant foraging habitat for the species and 

would likely draw any migrating individuals away from the project area. For these reasons, it is not 

anticipated that the Whooping Crane would utilize the project area as stopover habitat. 

 

Build Alternative:  The Build Alternative would have no effect on the Whooping Crane. No other 

federal species have potential habitat within the project area; therefore, the proposed project would 

have no effects on any federally listed threatened, endangered, or candidate species.  

 

No Build Alternative:  Under the No Build Alternative, the proposed project would not occur; 

therefore, there would be no project-related effects on any federally listed threatened, endangered, 

or candidate species. 

State Listed Species 

The TPWD’s Rare, Threatened, Endangered Species of Texas (RTEST) Hays and Caldwell County 

lists were accessed to identify any state threatened or endangered species that may occur or have 

suitable habitat within the project area. The RTEST list was originally accessed in November 2019, 

but state threatened and endangered species were re-evaluated from the updated RTEST list dated 

April 2020. Desktop analysis and field investigations conducted in June 2014, September 2016, 

and November 2019, indicate that suitable habitat for one state threatened species, the Wood 

Stork (Mycteria americana), could exist within the project area:. A detailed description of the 

species habitat and impact determination is listed in Appendix K. 

 

Build Alternative:  One state listed species may be impacted by the proposed project since suitable 

habitat for these species occurs within the project area.  BMPs outlined in the TxDOT-TPWD MOU 

consist of advising contractors to not disturb, destroy, or remove active nests, including ground 

nesting birds, during the nesting season, and to avoid removing unoccupied/inactive nests, as 

practicable, and to prevent the establishment of active nests during the nesting season on TxDOT 

owned and operated facilities and structures proposed for replacement or repair, and to not collect, 

capture, relocate, or transport birds, eggs, young, or active nests without a permit for the Wood 

Stork.   

 

No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, the proposed project would not occur; 

therefore, there would be no project-related impacts on any state listed threatened or endangered 

species. 

Species of Greatest Conservation Need 

Those species included on the RTEST Hays and Caldwell County lists (accessed November 2019), 

but which have no federal or state regulatory status, are classified as SGCN.  Native animals or 

plants designated as a SGCN are generally those that are declining or rare and in need of attention 
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to recover or to prevent the need to list under state or federal regulation. Lists of SGCN were 

developed through expert consultation and public feedback. Ranks are based on multiple criteria 

including range extent, known occurrences, abundance, and threats. It should be noted that none 

of these species are currently afforded regulatory protection.   

 

Potentially suitable habitat for 25 SGCN exists within the proposed project area: Mountain Plover 

(Charadrius montanus), Western Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea), a mayfly (Procloeon 

distinctum), American badger (Taxidea taxus), big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus), big free-tailed bat 

(Nyctinomops macrotis), cave myotis bat (Myotis velifer), eastern red bat (Lasiurus borealis), 

eastern spotted skunk (Spilogale putorius), long-tailed weasel (Mustela frenata), Mexican free-

tailed bat (Tadarida brasoliensis), thirteen-lined ground squirrel (Ictidomys tridecemlineatus), 

tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflavus), western hog-nosed skunk (Conepatus leuconotus), Eastern 

box turtle (Terrapene carolina), Western Box turtle (Terrapene ornata), Northern spot-tailed earless 

lizard (Holbrookia lacerata lacerata), spot-tailed lizard (Holbrookie lacerata), Texas garter snake 

(Thamnophis sirtalis annectens), Strecker’s chorus frog (Pseudacris streckeri), Woodhouse’s toad 

(Anaxyrus woodhousii), timber (canebrake) rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus), Hall’s prairie clover 

(Dalea hallii), net-leaf bundleflower (Desmanthus reticulatus), and tree dodder (Cuscuta exaltata). 

Based on the review of range and habitat requirements for the other SGCN species listed within 

Hays and Caldwell Counties and the field surveys performed, it was determined that the project 

area is not within range nor suitable habitat for the other listed species. 
 

Build Alternative:  In accordance with the Programmatic Agreement between TxDOT and TPWD, 

BMPs have been identified and will be implemented to mitigate impacts to the Mountain Plover, 

Western Burrowing Owl, big free-tailed bat, cave myotis bat, spot-tailed earless lizard, Texas garter 

snake, and timber rattlesnake.  The BMPs are further discussion in Section 8.0. 

 

No Build Alternative: Under the No Build Alternative, the proposed project would not occur; 

therefore, there would be no project-related impacts on SGCN.   

5.12 Air Quality 

Build Alternative:   

Transportation Conformity 

The project is located in an area in attainment or unclassifiable for all national ambient air quality 

standards (NAAQS); therefore, the transportation conformity rules do not apply. 

 

 

Hot-Spot Analysis 

The proposed project is not located within a carbon monoxide (CO) or particulate matter (PM) 

nonattainment or maintenance area; therefore, a project level hot-spot analysis is not required. 
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Traffic Air Quality Analysis 

Traffic for the estimated time of completion (ETC) year (2025) and design year (2045) is estimated 

to be 16,391 vpd and 42,833 vpd, respectively. A prior TxDOT modeling study and previous 

analyses of similar projects demonstrated that it is unlikely that the CO standard would ever be 

exceeded as a result of any project with an average annual daily traffic (AADT) below 140,000 vpd. 

The AADT projections for the project do not exceed 140,000 vpd; therefore, a Traffic Air Quality 

Analysis is not required.  

 

Mobile Source Air Toxics 

Background 

Controlling air toxic emissions became a national priority with the passage of the Clean Air Act 

Amendments (CAAA) of 1990, whereby Congress mandated that the EPA regulate 188 air toxics, 

also known as hazardous air pollutants. The EPA has assessed this expansive list in their latest rule 

on the Control of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources (Federal Register, Vol. 72, No. 37, 

page 8430, February 26, 2007), and identified a group of 93 compounds emitted from mobile 

sources that are listed in their Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS)1. In addition, EPA identified 

nine compounds with significant contributions from mobile sources that are among the national 

and regional-scale cancer risk drivers or contributors and non-cancer hazard contributors from the 

2011 National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA)2. These are 1,3-butadiene, acetaldehyde, acrolein, 

benzene, diesel particulate matter (diesel PM), ethylbenzene, formaldehyde, naphthalene, and 

polycyclic organic matter. While FHWA considers these the priority mobile source air toxics, the list 

is subject to change and may be adjusted in consideration of future EPA rules. 

 

Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator (MOVES) 

According to EPA, MOVES2014 is a major revision to MOVES2010 and improves upon it in many 

respects. MOVES2014 includes new data, new emissions standards, and new functional 

improvements and features. It incorporates substantial new data for emissions, fleet, and activity 

developed since the release of MOVES2010. These new emissions data are for light- and heavy-

duty vehicles, exhaust and evaporative emissions, and fuel effects. MOVES2014 also adds updated 

vehicle sales, population, age distribution, and vehicle miles travelled (VMT) data. MOVES2014 

incorporates the effects of three new Federal emissions standard rules not included in 

MOVES2010. These new standards are all expected to impact mobile source air toxics (MSAT) 

emissions and include Tier 3 emissions and fuel standards starting in 2017 (79 FR 60344), heavy-

duty greenhouse gas regulations that phase in during model years 2014-2018 (79 FR 60344), and 

the second phase of light duty greenhouse gas regulations that phase in during model years 2017-

2025 (79 FR 60344). Since the release of MOVES2014, EPA has released MOVES2014a. In the 

 

 
1 http://www.epa.gov/iris/  

2 https://www.epa.gov/national-air-toxics-assessment  

http://www.epa.gov/iris/
https://www.epa.gov/national-air-toxics-assessment
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November 2015 MOVES2014a Questions and Answers Guide3, EPA states that for on-road 

emissions, MOVES2014a adds new options requested by users for the input of local VMT, includes 

minor updates to the default fuel tables, and corrects an error in MOVES2014 brake wear 

emissions. The change in brake wear emissions results in small decreases in PM emissions, while 

emissions for other criteria pollutants remain essentially the same as MOVES2014. 

 

Using EPA’s MOVES2014a model, FHWA estimates that even if VMT increases by 45 percent from 

2010 to 2050 as forecast, a combined reduction of 91 percent in the total annual emissions for 

the priority MSAT is projected for the same time period. 

 

Diesel PM is the dominant component of MSAT emissions, making up 50 to 70 percent of all 

priority MSAT pollutants by mass, depending on calendar year. Users of MOVES2014a will notice 

some differences in emissions compared with MOVES2010b. MOVES2014a is based on updated 

data on some emissions and pollutant processes compared to MOVES2010b, and also reflects the 

latest Federal emissions standards in place at the time of its release. In addition, MOVES2014a 

emissions forecasts are based on lower VMT projections than MOVES2010b, consistent with recent 

trends suggesting reduced nationwide VMT growth compared to historical trends. 

 

MSAT Research 

Air toxics analysis is a continuing area of research. While much work has been done to assess the 

overall health risk of air toxics, many questions remain unanswered. In particular, the tools and 

techniques for assessing project-specific health outcomes as a result of lifetime MSAT exposure 

remain limited. These limitations impede the ability to evaluate how potential public health risks 

posed by MSAT exposure should be factored into project-level decision-making within the context of 

NEPA. The FHWA, EPA, the Health Effects Institute (HEI), and others have funded and conducted 

research studies to try to more clearly define potential risks from MSAT emissions associated with 

highway projects. The FHWA will continue to monitor the developing research in this field. 

 

Project Specific MSAT Information 

A qualitative analysis provides a basis for identifying and comparing the potential differences 

among MSAT emissions, if any, from the various alternatives. The qualitative assessment presented 

below is derived in part from a study conducted by FHWA entitled A Methodology for Evaluating 

Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions Among Transportation Project Alternatives4.  

 

 

 
3 https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P100NNR0.txt  

4https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/research_and_analysis/mobile_source_air_toxics/msatemissions.cf

m  

https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P100NNR0.txt
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/research_and_analysis/mobile_source_air_toxics/msatemissions.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/research_and_analysis/mobile_source_air_toxics/msatemissions.cfm
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The VMT estimated for the Build Alternatives is slightly higher than that for the No Build Alternative, 

because the additional capacity increases the efficiency of the roadway and attracts rerouted trips 

from elsewhere in the transportation network. The additional travel lanes contemplated as part of 

the Build Alternative will have the effect of moving some traffic closer to nearby homes, schools, 

and businesses; therefore, under each alternative there may be localized areas where ambient 

concentrations of MSAT could be higher under the Build Alternative than the No Build Alternative. 

The localized increases in MSAT concentrations would likely be most pronounced along the 

expanded roadway sections that would be built at I-35 and SH 21. However, the magnitude and the 

duration of these potential increases compared to the No Build alternative cannot be reliably 

quantified due to incomplete or unavailable information in forecasting project-specific MSAT health 

impacts. Also, MSAT will be lower in other locations when traffic shifts away from them. However, on 

a regional basis, EPA's vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause 

substantial reductions that, in almost all cases, will cause region- wide MSAT levels to be 

significantly lower than today.  

 

Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project-Specific MSAT Health Impacts Analysis 

In FHWA’s view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the project-specific 

health impacts due to changes in MSAT emissions associated with a proposed set of highway 

alternatives. The outcome of such an assessment, adverse or not, would be influenced more by the 

uncertainty introduced into the process through assumption and speculation rather than any 

genuine insight into the actual health impacts directly attributable to MSAT exposure associated 

with a proposed action. Consistent with 40 CFR 1502.22 (regarding incomplete and unavailable 

information) FHWA does not conduct MSAT health impacts for the reasons described below. 

 

The EPA is responsible for protecting the public health and welfare from any known or anticipated 

effect of an air pollutant. They are the lead authority for administering the Clean Air Act and its 

amendments and have specific statutory obligations with respect to hazardous air pollutants and 

MSAT. The EPA is in the continual process of assessing human health effects, exposures, and risks 

posed by air pollutants. They maintain the IRIS, which is “a compilation of electronic reports on 

specific substances found in the environment and their potential to cause human health effects”5. 

Each report contains assessments of non-cancerous and cancerous effects for individual 

compounds and quantitative estimates of risk levels from lifetime oral and inhalation exposures 

with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of magnitude. 

 

Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health effects of 

MSAT, including the HEI. A number of HEI studies are summarized in Appendix D of FHWA’s 

Updated Interim Guidance on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents6. Among the 

 

 
5 EPA, http://www.epa.gov/iris/ 

6 http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/policy_and_guidance/msat/index.cfm  

http://www.epa.gov/iris/
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/policy_and_guidance/msat/index.cfm
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adverse health effects linked to MSAT compounds at high exposures are; cancer in humans in 

occupational settings; cancer in animals; and irritation to the respiratory tract, including the 

exacerbation of asthma. Less obvious is the adverse human health effects of MSAT compounds at 

current environmental concentrations7 or in the future as vehicle emissions substantially decrease. 

 

The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling; dispersion 

modeling; exposure modeling; and then final determination of health impacts – each step in the 

process building on the model predictions obtained in the previous step. All are encumbered by 

technical shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more complete differentiation of the 

MSAT health impacts among a set of project alternatives. These difficulties are magnified for 

lifetime (i.e., 70 year) assessments, particularly because unsupportable assumptions would have to 

be made regarding changes in travel patterns and vehicle technology (which affects emissions 

rates) over that time frame, since such information is unavailable. 

 

It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast 70-year lifetime MSAT concentrations and exposure 

near roadways; to determine the portion of time that people are actually exposed at a specific 

location; and to establish the extent attributable to a proposed action, especially given that some of 

the information needed is unavailable. 

 

There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the various 

MSAT, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of occupational exposure 

data to the general population, a concern expressed by HEI8. As a result, there is no national 

consensus on air dose-response values assumed to protect the public health and welfare for MSAT 

compounds, and in particular for diesel PM. The EPA states that with respect to diesel engine 

exhaust, “[t]he absence of adequate data to develop a sufficiently confident dose-response 

relationship from the epidemiologic studies has prevented the estimation of inhalation carcinogenic 

risk9.”  

There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk. The current context is 

the process used by the EPA as provided by the Clean Air Act to determine whether more stringent 

controls are required in order to provide an ample margin of safety to protect public health or to 

prevent an adverse environmental effect for industrial sources subject to the maximum achievable 

control technology standards, such as benzene emissions from refineries. The decision framework 

is a two-step process. The first step requires EPA to determine an “acceptable” level of risk due to 

emissions from a source, which is generally no greater than approximately 100 in a million. 

 

 
7 HEI Special Report 16, https://www.healtheffects.org/publication/mobile-source-air-toxics-critical-review-literature-exposure-and-

health-effects  

8 Special Report 16, https://www.healtheffects.org/publication/mobile-source-air-toxics-critical-review-literature-exposure-and-

health-effects  

9 EPA IRIS database, Diesel Engine Exhaust, Section II.C. 

https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris/iris_documents/documents/subst/0642_summary.pdf  

https://www.healtheffects.org/publication/mobile-source-air-toxics-critical-review-literature-exposure-and-health-effects
https://www.healtheffects.org/publication/mobile-source-air-toxics-critical-review-literature-exposure-and-health-effects
https://www.healtheffects.org/publication/mobile-source-air-toxics-critical-review-literature-exposure-and-health-effects
https://www.healtheffects.org/publication/mobile-source-air-toxics-critical-review-literature-exposure-and-health-effects
https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris/iris_documents/documents/subst/0642_summary.pdf
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Additional factors are considered in the second step, the goal of which is to maximize the number 

of people with risks less than 1 in a million due to emissions from a source. The results of this 

statutory two-step process do not guarantee that cancer risks from exposure to air toxics are less 

than 1 in a million; in some cases, the residual risk determination could result in maximum 

individual cancer risks that are as high as approximately 100 in a million. In a June 2008 decision, 

the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit upheld EPA’s approach to addressing 

risk in its two step decision framework. Information is incomplete or unavailable to establish that 

even the largest of highway projects would result in levels of risk greater than deemed 

acceptable10. 

 

Congestion Management Process 

This project is within an attainment or unclassifiable area for ozone and CO; therefore, a project 

level Congestion Management Process (CMP) analysis is not required. 

 

Construction Air Emissions 

During the construction phase of this project, temporary increases in PM and MSAT emissions may 

occur from construction activities. The primary construction-related emissions of PM are fugitive 

dust from site preparation, and the primary construction-related emissions of MSAT are diesel PM 

from diesel powered construction equipment and vehicles. 

 

The potential impacts of PM emissions would be minimized by using fugitive dust control measures 

contained in standard specifications, as appropriate. The Texas Emissions Reduction Plan (TERP) 

provides financial incentives to reduce emissions from vehicles and equipment. TxDOT encourages 

construction contractors to use this and other local and federal incentive programs to the fullest 

extent possible to minimize diesel emissions. Information about the TERP program can be found at: 

https://www.tceq.texas.gov/airquality/terp.  

 

However, considering the temporary and transient nature of construction-related emissions, the 

use of fugitive dust control measures, the encouragement of the use of TERP, and compliance with 

applicable regulatory requirements, it is not anticipated that emissions from construction of this 

project would have any significant impact on air quality in the area. 

 

No Build Alternative: The No Build Alternative would result in gradually increasing vehicle miles 

travelled as traffic volumes increase and traffic congestion worsens on the existing roadway system 

over time. Actual and predicted trends in both criteria pollutant and MSAT emissions would be 

expected to continue in the future, regardless of the alternative chosen. 

 

 
10 https://www.cadc.uscourts.gov/internet/opinions.nsf/284E23FFE079CD59852578000050C9DA/$file/07-1053-1120274.pdf  

https://www.tceq.texas.gov/airquality/terp
https://www.cadc.uscourts.gov/internet/opinions.nsf/284E23FFE079CD59852578000050C9DA/$file/07-1053-1120274.pdf
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5.13 Hazardous Materials 

A review of selected environmental regulatory databases published by federal and state agencies 

was conducted, in general accordance with TxDOT standards, to determine the potential for 

hazardous materials in the vicinity of the proposed project. In addition, an Initial Site Assessment 

(ISA) consisting of a windshield and walking survey of the project limits and surrounding area was 

conducted to confirm the location of the listed facilities and to observe the existing general 

environmental conditions at these facilities and within the project limits. 

 

The regulatory databases reviewed were prepared by GeoSearch LP (GeoSearch). The 

environmental databases provide information on regulated facilities that are listed as having a past 

or present record of actual or potential environmental impact. These “regulatory listings” are 

limited, and include only those sites that are known to the regulatory agencies at the time of 

publication to be contaminated or in the process of evaluation for potential contamination 

(GeoSearch, 2016). The regulatory databases were searched in general accordance with the 

recommended minimum search distances and criteria referenced in the ASTM Standard Practice 

E 1527-13. 

 

In addition to the review of the above regulatory databases, an ISA consisting of a windshield and 

limited walking survey of the project limits and surrounding area was conducted to confirm the 

location of the listed facilities and to observe the existing general environmental conditions at 

selected facilities within the project limits.  

 

During a field survey on July 16, 2014, an abandoned complex of farm buildings with at least one 

solution jar of dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT) inside was found by the field team (see 

Appendix B, Photo 11). Further investigation of the site revealed that the outbuildings of the farm 

may have been used as cattle dipping vats in the 1960s. This site is located as the alignment 

leaves existing ROW along FM 2001, southeast of Quail Run and northwest of Goforth Road. No 

other areas of concern were identified during site reconnaissance. No additional potentially 

hazardous materials/sites were observed during the November 2019 site visit. 

 

The regulatory database report, as well as the completed Hazardous Materials ISA Report, is on file 

at the TxDOT Austin District office. 

 

Build Alternative:  A total of 18 sites were identified by the regulatory database search within the 

specified search radii. Upon review of these site locations relative (distance and gradient) to the 

project area, it was determined that none of the sites pose a risk to ROW acquisition or 

construction of the proposed facility. 

 

The field survey on July 16, 2014, revealed a solution jar of DDT inside an abandoned complex of 

farm buildings located within the proposed ROW. Further investigation of the site revealed that the 

outbuildings of the farm may have been used as cattle dipping vats in the 1960s (see Appendix B – 
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Photo 11). According to the Center for Disease Control (CDC) (2002), DDT and related chemicals 

can persist in soil for a very long time, potentially hundreds of years. DDT generally binds very 

closely to soil particles and will be found primarily in the top layer of soils in contaminated areas. In 

temperate areas DDT can linger in the soil for thirty years or more (CDC, 2002). The level of 

potential contamination at the site is unknown at this time. Additional investigation in the farm 

outbuildings would be required to confirm if contamination would be encountered during 

construction. If contamination were confirmed, then TxDOT would develop appropriate soils and/or 

groundwater management plans for activities within these areas. 

 

During the preliminary investigations, one pipeline was found to bisect the project area. 

Negotiations would be conducted with the pipeline owners to properly relocate or deepen the 

affected pipeline. No oil/gas wells were documented; therefore, no impacts would occur. 

The storage and use of hazardous materials would be necessary during construction of the 

proposed project. Use and handling of hazardous materials associated with construction machinery 

and equipment would likely pose a minimal risk to the environment if appropriate safety measures 

and BMPs were applied. On-site storage of hazardous materials within the proposed project area 

would be short-term and closely monitored. 

 

Debris piles were observed in the state-owned ROW during the field surveys. Some of these piles 

may contain or have contained petroleum products. However, the quantities of these products 

would likely have been small and would not have resulted in significant contamination of soil or 

groundwater. Debris piles would be removed prior to construction. If contaminated soil is 

encountered, it would be removed from the proposed project area and disposed of according to 

applicable local, state, and federal laws. 

 

The proposed project does not include any bridge improvements, but would require the demolition 

of older buildings within the proposed ROW. Asbestos containing materials may be present in the 

bridge structures. Asbestos inspections, notification, and removal, as applicable, would be 

addressed prior to demolition in accordance with regulatory requirements. Detailed information 

about the hazardous materials evaluation conducted for the project can be found in the ISA 

available for review at the TxDOT Austin District Office. 

 

No Build Alternative:  As construction of the proposed improvements would not occur, there would 

be no project-related hazardous material impacts associated with the No Build Alternative.   

5.14 Traffic Noise 

A traffic noise analysis was conducted for the proposed project in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA 

approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise (2011). 

 

Sound from highway traffic is generated primarily from a vehicle’s tires, engine and exhaust. It is 

commonly measured in decibels and is expressed as “dB.” 
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Sound occurs over a wide range of frequencies. However, not all frequencies are detectable by the 

human ear; therefore, an adjustment is made to the high and low frequencies to approximate the 

way an average person hears traffic sounds. This adjustment is called A-weighting and is expressed 

as “dB(A).” 

 

Also, because traffic sound levels are never constant due to the changing number, type and speed 

of vehicles, a single value is used to represent the average or equivalent sound level and is 

expressed as “Leq.” 

 

The traffic noise analysis process includes the following elements:  

• Identification of land use activity areas that might be impacted by traffic noise  

• Determination of existing noise levels 

• Prediction of future noise levels 

• Identification of possible noise impacts 

• Consideration and evaluation of measures to reduce noise impacts 

 

The FHWA has established the following Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC), shown in Table 5-10 for 

various land use activity areas that are used as one of two means to determine when a traffic noise 

impact would occur. 

 

Table 5-10: FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) 

Activity 

Category 

dB(A) 

Leq 
Description of Land Use Activity Areas 

A 
57 

(exterior) 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary 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 sports areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds, cemeteries, 

day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic areas, 

places of worship, playgrounds, public meeting rooms, public or non-profit 

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 -- 

Agriculture, 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. 
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A noise impact occurs when either the absolute or relative criterion is met:  

 

Absolute criterion: The predicted noise level at the receiver approaches, equals, or exceeds the 

NAC. “Approach” is defined as one (1) dB(A) below the NAC (TxDOT, 2011). For example, a noise 

impact would occur at an exterior activity area of a Category B residence if the noise level is 

predicted to be 66 dB(A) or above. 

 

Relative criterion: The predicted noise level substantially exceeds the existing noise level at a 

receiver even though the predicted noise level does not approach, equal, or exceed the NAC. 

“Substantially exceeds” is defined as more than 10 dB(A) (TxDOT, 2011). For example: a noise 

impact would occur at an exterior activity area of a Category B residence if the existing level is 54 

dB(A) and the predicted level is 65 dB(A) (11 dB(A) increase). 

 

When a traffic noise impact occurs, noise abatement measures must be considered. A noise 

abatement measure is any positive action taken to reduce the impact of traffic noise on an activity 

area. 

 

Existing noise sources in the project area include traffic on FM 2001, White Wing Trail, Rohde 

Road, and SH 21.  Existing traffic noise levels were measured at receiver locations (see Appendix F-

7, Representative Receivers, pages 2, 6, 9, 14, and 17) that represent the land use activity areas 

adjacent to the proposed project that might be impacted by traffic noise and potentially benefit 

from feasible and reasonable noise abatement. Additionally, five existing ambient noise readings 

were collected within the project area. The five ambient noise readings were chosen to represent 

the existing noise levels on undeveloped parcels along the proposed facility. These ambient noise 

levels and corresponding receptors are shown in Table 5-11 below and on Representative 

Receivers, pages 2, 6, 9, 14, and 17 located in Appendix F-7.  The existing ambient readings range 

from 36.3 dB(A) at the south end of the project area (measurement location 4) to 46.9 dB(A) near 

the north end of the project (measurement location 1). 

 

Table 5-11: Ambient Noise Readings 

Ambient Measurement 

Location 
Measured dB(A) (Leq) 

1 46.9 

2 38.8 

3 39.7 

4 36.3 

5 41.3 

 

Build Alternative:  The FHWA Traffic Noise Model (TNM) version 2.5 was used to calculate the 

predicted traffic noise levels.  The model primarily considers the number, type, and speed of 

vehicles; highway alignment and grade; cuts, fills, and natural berms; surrounding terrain features; 
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and the locations of activity areas likely to be impacted by the associated traffic noise. Traffic data 

used for the analysis was provided by Kimley-Horn (Kimley-Horn, 2014). 

 

Predicted traffic noise levels were modeled at receiver locations (see Table 5-12 and Appendix F-7) 

that represent the land use activity areas adjacent to the Build Alternative that might be impacted 

by traffic noise and potentially benefit from feasible and reasonable noise abatement. 

 

Table 5-12: Traffic Noise Levels [dB(A) Leq] 

Receiver 

ID 
Land Use 

NAC 

Category 

NAC 

Level 

Predicted Traffic Noise Level 

[dB(A) Leq] Noise 

Impact Existing 

(2019) 

Predicted 

(2039) 

Change 

(+/-) 

R1 Residential B 67 40 63 +23 Y 

R2 Apartment Pool B 67 42 59 +17 Y 

R3 Residential B 67 54 51 -3 N 

R4 Residential B 67 51 51 +0 N 

R5 Residential B 67 51 49 -2 N 

R6 Residential B 67 48 54 +6 N 

R7 Residential B 67 58 64 +6 N 

R8 Residential B 67 46 53 +7 N 

R9 Residential B 67 53 62 +9 N 

R10 Residential B 67 66 65 -1 N 

R11 Residential B 67 47 59 +12 Y 

R12 Residential B 67 50 55 +5 N 

R13 Residential B 67 55 50 -5 N 

R14 Residential B 67 48 55 +7 N 

R15 Residential B 67 55 59 +4 N 

R16 Residential B 67 51 61 +10 N 

R17 Residential B 67 58 56 -2 N 

R18 Residential B 67 59 63 +4 N 

R19 Residential B 67 53 59 +6 N 

R20 Residential B 67 59 63 +4 N 

R21 Residential B 67 55 64 +9 N 

R22 Residential B 67 64 67 +3 Y 
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Receiver 

ID 
Land Use 

NAC 

Category 

NAC 

Level 

Predicted Traffic Noise Level 

[dB(A) Leq] Noise 

Impact Existing 

(2019) 

Predicted 

(2039) 

Change 

(+/-) 

R23 Wedding Venue E 72 42 53 +11 Y 

R24 Residential B 67 44 54 +10 N 

R25 Residential B 67 45 61 +16 Y 

R26 Residential B 67 43 60 +17 Y 

R27 Residential B 67 58 65 +7 Y 

R28 Residential B 67 39 58 +19 Y 

R29 Residential B 67 43 58 +15 Y 

R30 Residential B 67 33 48 +15 Y 

R31 Residential B 67 51 64 +13 Y 

R32 Residential B 67 40 56 +16 Y 

R33 Residential B 67 45 60 +15 Y 

R34 Residential B 67 44 51 +7 N 

R35 School C 67 34 45 +11 Y 

R36 Residential B 67 42 57 +15 Y 

R37 Residential B 67 40 57 +17 Y 

 

As indicated in Table 5-12, the proposed project would result in a traffic noise impact; therefore, 

the following noise abatement measures were considered: traffic management, alteration of 

horizontal and/or vertical alignments, acquisition of undeveloped property to act as a buffer zone, 

and the construction of noise barriers. 

 

Before any abatement measure can be proposed for incorporation into the proposed project, it 

must be both feasible and reasonable. In order to be “feasible,” the abatement measure must be 

able to reduce the noise level at greater than 50% of impacted, first row receivers by at least five 

dB(A); and to be “reasonable,” it must not exceed the cost-effectiveness criterion of $25,000 for 

each receiver that would benefit by a reduction of at least five dB(A) and the abatement measure 

must be able to reduce the noise level for at least one impacted, first row receiver by at least seven 

dB(A).    

 

Traffic management - Control devices could be used to reduce the speed of the traffic; however, the 

minor benefit of one dB(A) per five mph reduction in speed does not outweigh the associated 

increase in congestion and air pollution. Other measures such as time or use restrictions for certain 

vehicles are prohibited on state highways.   
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Alteration of horizontal and/or vertical alignments - Any alteration of the existing alignment would 

displace existing businesses and residences, require additional ROW and not be cost 

effective/reasonable. 

 

Buffer zone - The acquisition of undeveloped property to act as a buffer zone is designed to avoid 

rather than abate traffic noise impacts and, therefore, is not feasible.  

 

Noise barriers - This is the most commonly used noise abatement measure. Noise barriers were 

evaluated for each of the impacted receiver locations.  

 

Noise barriers would not be feasible or reasonable for the following impacted receivers and, 

therefore, are not proposed for incorporation into the proposed project: 

 

R2: This receiver represents a pool, and six first story and six second story apartment units for the 

multi-family residential apartment complex, Tuscany Park at Buda, located along the west side of 

FM 2001, north of Sunbright Blvd. A noise barrier modeled 20 feet in height on the ROW line with a 

break for driveway access would not be sufficient to achieve the minimum feasible reduction of five 

dB(A) at greater than 50% of impacted, first row receivers, and would not be sufficient to achieve 

the noise reduction design goal of seven dB(A) at one or more receivers; therefore, a barrier at this 

location is not proposed for incorporation into the project. 

 

R11: This receiver represents a single-family residential home, located along the east side of 

FM 2001, south of Woodbrook Trail. A noise barrier modeled 20 feet in height on the ROW line 

would not be sufficient to achieve the minimum feasible reduction of five dB(A) at greater than 50% 

of impacted, first row receivers, and would not be sufficient to achieve the noise reduction design 

goal of seven dB(A) at one or more receivers; therefore, a barrier at this location is not proposed for 

incorporation into the project. 

 

R22: This receiver represents five first row receivers for the single-family residential neighborhood 

located adjacent to existing FM 2001 south of Rolling Hill Dr. A segmented barrier with lengths of 

301, 227, and 157 feet for a total length of 685 feet, at 10 feet and 14 feet in height, would 

reduce noise levels by at least five dB(A) at greater than 50% of impacted, first row receivers and 

reduce the noise level at one or more receivers by at least seven dB(A). However, the total cost of 

the barrier exceeds the reasonableness criteria at $27,928 per benefitted receiver. Therefore, a 

barrier at this location is not proposed for incorporation into the project. 

 

R23: This receiver represents a wedding venue, Coyote Garden Hall, located along the east side of 

proposed FM 2001, east of the Goforth Rd and Rohde Rd intersection. A noise barrier modeled 20 

feet in height on the ROW line would not be sufficient to achieve the minimum feasible reduction of 

five dB(A) at greater than 50% of impacted, first row receivers, and would not be sufficient to 
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achieve the noise reduction design goal of seven dB(A) at one or more receivers; therefore, a 

barrier at this location is not proposed for incorporation into the project. 

 

R25: This receiver represents a single-family residential home, located along the west side of 

proposed FM 2001, south of Goforth Rd. A noise barrier modeled 20 feet in height on the ROW line 

with a break for driveway access would not be sufficient to achieve the minimum feasible reduction 

of five dB(A) at greater than 50% of impacted, first row receivers, and would not be sufficient to 

achieve the noise reduction design goal of seven dB(A) at one or more receivers; therefore, a 

barrier at this location is not proposed for incorporation into the project. 

 

R26: This receiver represents a single-family residential home, located along the east side of 

proposed FM 2001, south of Goforth Rd. A noise barrier modeled 20 feet in height on the ROW line 

would not be sufficient to achieve the minimum feasible reduction of five dB(A) at greater than 50% 

of impacted, first row receivers, and would not be sufficient to achieve the noise reduction design 

goal of seven dB(A) at one or more receivers; therefore, a barrier at this location is not proposed for 

incorporation into the project. 

 

R27: This receiver represents a single-family residential home, located along the east side of 

proposed FM 2001, south of Goforth Rd. A noise barrier 180 feet long and 10 feet in height 

modeled on the ROW line would reduce noise levels by at least five dB(A) at greater than 50% of 

impacted, first row receivers and reduce the noise level at one or more receivers by at least seven 

dB(A). However, the total cost of the barrier exceeds the reasonableness criteria at $32,400 per 

benefitted receiver. Therefore, a barrier at this location is not proposed for incorporation into the 

project. 

 

R28: This receiver represents a single-family residential home, located along the west side of 

proposed FM 2001, south of Goforth Rd. A noise barrier modeled 20 feet in height on the ROW line 

would not be sufficient to achieve the minimum feasible reduction of five dB(A) at greater than 50% 

of impacted, first row receivers, and would not be sufficient to achieve the noise reduction design 

goal of seven dB(A) at one or more receivers; therefore, a barrier at this location is not proposed for 

incorporation into the project. 

 

R29: This receiver represents a single-family residential home, located along the east side of 

proposed FM 2001, north of Graef Rd. A noise barrier modeled 20 feet in height on the ROW line 

would not be sufficient to achieve the minimum feasible reduction of five dB(A) at greater than 50% 

of impacted, first row receivers, and would not be sufficient to achieve the noise reduction design 

goal of seven dB(A) at one or more receivers; therefore, a barrier at this location is not proposed for 

incorporation into the project. 

 

R30: This receiver represents a single-family residential home, located along the east side of 

proposed FM 2001, north of Graef Rd. A noise barrier modeled 20 feet in height on the ROW line 
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would not be sufficient to achieve the minimum feasible reduction of five dB(A) at greater than 50% 

of impacted, first row receivers, and would not be sufficient to achieve the noise reduction design 

goal of seven dB(A) at one or more receivers; therefore, a barrier at this location is not proposed for 

incorporation into the project. 

 

R31: This receiver represents a single-family residential home, located along the west side of 

proposed FM 2001, north of Graef Rd. A noise barrier modeled 20 feet in height on the ROW line 

would not be sufficient to achieve the minimum feasible reduction of five dB(A) at greater than 50% 

of impacted, first row receivers, and would not be sufficient to achieve the noise reduction design 

goal of seven dB(A) at one or more receivers; therefore, a barrier at this location is not proposed for 

incorporation into the project. 

 

R32: This receiver represents a single-family residential home, located along the east side of 

proposed FM 2001, south of Graef Rd. A noise barrier modeled 20 feet in height on the ROW line 

would not be sufficient to achieve the minimum feasible reduction of five dB(A) at greater than 50% 

of impacted, first row receivers, and would not be sufficient to achieve the noise reduction design 

goal of seven dB(A) at one or more receivers; therefore, a barrier at this location is not proposed for 

incorporation into the project. 

 

R33: This receiver represents a single-family residential home, located along the west side of 

proposed FM 2001, south of Graef Rd. A noise barrier modeled 20 feet in height on the ROW line 

would not be sufficient to achieve the minimum feasible reduction of five dB(A) at greater than 50% 

of impacted, first row receivers, and would not be sufficient to achieve the noise reduction design 

goal of seven dB(A) at one or more receivers; therefore, a barrier at this location is not proposed for 

incorporation into the project. 

 

R35: This receiver represents an exterior activity area for a school, Camino Real Elementary, 

located along the east side of proposed FM 2001, south of Goforth Rd. A noise barrier modeled 20 

feet in height on the ROW line would not be sufficient to achieve the minimum feasible reduction of 

five dB(A) at greater than 50% of impacted, first row receivers, and would not be sufficient to 

achieve the noise reduction design goal of seven dB(A) at one or more receivers; therefore, a 

barrier at this location is not proposed for incorporation into the project. 

 

R36: This receiver represents a single-family residential home, located along the east side of 

FM 2001, south of SH 21. A noise barrier modeled 20 feet in height on the ROW line would not be 

sufficient to achieve the minimum feasible reduction of five dB(A) at greater than 50% of impacted, 

first row receivers, and would not be sufficient to achieve the noise reduction design goal of seven 

dB(A) at one or more receivers; therefore, a barrier at this location is not proposed for incorporation 

into the project. 
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R37: This receiver represents a single-family residential home, located along the east side of FM 

2001, south of SH 21. A noise barrier modeled 20 feet in height on the ROW line would not be 

sufficient to achieve the minimum feasible reduction of five dB(A) at greater than 50% of impacted, 

first row receivers, and would not be sufficient to achieve the noise reduction design goal of seven 

dB(A) at one or more receivers; therefore, a barrier at this location is not proposed for incorporation 

into the project. 

 

A noise barrier would be feasible and reasonable for the following impacted receiver and, therefore, 

is proposed for incorporation into the proposed project: 

 

R1: This receiver represents 31 first row receivers and 20 secondary receivers for the single-family 

residential neighborhoods, Summer Trail and Ashbury at Sunfield, located along the east side of  

FM 2001, adjacent to Sunbright Blvd. A segmented barrier with lengths of 1,652 feet and1,184 

feet for a total length of 2,836 feet at 16 feet in height would reduce noise levels by at least five 

dB(A) for 35 of the 51 impacted, first row receivers and reduce the noise level at one or more 

receivers by at least seven dB(A). The total cost of the barrier would be $816,768 or $23,336 per 

benefitted receiver. Therefore, a barrier at this location is proposed for incorporation into the 

project. Table 5-13 shows the details of the proposed noise barrier. 

 

Table 5-13: Noise Barrier Proposal (preliminary) 

Barrier 
Representative 

Receivers 

Total # 

Benefited 

Length 

(feet) 

Height 

(feet) 

Total 

Cost 

$/Benefited 

Receiver 

1 R1 35 2,836 16 $816,768 $23,336  

 

Any subsequent project design changes may require a reevaluation of this preliminary noise barrier 

proposal. The final decision to construct the proposed noise barrier will not be made until 

completion of the project design, utility evaluation and polling of adjacent property owners. 

Appendix F-7 depicts the representative noise receivers, as well as the proposed noise barrier that 

would benefit the impacted receiver. 

 

To avoid noise impacts that may result from future development of properties adjacent to the 

project, local officials responsible for land use control programs must ensure, to the maximum 

extent possible, no new activities are planned or constructed along or within the predicted 2039 

noise impact contours shown in Table 5-14.  
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Table 5-14: Traffic Noise Contours [dB(A) Leq] 

Location 

Distance from ROW 

NAC Category B & C 

66 dB(A) 

NAC Category E 

71 dB(A) 

FM 2001 (west side) south of Hillside Terrace 60 ft 10 ft 

FM 2001 (west side) north of SH 21 40 ft ROW 

 

Noise associated with the construction of the project is difficult to predict.  Heavy machinery, the 

major source of noise in construction, is constantly moving in unpredictable patterns.  However, 

construction normally occurs during daylight hours when occasional loud noises are more tolerable.  

No extended disruption of normal activities is expected.  Provisions would be included in the plans 

and specifications that require the contractor to make every reasonable effort to minimize 

construction noise through abatement measures such as work-hour controls and proper 

maintenance of muffler systems. 

 

A copy of this traffic noise analysis will be available to local officials.  On the date of approval of this 

document (Date of Public Knowledge), FHWA and TxDOT are no longer responsible for providing 

noise abatement for new development adjacent to the project. 

 

No Build Alternative:  The proposed project would not be constructed under the No Build 

Alternative. Traffic noise levels at modelled receiver locations would be expected to increase due to 

the increase in traffic volumes that would occur over time.  

5.15 Induced Growth 

This analysis was developed using TxDOT’s Guidance: Indirect Impacts Analysis (TxDOT 2019) and 

the 2002 National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 466 Desk Reference 

for Estimating the Indirect Effects of Proposed Transportation Projects (NCHRP 2002). This analysis 

was also developed using the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials’ 

(AASHTO) Practitioner’s Handbook 12: Assessing Indirect Effects and Cumulative Impacts under 

NEPA (AASHTO 2011). 

 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) defines indirect effects as those “caused by the action 

and are later in time or farther removed in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect 

impacts may include growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the 

pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and 

other natural systems, including ecosystems” (40 CFR Section 1508.8). 

 

In accordance with TxDOT guidance, the current analysis is focused on project-induced 

development effects, which are also called induced growth or land-use effects (NCHRP 2002 and 
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TxDOT 2019). Induced growth effects are most often related to changes in accessibility to an area, 

which in turn affects the area’s attractiveness for development. Transportation projects may 

provide new or improved access to adjacent land or may induce development on surrounding land 

by causing a reduction in the time-cost of travel (NCHRP 2002). Transportation projects may also 

affect the rate at which planned development is implemented. 

 

NCHRP Report 466 identifies three categories of induced growth effects: 

 

1. Effects of projects planned to serve specific land development 

2. Effects of projects likely to stimulate complementary development 

3. Effects of projects likely to influence interregional locational decisions 

 

Build Alternative:  

Step 1 – Define Methodology: A planning judgment approach was the primary form of analysis used 

to identify development trends and the potential impact of the proposed project on regional land 

use patterns. The data collection techniques utilized were the administering of questionnaires (see 

Appendix L) and follow up communication with planning professionals in the project vicinity. 

Collaborative judgment was utilized to the extent that several professionals were contacted as part 

of this analysis, including representatives from agencies such as municipal planning departments. 

GIS-based cartographic techniques were utilized to quantify the amounts of developed land, 

developable land, and undevelopable land. 

 

This analysis includes a discussion of currently developed land within the Area of Influence (AOI) 

versus land available for development within the AOI. A summary of the questionnaire responses 

received is included below. The cartographic technique exercise utilized GIS software to analyze 

data collected remotely and in the field, combined with various constraints layers and the proposed 

alignment outline. In addition, the results of questionnaires sent to planning experts were 

incorporated to the extent the information could be mapped.  

 

Land that is already planned or platted for development was not included in the total amount of 

developable land as it is assumed that this land will be developed. The land available for 

development was identified through cartographic analysis and questionnaires, and its development 

is considered possible but not necessarily probable (as opposed to land that is already planned or 

platted, which is considered probable and reasonably foreseeable, regardless of whether the 

proposed project is constructed). The purpose of this indirect effects analysis is to determine if 

future development could be causally linked to the proposed FM 2001 project. 

 

Step 2 – Define Area of Influence and Study Timeframe: Indirect effects associated with a project 

can occur at a distance in time or space from the project itself (NCHRP 2002). The area studied for 

indirect effects will be referred to as the AOI in order to distinguish it from the study areas used to 

assess the direct effects of the proposed project. An AOI is developed by looking at the geographic 

area in which the proposed project could have the potential to increase mobility or accessibility and 
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the areas in which development patterns could change as a result of the improved mobility or 

accessibility. The AOI for the proposed project covers approximately 19.75 square miles (12,638.8 

acres) in Hays, Caldwell, and Travis Counties and intersects two municipalities, Buda and 

Niederwald. The AOI was delineated based on developable land and future land use plans for 

municipalities located adjacent to the proposed project area, as well as existing major roadways 

located adjacent to the proposed project area. A map showing the AOI is shown in Appendix F-8.  

 

Step 3 – Identify Areas Subject to Induced Growth in the AOI: Changes in land use could occur 

within the AOI if undeveloped areas are developed as a result of enhanced access to this land. To 

identify areas where project-influenced development might occur in the AOI, data on existing and 

planned developments were analyzed to determine areas of vacant land that could be developed in 

the future. Land within the AOI was classified as developed or undeveloped based on existing land 

use data and tax code information. Undeveloped land was then broken into undevelopable land 

(such as floodplains, water bodies, conservation easements, and cemeteries), planned 

development (land on which projects are planned/platted or under construction), and developable 

land (land that is available for development).  

 

Within the approximately 12,640 total acres of land within the AOI, approximately 3,076 acres 

(24.3 percent) are already developed (see Table 5-15). Approximately 1,823 acres (14.4 percent) 

are undevelopable, including floodplains, water bodies, and parks. The planning professionals 

located within the AOI identified projects that total approximately 2,031 acres, which makes up 

16.1 percent of the AOI. Removing these planned projects from land suitable for development 

yields approximately 5,542 acres of developable land within the AOI (43.8 percent of the AOI).  

Table 5-15 shows these land use categories and the amount of land available for development 

(mapped in Appendix F-9). 
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Table 5-15: Acres of Land Available for Development within the AOI 

Existing Land Use Acres Percentage of Total 

Developed Land 3,076.1 24.3% 

Undevelopable Land (100-year Floodplains, Water 

Bodies, Parks, Cemeteries) 
1,822.9 14.4% 

Planned Developments  2,030.8 16.1% 

Developable Land 5,542.2 43.8% 

Project Area 168.5 1.3% 

Total AOI 12,640.5 100.0% 

Source: Hays Central Appraisal District, Hays County Development Services 

 

Questionnaires and the AOI map were e-mailed to planning professionals within the project’s AOI on 

October 16, 2019 (see Table 5-16 and Appendix L). The questions were designed to identify 

available resources and solicit input concerning how the project might affect growth and 

development within the AOI. In addition to identifying available information and data, the 

questionnaire specifically focused on how each agency or organization viewed the potential impacts 

of the project.  

 

Table 5-16: Indirect Impacts Questionnaire Recipients 

Organization Name Title Response Received 

Hays County Caitlyn Strickland Development Service Director October 28, 2019 

Caldwell County Mike Bittner Environmental Investigator No Response 

Travis County Scheleen Walker Long Range Planning Manager No Response 

City of Buda David Fowler Senior Planner No Response 

City of Buda Blake Neffendorf Water Resource Coordinator No Response 

City of Niederwald Richard L. Crandal, Jr. City Administrator No Response 

Hays CISD Rod Walls 
Director of New Construction 

and Sustainability 
No Response 

Lockhart ISD Adam Galvan 
Assistant Superintendent of 

Operations & Technology 
No Response 

CAMPO Todd Gibson Planner No Response 

Water Supply Corporations in AOI 

Sunfield MUD 4 Dennis Guerra General Manager No Response 

Goforth SUD Mario Tobias General Manager No Response 

County Line SUD Daniel R. Heideman Manager October 18, 2019 

LCRA Regional Water 

Planning Group 
Stacy Pandey N/A No Response 

Creedmoor Maha WSC John F. Steib, Jr. General Manager October 24, 2019 

 

Individuals from Hays County, County Line Special Utility District (SUD), and Creedmoor Maha Water 

Supply Corporation (WSC) responded to the questionnaire. Appendix L shows those responses, 

which are summarized below in Step 4. 



 

 

 

65 

Step 4 – Determine if Growth is Likely to Occur in the Induced Growth Areas: As shown in Table 5-

17, the cities of Buda and Niederwald, Caldwell, Hays, and Travis Counties, as well as the census 

block groups in the AOI have grown since the 1980s with a marked increase in land development in 

the 2000s. Home construction since 2000 accounts for nearly 70 percent of the total housing 

stock within the AOI and over 75 percent in Buda. Home construction also increased in the 2000s 

in Caldwell, Hays, and Travis Counties, but has slowed down in the 2010s. Home construction 

increased in Niederwald beginning in the 1990s.  

 

Table 5-17: Year Structure Built/Percent Built by Decade for Jurisdictions in the AOI, 1980 - 2017 

Geography 
Total 

Homes 

Year Structure Built/Percent Built within Decade 

1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 2010-2017 

# % # % # % # % 

AOI* 6,520 722 11.1% 730 11.2% 2,209 33.9% 2,147 32.9% 

Caldwell County 14,260 2,073 14.5% 2,752 19.3% 3,179 22.3% 766 5.4% 

Hays County 73,347 10,654 14.5% 13,871 18.9% 25,769 35.1% 11,181 15.2% 

Travis County 487,519 92,895 19.1% 86,799 17.8% 112,852 23.1% 41,239 8.5% 

Buda  4,822 215 4.5% 509 10.6% 1,735 36.0% 2,016 41.8% 

Niederwald  211 23 10.9% 78 37.0% 49 23.2% 6 2.8% 

Source: American Community Survey, 5-Year Estimate, 2017, Table B25034 “Year Structure Built”. 

*Includes census block groups encompassing the AOI. 

 

As shown in Table 5-18, the population in the AOI grew by 36 percent between 2010 and 2017 and 

34 percent from 2000 to 2010. The population of Hays County increased by 380 percent between 

1980 and 2017. The population increased by 72 percent in Caldwell County during the same 

period and Buda grew by over 2,000 percent. 
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Table 5-18: Current and Historic Population Growth in the AOI, 1980 - 2017 

Year AOI Hays County Caldwell County Buda Texas 

1980 -- 40,594 23,637 597 14,229,191 

Percent Change 

1980-1990 
-- 62% 12% 200% 19% 

1990 -- 65,614 26,392 1,795 16,986,510 

Percent Change 

1990-2000 
-- 49% 22% 34% 23% 

2000 11,249 97,589 32,194 2,404 20,851,820 

Percent Change 

2000-2010 
34% 61% 18% 204% 21% 

2010 15,099 157,107 38,066 7,295 25,145,561 

Percent Change 

2010-2017 
36% 24% 7% 82% 9% 

2017 20,481 194,843 40,544 13,253 27,419,612 

Source: U.S. Census, Census of Population and Housing, 1980, 1990, 2000, 2010 and American Community Survey, 5-Year 

Estimate, Total Population, 2013 – 2017. 

*Note: No available census data for block groups within AOI for years 1980 or 1990. Census geographies that intersect the AOI 

differ between 2000 and 2010/2017. 

 

The jurisdictions that intersect the AOI are expected to continue to grow into 2050 (see Table 5-19). 

This trend is seen at the city and county level: Hays and Caldwell Counties are expected to grow at a 

greater rate than Travis County and Buda’s population is expected to grow by more than 300 

percent by 2050.  

 

Table 5-19: Projected Population Growth, 2010 - 2050 

Year Hays County Caldwell County Travis County Buda 

2010 157,107 38,066 1,024,266 7,295 

2020 238,862 47,008 1,298,624 11,489 

2030 313,792 57,553 1,538,784 16,316 

2040 398,384 67,955 1,767,636 22,195 

2050 474,801 78,243 1,936,583 29,543 

Percent Change 

from 2010 to 

2050 

202% 106% 89% 305% 

Source: Texas Water Development Board, 2021 Regional Water Plan for 2020 – 2070. 

*Data not available for census blocks/tracts that encompass the AOI or Niederwald 

 

Areas around the proposed project are currently experiencing moderate to high population growth 

and are expecting additional growth in the future. Although the City of Buda did not respond to the 

questionnaire, there is a planned development near I-35. The City of Buda’s 2030 Comprehensive 

Plan (2011) includes a future land development plan that shows the northern area along the 

proposed project is seen as an Emerging Growth District and includes a mix of regional, community, 
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and neighborhood nodes. The goal of the Emerging Growth District is to “avoid typical sprawl by 

planning for residential growth while maintaining a sense of community while providing for the 

needs of new residents for retail and service uses, park and recreation opportunities, and 

pedestrian and bicycle access.” The city sees this area as having the “potential for rapid and 

rampant development…” and in fact, the area has been rapidly platted for development since the 

early 2000s. Based on desktop research, there is one planned development near I-35, Sunfield 

that is undergoing construction.  

 

Hays County’s response to the questionnaire stated that there are two planned developments 

within the AOI (one that is in the preliminary stages and has yet to be named, and the Trails at 

Windy Hill) and two areas that would likely be developed as a result of the proposed project. The 

county responded that the proposed project would likely increase the rate in which people develop 

land within Hays and that having a safe, more accessible road is integral to the area continuing to 

thrive and grow. However, there are significant floodplain and drainage issues in the area that 

could limit the type and size of developments.  

 

The County Line SUD responded to the questionnaire that there is one large planned development 

within the AOI (Camino Real). The SUD also stated that the proposed project would likely spur 

growth in the area and that the market is good for continued development in the area. The SUD has 

constructed water lines in the area that would support growth and are in the process of providing 

wastewater to the area in 2020. County Line SUD also responded that there are several residential 

developments outside the AOI in various stages of planning within the Uhland area that will impact 

traffic on SH 21 and in the surrounding area. 

 

Creedmoor Maha WSC responded that the AOI did not intersect with their jurisdiction, but that any 

project that makes traffic flow into and around their certificate of convenience and necessity will 

aid development. 

 

Based on questionnaire responses from the local planning professionals, as well as information 

provided in the City of Buda’s 2030 Comprehensive Plan, it is anticipated that the proposed project 

would induce development (rate and intensity) within the AOI. This induced development would 

result from increased access within the AOI from the surrounding region and the safety benefits 

provided by the proposed project. The locations of the planned developments in the AOI is shown in 

Appendix F-9 and responses from the planning professionals is included in Appendix L. 

 

Step 5 – Identify Resources Subject to Induced Growth Impacts: The proposed project does not 

cross any impaired waterbody segments that are on the 2018 TCEQ Section 303(d) list, and there 

are no waterbodies in the project area that are upstream within five stream miles of an impaired 

waterbody segment. There are approximately 53 mapped stream miles and 350 acres of NWI-

mapped wetlands within the AOI. Direct impacts to water resources in the AOI associated with 

induced development may include the placement of fill material in waters of the U.S., including 
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wetlands. The resulting fill may increase the potential for erosion and sedimentation within 

waterways during future construction activities. However, induced growth impacts to water 

resources would be considered unsubstantial as impacts to any waters of the U.S., including 

wetlands, would follow environmental sequencing (avoidance, minimization, or mitigation) in 

coordination with the USACE CWA Section 404 permitting process. Additionally, Section 401 Water 

Quality Certification would be required by the TCEQ for permitted impacts to waters of the U.S., 

including wetlands, associated with future construction activities. 

 

According to TPWD’s EMST mapping, undeveloped areas in the AOI are comprised primarily of 

tallgrass prairie/grassland (7,770.9 acres), disturbed prairie (2,221.6 acres), and riparian areas 

(1,719.5 acres). Currently, 335.6 acres of land are classified by the EMST as urban (i.e., developed) 

land use within the AOI. EMST is a tool, so vegetation should be field verified to ensure accuracy; 

however, it would not be feasible to field verify all vegetation within the AOI. As such, actual 

vegetation types may vary from the EMST data. Table 5-20 depicts the mapped EMST 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) vegetation types located within the AOI. 

 

Table 5-20: EMST Vegetation Types within the AOI 

MOU Vegetation Type Acreage 

Agriculture 580.3 

Tallgrass Prairie, Grassland 7,770.9 

Riparian 1,719.5 

Edwards Plateau Savannah, Woodland, and Shrubland 10.9 

Disturbed Prairie 2,221.6 

Urban 335.6 

Total AOI 12,638.8 

Source: TPWD EMST, 2019. 

 

Potential indirect impacts to vegetation and wildlife habitat within the undeveloped areas could 

occur as a result of project induced development throughout the AOI. These impacts would include 

removal of vegetation and conversion of vegetated areas into developed/urban land uses. Such 

future conversion of vegetated areas would have direct impacts on wildlife habitat. Based on the 

results of the TPWD’s NDD, there is a documented occurrence of Texas garter snake in the northern 

portion of the project area, and also documented occurrences of Heller’s false gromwell, and Hill 

Country wild mercury within the 10-mile buffer of the project area. Potential habitat for one state-

listed species (Wood Stork) and 25 other SGCN were observed during field investigations (see 

Section 5.11.11). These species may be directly impacted by the proposed project and therefore 

indirect impacts may also result from induced development within the area. However, these 

impacts could be minimized/mitigated using BMPs. Therefore, induced growth impacts on 

vegetation and/or wildlife habitat would be considered unsubstantial. 

 



 

 

 

69 

Step 6 – Identify Mitigation: There is a potential for induced growth impacts on vegetation/wildlife 

habitat and water resources. Indirect impacts that may occur to vegetation/wildlife habitat, water 

resources, and land use as a result of induced development within the AOI would be addressed by 

the entity impacting the resource. Private, government, and/or municipal actions that may result in 

property acquisition and/or impacts to waters of the U.S. would be mitigated, for example, by that 

entity in accordance with their own policies and procedures plus any federal, state, or local laws, 

statutes, guidelines, etc. 

 

Impacts to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, would be documented, coordinated, and 

permitted through the USACE as needed. The USACE would require consideration of compensatory 

mitigation in some instances. Additionally, the conversion of undeveloped land to residential, 

commercial, or industrial uses may require vegetation removal and result in increased erosion and 

water quality issues. Private, government, and/or municipal entities may be required to coordinate 

with the TCEQ for impacts associated with water quality (i.e., CGP, SW3P, etc.). BMPs to be 

implemented for the proposed project would be described in the SW3P. 

 

Impacts to vegetation and wildlife habitat would consist of converting undeveloped areas into 

developed land uses including commercial and residential development. Impacts to vegetation and 

wildlife habitat for federally and state-threatened and endangered species would be assessed and 

addressed for each individual project in the AOI for all public projects. Privately funded land 

development projects would not be expected to prepare publicly available environmental 

documentation. The only exception would be developments that were obligated to meet federal 

requirements such as Section 404 permitting through the USACE and adherence to the ESA. 

Continued development is expected and would likely result in the conversion of undeveloped land 

to residential, commercial, and light industrial uses. 

 

Encroachment-Alteration Effects 

Encroachment-alteration effects are impacts that are caused by the project but separated from it by 

time and/or space. In addition to indirect effects from project induced development, indirect effects 

may occur to water resources as a result of encroachment-alteration effects. During construction, 

degradation of water quality could occur due to sedimentation of both surface water and 

groundwater. Construction has the highest likelihood of creating pollutants and sediment that could 

impact waters if storm water runoff enters surface water features prior to being treated. The 

potential for project-related encroachment-alteration effects on wetlands and waters of the U.S. 

would be mitigated through permanent (post-construction) BMPs. Wetlands and waters of the U.S. 

could receive an increased amount of sediment if storm water were released from the project area 

despite the use of BMPs. To minimize the potential for adverse impacts, BMPs would be regularly 

inspected and proactively maintained. 

 

The potential for project-related encroachment-alteration effects on floodplains would be mitigated 

through temporary (construction phase) and permanent (post-construction) BMPs. Floodplains 
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could receive an increased amount of sediment if storm water were released from the project area 

despite the use of BMPs. Build-up of sediment, in turn, could reduce the water storage capacity of 

the floodplain. To minimize the potential for adverse impacts, erosion and sedimentation BMPs 

would be effectively installed, regularly inspected and proactively maintained. 

 

No Section 303(d) impaired waters cross the project area or are located within five stream miles 

downstream of the project area in the AOI. Therefore, there would be no encroachment-alteration 

effects to Section 303(d) impaired waters. 

 

Encroachment-alteration effects may occur to groundwater resources as a result of the proposed 

project. During construction, degradation of groundwater quality could occur due to fugitive 

sedimentation from the construction site entering area streams, creeks, and other recharge 

features. Temporary construction phase water quality BMPs would be in place, regularly inspected, 

and proactively maintained throughout the duration of construction to minimize the potential for 

water quality impacts. Post-construction operation of the proposed project has the potential to 

result in encroachment-alteration effects to groundwater quality if roadway contaminants or 

increased sediments in runoff were to enter recharge features. The potential for these impacts 

(both construction phase and post-construction) would be minimized by the development and 

implementation of water quality BMPs. The utilization of temporary and permanent BMPs would 

serve to minimize sediments and roadway pollutants arising from normal roadway usage and 

accidental spills. 

 

Potential encroachment alteration effects may also occur to vegetation and wildlife habitats in 

undeveloped areas, as tree and grassland removal may result in habitat fragmentation, which could 

change the behavior of wildlife within or adjacent to those areas. This construction would result in 

an encroachment impact that would create the fragmentation of existing vegetation and/or wildlife 

habitat in those undeveloped areas. Such impacts may change the behavior of wildlife, including 

carrying capacity, within or adjacent to the project limits.  

 

No Build Alternative: As construction of the proposed FM 2001 would not occur, there would be no 

project-induced growth under the No Build Alternative.  

5.16 Cumulative Impacts 

The CEQ defines cumulative impacts as those which result from the incremental impact of the 

action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of 

what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts 

can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of 

time (40 CFR §1508.7).   

 

The proposed project would have direct or temporary impacts which would cause no anticipated 

indirect impacts to ROW acquisition, displacements, prime and unique farmland, access and travel 
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patterns, pedestrian/bicycle travel, public facilities and services, hazardous materials sites, safety, 

air quality, traffic noise, or have construction impacts. The proposed project would have direct and 

indirect impacts to ecological resources (vegetation, wildlife, and potential threatened and 

endangered species habitat) and water resources (waters of the U.S., including wetlands, 

floodplains, and water quality).  

 

Build Alternative:  

Step 1 – Resource Study Area, Conditions, and Trends: A series of environmental and 

socioeconomic resources were reviewed as part of the proposed project. Table 5-21 depicts the 

direct and indirect impacts on each resource and whether a cumulative impacts analysis is 

necessary for each resource. It was determined that an analysis is required for five resources; 

Vegetation/wildlife habitat and potential threatened and endangered species habitat are grouped 

into ecological resources. Water quality, floodplains, and waters of the U.S. (including wetlands) are 

grouped into water resources.   

 

Table 5-21: Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts from the Proposed Project 

Environmental/Socioeconomic 

Resources 

Direct Impact Indirect Impact Cumulative Impacts 

Analysis Necessary 

Pedestrian/Bicycle Travel Yes – Improve 

Access, Mobility, 

and Safety 

No No 

Public Facilities and Services Yes – Fire Station 

and Hospital 

No No 

Environmental Justice Yes – Improve 

Access, Mobility, 

and Safety 

No No 

Water Resources Yes Yes Yes 

Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat Yes Yes Yes 

Threatened and Endangered 

Species 

Yes Yes Yes 

Archaeological Resources No No No 

Historic Resources No No No 

Hazardous Materials No No No 

Air Quality No No No 

Traffic Noise Yes No No 

Prime and Unique Farmland No No No 

Parkland, Section 4(f), or Chapter 26 

Properties 

No No No 
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Resource Study Area 

Water Resources 

The proposed project lies within the Plum Creek watershed HUC 1210020304 (10-digit HUC Unit) 

in which Brushy Creek and its tributaries are located. Water generally flows southeast from the 

project area toward the city of Lockhart. The Water Resources RSA (waters of the U.S., including 

wetlands, floodplains, and water quality) is approximately 76 square miles or 48,628.7 acres in 

size and includes portions of the cities of Kyle, Uhland, Lockhart, and Buda (see Cumulative 

Impacts Water Resources RSA in Appendix F-10).  

 

Ecological Resources 

The Ecological Resources RSAs include the agricultural and undeveloped areas which may have the 

presence of natural vegetation, wildlife, and potential threatened or endangered species habitat 

that has the potential to receive direct or indirect impacts as a result of the proposed project. More 

specifically, the ecological analysis will look into specific habitats for state listed threatened and 

endangered species or SGCN within the same boundary of the previously defined Water Resources 

RSA. 

 

The project area encompasses potential habitat for one state listed threatened species, the Wood 

Stork, as well as 25 SGCN. Habitat for these species was combined into eight Ecological Resource 

RSAs. Refer to the Cumulative Impacts Ecological Resources RSAs in Appendix F-11 for maps 

showing the RSA boundaries. The eight Ecological Resources RSAs were selected based on species 

habitats and vegetation types depicted in TPWD EMST data.  

 

Table 5-22 depicts the eight Ecological Resources RSAs, habitat type (EMST MOUs and/or common 

name), species habitat within each RSA, and acres of each. EMST data is a tool, so vegetation 

should be field verified to ensure accuracy; however, it would not be feasible to field verify the 

vegetation in all Ecological Resources RSAs. Actual vegetation types may vary from the EMST data. 

Beyond the Ecological Resources RSA boundaries, land use primarily consists of developed land 

which is not anticipated to be redeveloped, would not support the ecological resources depicted in 

this document, or is deemed too far away from the proposed project to result in a direct, indirect, or 

cumulative impact. 
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Table 5-22: Ecological Resources RSA Description 

Ecological 

Resources 

RSA ID 

Habitat Type  Species (Common name) Acreage 

RSA 1 
MOU - Tallgrass Prairie, Grassland and 

Agriculture 
Mountain Plover and American badger 25,285.2 

RSA 2 MOU - Tallgrass Prairie, Grassland  
Western burrowing owl, Hall’s prairie clover, and 

Net-leaf bundleflower 
23,356.4 

RSA 3 
MOU - Tallgrass Prairie, Grassland and 

Disturbed Prairie 

Northern spot-tailed earless lizard and Spot-tailed 

earless lizard 
37,924.0 

RSA 4 
MOU - Tallgrass Prairie, Grassland and 

Riparian  

Strecker’s chorus frog, Woodhouse’s toad, and 

Wood Stork  
25,641.0 

RSA 5 MOU - Riparian  
Texas garter snake, timber (canebrake) 

rattlesnake, and a Mayfly 
2,284.7 

RSA 6 
MOU - Agriculture  

Common name - Low Intensity Urban  
thirteen-lined ground squirrel 3,284.6 

RSA 7 
All MOUs except Open Water MOU and 

Urban MOU 

Eastern Spotted Skunk, Western hog-nosed 

skunk, Eastern box turtle, and Western box turtle 
47,265.7 

RSA 8 

All forested and woodland Common 

Names within Riparian MOU; and 

Disturbed Prairie MOU 

big brown bat, Eastern red bat, big free-tailed bat, 

Cave Myotis bat, Mexican free-tailed bat, 

tricolored bat, long-tailed weasel, and tree dodder  

15,079.6 

 

In addition to the geographic limits defined for each of the RSAs considered in this analysis, a time 

frame is needed for the discussion of each resource’s condition. In terms of considering relevant 

past events, the focus was directed to a decade prior to when major developments were initiated in 

1990s; therefore, 1980 was used as a starting year for this analysis. The proposed project design 

year is 2045, which was used as the future temporal limit for this analysis. The use of the future 

reference point was considered to capture the primary effects of the proposed project as well as 

the expected effects resulting after the implementation of the proposed project on the specific 

resources in this analysis. The temporal context for this Cumulative Impacts Analysis is therefore 

established from the year 1980 to the year 2045 (design year). 

 

Current Conditions 

Land use within the study area is characterized by low density, single-family residential 

development and agricultural or range land. Most of the land within the study area (77 percent) is 

identified as agricultural, much of which is designated as agricultural or range land in the county tax 

rolls. Approximately 20 percent of the land within the study area is large lot single-family 

development. 

 

The diversification of vegetation types located within the project area and remainder of the 

Ecological Resources RSAs could support various wildlife species, such as small birds, mammals, 

reptiles, etc. Wildlife in the Ecological Resources RSAs may include those species typically found in 

undeveloped lands near transportation corridors or near waterways. Such wildlife may include 

raccoons, rabbits, opossums, squirrels, feral hogs, whitetail deer, snakes, frogs, turtles, and a 

variety of birds. Coordination with TPWD regarding state listed threatened and endangered species 
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or SGCN has occurred (see Appendix G) and appropriate BMPs for state listed species or SGCN 

would be included in the EPICs. 

 

A total of 1,597.4 linear feet and 1.83 acres of water features (creeks, wetlands, and 

impoundments) were identified within the project area; however, preliminary determinations 

identify 1,597.4 linear feet and 0.77 acre as potentially jurisdictional features. The USACE has the 

authority on the jurisdictional determination of waters of the U.S., including wetlands, and has not 

verified the waters of the U.S. within the project area. According to the USFWS NWI data, there is 

the potential for additional wetlands to occur within the Water Resources RSA, outside of the 

proposed project area. No Section 303(d) impaired waters are located within the project area or 

within the Water Resources RSA. Although no impaired waters are located within the Waters 

Resources RSA, appropriate water quality BMPs would be incorporated into the proposed project. 

 

Trends 

Land use within the project area was mostly utilized for agriculture and limited residential use prior 

to the early 1990s and 2000s. The residential properties that were present prior to 1990 were 

scattered large lot properties with denser development close to I-35 and a subdivision along High 

Road that currently extends nearly to Rohde Road. Undeveloped areas within the RSAs were utilized 

for agricultural purposes or were prairie. Historic aerials show that residential and commercial 

development have been filling in undeveloped areas east and southeast from I-35 and along High 

Road and existing FM 2001. The northeast portion of the RSA and the portion southeast of SH 21 

remain mostly undeveloped agricultural and large lot residential.  

 

Most of this development adjacent to FM 2001 has occurred within areas that were previously 

utilized for agricultural purposes or undeveloped land, and development within the forested 

floodplain and riparian areas was minimal. Encroachment or loss of vegetation and potential 

wildlife habitat is the trend as population growth and improved access has led to the conversion of 

agricultural, native vegetation, and wildlife habitats into residential and commercial properties. 

Similar trends are anticipated to take place along the proposed project. 

 

Historic aerial photographs depict waterbodies within the Water Resources RSA that have been left 

unaltered over time. Additionally, several large impoundments with levees are located within the 

Water Resources RSA. Local roadside drainage ditches direct runoff to the natural waterbodies 

within the RSA. The 100-year floodplain of creeks, rivers, and tributaries are located within the 

Water Resources RSA. Wetlands were observed within the project area and may be located 

throughout the undeveloped areas of the Water Resources RSA. 

 

The implementation of the proposed project would improve access and mobility in the project area 

making undeveloped areas more appealing to developers. Such appeal may result in additional 

residential and/or commercial development which would create loss of vegetation, wildlife, and 

potential threatened and endangered species habitat as well as potentially fill jurisdictional waters 
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and wetlands. Clearing of vegetation from future developments may impact water quality by 

increasing erosion and sedimentation in the local waterbodies. As depicted in the trends of 

development after the completion of the proposed project and the developments within Buda and 

Hays and Caldwell Counties, it is anticipated that the northwestern and central portions of the RSA 

would become densely developed, and agriculture or undeveloped land within the southeastern 

portion of the RSA may be developed by individuals who seek larger lot residential properties 

similar to those that currently exist along the proposed project area. 

 

Step 2 – Direct and Indirect Effects on each Resource from the Proposed Project: 

Ecological Resources 

The proposed project would be constructed within 46.7 acres of existing roadway ROW, 114.5 

acres of proposed ROW, and 7.7 acres of proposed drainage easements. Land alteration to 

construct the transportation facility would include the conversion of maintained roadside vegetation 

within the previously disturbed roadway ROW, agricultural areas, pasture/undeveloped fields, 

woodlands, riparian areas, and maintained areas (residential property). The proposed project is 

partially on new location; therefore, fragmentation of vegetative and wildlife habitat is anticipated 

within the proposed project area. Wildlife within the project area and Ecological Resources RSA may 

adapt to potential future urban/suburban conditions or may relocate to remaining undeveloped 

areas within the Ecological Resources RSAs. 

 

No habitat for federally listed threatened and endangered species were observed within the project 

area; however, habitat for one state listed species (Wood Stork) and potentially suitable habitat for 

25 SGCN was observed during the field investigation. TPWD has species specific BMPs for state 

listed threatened or endangered species and SGCN. Appropriate BMPs would be in place prior to 

construction of the proposed project.  

 

Impacts to vegetation within the project area would result from the construction of the proposed 

project. There are approximately 169 acres of vegetation that could be impacted. This includes 

unusual vegetation and special habitat features. Induced development could result in additional 

loss and fragmentation of vegetation and habitat types of developable lands within the AOI.  

 

Similar conditions for the ecological resources are expected in undeveloped areas throughout the 

RSA. The conversion of undeveloped land to commercial, residential, or transportation uses as a 

result of increased growth and development is anticipated within the Ecological Resources RSAs. 

The direct impacts associated with this project, in addition to increased population growth and 

development in the project vicinity, would contribute to a cumulative impact of loss or 

fragmentation of vegetative and wildlife habitat as well as potential SGCN habitat within the 

Ecological Resources RSAs. 
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Water Resources 

As identified in Section 5.10, a total of 15 existing water resources were identified at 16 crossings 

within the project area that included: three wetlands, six impoundments/ponds, one named linear 

feature, and five unnamed linear features. Three additional linear water crossings are mapped 

within the project area but were not able to be confirmed due to lack of ROE. A total of 1,597.4 

linear feet and 1.83 acres of water features were identified within the project area; however, 

preliminary determinations identify 1, 597.4 linear feet and 0.77 acre as potentially jurisdictional 

waters. Direct impacts to 810.0 linear feet and 0.3 acre of waters of the U.S., including wetlands, 

would occur as a result of the improvements to FM 2001. The proposed project crosses 11 

waterways with a 100-year floodplain designation and approximately 208.3 acres of the 100-year 

floodplain area are located within the proposed project area. Fill within the floodplain to construct 

the roadway would result in direct impacts; however, the proposed project would not increase the 

base flood elevation to a level that would violate applicable floodplain regulations or ordinances.  

 

No Section 303(d) impaired waters are located within five miles downstream of the project area or 

within the Water Resources RSA. BMPs would be in place prior to and during construction; 

therefore, the proposed improvements to FM 2001 are not anticipated to contribute to erosion, 

sedimentation, or water quality impacts during or following the construction process. An increase in 

impermeable cover (i.e., roadway) could, however, increase pollutants such as vehicle oil on the 

roadway surface, which could enter receiving waters from stormwater runoff. No direct or indirect 

impacts are anticipated to impact water quality or Section 303(d) impaired waters.  

 

There are over 250,000 linear feet of NHD streams and approximately 296 acres of NWI wetlands 

within the Water Resources RSA that fall on developable land. These features have the potential to 

be impacted by encroachment-alteration and induced growth effects. Although potential cumulative 

impacts to water resources are anticipated, current local, state, and federal laws and regulations 

would require coordination, certification, and potential mitigation prior to any impacts; therefore, 

cumulative impacts to water resources would be minimal within the Water Resources RSA, shown 

in Appendix F-10. 

 

Step 3 – Other Actions – Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable: 

Past Actions 

The proposed project would be construction both within existing ROW and proposed ROW that 

would connect I-35 and SH 21. Historic aerials show that development began in the 1990s, but 

most of the suburban development, particularly near the northern project limits began in the 

2000s. This area is near the City of Buda which has seen significant growth in recent years. 

 

Prior to the timeframe of this analysis (1980) the majority of development was outside of the RSAs 

within adjacent Buda, Lockhart, and Kyle. The areas closest to those cities have developed more 

rapidly than areas further away from the cities. SH 21 and I-35 were the only major roadways within 

the RSAs in the 1980s. The remainder of the roadways were and still remain minor FM or county 
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roads. US 183/SH 130 has been constructed since 1980 and is a major roadway along the 

southern portion of the RSAs near Lockhart. Past development has been observed along major 

roadways within the RSA.  

 

Most of this development has occurred within areas that were previously utilized for agricultural 

purposes, and development within the forested floodplain and riparian areas was minimal. Beyond 

the construction of the reservoirs, no evidence of channel alteration of natural waterbodies is 

visible in historic aerial photographs. Such past developments potentially created loss of ecological 

and water resources within the RSAs, but for the most part, development within the general project 

area has appeared to avoid areas where ecological and water resources would likely be present. 

 

Current Actions 

Currently, earthwork is being completed and vegetation has been cleared for the expansion of 

existing residential subdivisions or creation of new residential or commercial developments within 

the RSAs. Such current impacts would potentially create loss of vegetation, wildlife, and threatened 

and endangered species habitat as well as waters of the U.S., including wetlands. Recent aerial 

photographs and site visits depict detention basins within most new residential or commercial 

developments. Additionally, BMPs for erosion and sediment control, including sediment fences and 

straw bales to reduce potential water quality impacts, were observed at Sunfield residential 

subdivision and other areas during site visits or visible in recent aerial photographs. 

 

Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 

The proposed project area is located within Hays County and portions of various surrounding cities. 

According to the U.S Census Bureau data, the population within the AOI increased by approximately 

82 percent between 2000 and 2017. Cities and counties within the region are currently 

experiencing a high degree of population growth and a moderate degree of development and are 

expecting more in the future.  

 

The planning information from local cities and counties were utilized to determine planned 

residential or commercial developments within the RSAs. The County Line SUD responded that 

there are multiple developments within the area that have recently been completed or are planned 

that would impact traffic, particularly on SH 21. These developments include Uhland Elementary on 

High Road; Hays County Independent School District Transportation Facility on SH 21, 

Walton/Camino Real and Walton/Caldwell Valley on SH 21; Las Estancias on SH 21; and three RV 

parks along SH 21. According to Hays County, recent and planned developments include Studio 

Estates and Sunfield respectively. A hospital between White Wing Trail and existing FM 2001 has 

also been completed within the last few years. Expansion of existing residential subdivisions, as 

well as undeveloped parcels, would provide the potential for future residential, commercial, and 

industrial development along the project area and within the RSAs.  
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In addition to the anticipated residential and commercial development, numerous transportation 

projects are expected to accommodate population growth within the RSAs. Reasonably foreseeable 

actions that may affect the identified resources include local or regional projects that may interact 

with the proposed actions (in this case, proposed improvements to FM 2001). A list of major 

projects and planned developments located within or adjacent to the RSAs, are listed in Table 5-23.  

 

Table 5-23: Planned Transportation/Development Projects within the RSAs 

Transportation 

Facility/Development 
Limits 

MTP/RSA 

ID/CSJ 
Project Description 

SH 21 Hays CL to Bastrop CL 0471-04-030 Passing Lanes 

SH 21  FM 2001 to Caldwell CL 0471-02-069 Widening and overlay 

SH 21  At FM 2001 (West) Intersection County Project Widening and overlay (Completed) 

SH 21  

At High Road (CR 127) 

Intersection Bond Program Widening and overlay (Completed) 

SH 21  At Rohde Road (CR 126) Bond Program Safety Improvements 

Uhland Elementary High Road N/A New School (completed) 

Hays County ISD 

Transportation Facility SH 21 N/A Transportation Facility (completed) 

Grist Mill Highlands Grist Mill Road N/A Residential Community - 238 lots 

Las Estancias SH 21 N/A 

Residential Community - 147 lots 

(Completed) 

Las Estancias II SH 21 N/A 

Residential Community - 220 lots 

(Construction in 2019) 

Walton Anderson  High Road N/A 

Residential Community - 420 lots 

(Construction in 2020) 

Sun Communities Cotton Gin Rd N/A 

Residential Community - 529 lots 

(Construction in 2020) 

Camino Crest II FM 2001 south of SH 21 N/A Commercial and Duplex lots 

Walton/Camino Real SH 21 N/A 

Master Planned Community 7,000 

lots 

Waton/Caldwell Valley  SH 21 N/A 

Master Planned Community - 

12,056 lots 

Las Estancias  SH 21 N/A Master Planned Community 

RV Parks (3) SH 21 - Uhland Area N/A Recreational 

Studio Estates FM 2001   N/A Residential Community 

Sunfield I-35 and White Wing Trail N/A Master Planned Community 

Unnamed Residential FM 2001 and Hillside Terrace N/A Residential (Preliminary) 

Source: Hays County, TxDOT STIP 2017-2020, County Line SUD 

 

These reasonably foreseeable transportation projects and planned residential and commercial 

developments listed in Table 5-23 would most likely impact the resources defined in this analysis. 

The potential for fragmentation or loss of ecological resources as well as impacts to water 

resources from future transportation projects or residential and commercial developments is 

foreseeable.  

 

Step 4 – Overall Effects of the Proposed Project Combined with Other Actions: 

As discussed earlier in this analysis, direct and indirect impacts would result from the 

implementation of the proposed project. Based on the previous direct and indirect impact 

assessments, resources were further evaluated to consider the cumulative impacts that could 
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occur from the proposed project in the RSAs. The proposed project and other past, present and 

reasonably foreseeable future actions were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis. This 

assessment considered the impacts of the proposed project combined with the impacts of the 

other projects on resources within all or part of the same area and timeframe. The direct and 

indirect impacts from the proposed action may result in potential cumulative impacts to resources 

within the Ecological Resources and Water Resources RSAs, as discussed below. 

 

Based on the information obtained through questionnaires sent to local planning experts and water 

supply corporations (discussed in Section 5.15), the Build Alternative would be expected to induce 

development. Driven by the rapid population growth that has been taking place in the RSA, 

development is expected to continue in the area. Although the project can be expected to induce 

growth in the RSA, this growth is anticipated and is being provided for in the long-range plans 

governing infrastructure development in the area. Therefore, the induced growth anticipated as a 

result of the Build Alternative is not expected to be significant in light of the other past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable future developments occurring in the area. 

 

Water Resources 

The project would result in 810.0 linear feet and 0.3 acre of direct impacts to jurisdictional waters 

of the U.S., including wetlands.  Indirect impacts to water quality may result from erosion and 

sedimentation due to increased development and the associated removal of vegetation. Potential 

for cumulative impacts may result from direct and indirect impacts on numerous parcels of land 

(consecutively or simultaneously) within the Water Resources RSA. Induced growth and 

development pressures may increase erosion and sedimentation in addition to increasing drainage 

needs related to commercial and residential development as well as additional transportation 

infrastructure and infrastructure improvements related to subsurface utilities (i.e., water 

distribution lines, wastewater collection lines, fire protection lines, electrical/fiber optic or cable 

utilities, natural gas utilities, etc.). Historic and recent aerial photographs illustrate that 

development within the 100-year floodplain and areas adjacent to waterways has been avoided, for 

the most part, and streams follow historic courses. Site visits and aerial photographs depict large 

developments have incorporated detention basins and other water quality BMPs into design plans.  

 

Readily available planning resources depicts there is approximately 48 stream miles, 296 acres of 

NWI wetlands, and 8,644 acres of 100-year floodplain within the Water Resources RSA.  Future 

development is anticipated to follow past and present trends and avoid major waterways and 

floodplains as additional coordination and/or mitigation with local, state, and federal agencies may 

be necessary. Future impacts to water resources may occur; however, due to other available land 

such impacts are anticipated to be minimal. Potential future impacts to water resources would be 

mitigated through water quality certifications implemented and regulated by the TCEQ. Impacts to 

jurisdictional waters would be documented, coordinated, and permitted through the USACE for both 

public and private entities, as necessary, and the USACE would require consideration of 

compensatory mitigation, as applicable. Construction within a floodplain would require coordination 
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with the floodplain administrator and the appropriate floodplain mitigation would need to be 

installed. Although potential cumulative impacts to water resources are anticipated, current local, 

state, and federal laws and regulations would require coordination, certification, and potential 

mitigation prior to any impacts; therefore, cumulative impacts to water resources would be minimal 

within the Water Resources RSA.  

 

Ecological Resources 

The implementation of the proposed project would permanently impact vegetation and wildlife 

habitat as well as potential state threatened and endangered species habitat. Past and present 

trends indicate that once new or expanded access to undeveloped lands is provided, natural 

vegetation, wildlife habitat, and potential threatened and endangered species habitat is converted 

to urban/suburban areas or other man-made developments. 

 

Foreseeable cumulative impacts may include the fragmentation or complete loss of natural 

vegetation, wildlife, or threatened and endangered species habitat resulting from development 

within the Ecological Resources RSAs. Wildlife and birds within the project area and Ecological 

Resources RSAs may adapt to urban conditions or the fragmented habitat or may relocate to 

remaining undeveloped areas within the Ecological Resources RSAs. 

 

Habitat for three SGCN (Texas garter snake, timber rattlesnake, and a Mayfly) are located within 

Ecological Resources RSA 5 (Riparian MOU). Minimal indirect or cumulative impacts are anticipated 

as these habitats would most likely be avoided from future development as previous trends depict 

such floodplain and riparian areas have been avoided since the development in the project area 

began.  

 

Habitats for the one state listed species (Wood Stork) and 16 of the 25 remaining SGCN (Strecker’s 

chorus frog, Woodhouse’s toad, Eastern box turtle, Western box turtle, Western hognose snake, 

Western hog-nosed skunk, Eastern spotted skunk, big brown bat, big free-tailed bat, Eastern red 

bat, Cave Myotis bat, Mexican free-tailed bat, tricolored bat, long-tailed weasel, Southern short-

tailed shrew, and tree dodder) are located within Ecological Resources RSAs 4, 7, and 8, all of 

which have an overlap of Riparian MOU and one or more habitats; therefore, those species may 

relocate to riparian areas which are anticipated to have minimal development or cumulative 

impacts.  

 

The thirteen-lined ground squirrel habitat is RSA 6 and consists of agriculture and areas of low 

urban intensity. Future urban development could produce additional potential habitat for the 

thirteen-lined ground squirrel; therefore, the proposed project is anticipated to have minimal 

cumulative impacts on this species. 

 

The habitat for the seven remaining SGCN (Western burrowing owl, Mountain Plover, American 

badger, Northern spot-tailed earless lizard, Spot-tailed earless lizard, Hall’s prairie clover, and Net-
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leaf bundleflower) includes Tallgrass Prairie, Grassland MOU, Agriculture MOU, and Disturbed 

Prairie MOU (Ecological Resources RSAs 1, 2, and 3). Ecological Resources RSAs 1, 2, and 3 do not 

overlap floodplain or riparian areas which have been avoided since the development of the project 

area began so these RSAs and the habitat for the seven remaining SGCN would be subject to 

cumulative impacts. 

 

Step 5 – Mitigation of Cumulative Effects: 

Any direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts that may occur to ecological resources and water 

resources would be addressed by the entity impacting the resource. The potential for future 

transportation projects, private and/or municipal undertakings exists within the project area. Local 

municipalities have planning and zoning policies or ordinances in place that future developers 

would need to adhere to during the development planning phase. The improved mobility and 

access along the proposed project corridor would make the undeveloped areas adjacent to 

FM 2001 and other locations within the RSAs more desirable to future residential or commercial 

development. With the upgraded access of FM 2001, growth of surrounding areas, and being in 

close proximity to Buda and other cities, much of the undeveloped areas of the RSA would be 

expected to be developed. Planning and zoning policies and ordinances would allow the cities along 

the project area to determine the appropriate development within their limits.  

 

No mitigation is offered for the cumulative impacts potentially occurring as a result of the proposed 

project as the goals of the project would be accomplished with impacts but without detriment to 

local resources. The construction of the FM 2001 project would improve and realign FM 2001 to 

include construction of four travel lanes, two in each direction, a raised median, and sidewalks 

along urban portions of the proposed roadway.  These additions would meet the project goals of 

improving mobility, accommodating future traffic demand, enhancing access, and improving safety 

along FM 2001 between I-35 and SH 21. Sensitive or vulnerable resources are not anticipated to 

be impacted or decline as a result of the implementation and construction of the proposed 

FM 2001 project. The following section discusses how each of these potential impacts would be 

addressed.  

 

Water Resources 

The proposed project would result in direct impacts to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, and 

fill within floodplains. BMPs for erosion and sediment control would be in place prior to and during 

construction activities to limit water quality impacts. Cumulative impacts to water resources are 

expected to occur due to increased development in the general project area once the proposed 

project is complete. The associated removal of vegetation with increased development may result 

in increased erosion and sedimentation of local waterbodies. The CWA regulates the discharges of 

pollutants into waters of the U.S. and regulating quality standards for surface waters through 

Sections 404, 401, 402, and 303 of the Act for both public and private entities. TCEQ CGP 

requirements would necessitate BMPs for erosion and sediment control at construction sites. In 

addition to an increase in drainage needs related to commercial and residential development, other 
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cumulative impacts may include the construction of additional transportation infrastructure, water 

distribution lines and wastewater collection lines, the treatment of wastewater, etc. Many of these 

potential impacts would be mitigated through water quality BMPs implemented and regulated by 

TCEQ. Impacts to jurisdictional waters would be documented, coordinated, and permitted through 

the USACE, as necessary, and the USACE would require consideration of compensatory mitigation 

in some instances. Construction within a floodplain would require coordination with the floodplain 

administrator and the appropriate floodplain mitigation would need to be installed. 

 

Ecological Resources 

The proposed project would result in direct impacts including alteration of vegetation to construct 

the proposed roadway facility. Such vegetated areas that would be altered for the construction of 

the proposed project may have potential wildlife habitat or threatened and endangered species 

habitat. Future impacts to ecological resources would be assessed and addressed for each 

individual project that might involve federal funds, including TxDOT projects. Other privately funded 

land development projects would not be expected to prepare publicly available environmental 

documentation. The only exception would be developments that were required to meet federal 

requirements such as Section 404 permitting through the USACE and adherence with the ESA. 

Such federal requirements would allow for regulation on threatened and endangered species for 

privately funded projects. Continued development in the project area is expected and will likely 

result in the conversion of vegetation, wildlife habitat, and potential threatened and endangered 

species habitat on undeveloped land to residential, commercial, and light industrial uses. 

 

No Build Alternative:  As construction of the proposed FM 2001 improvements would not occur, 

there would be no cumulative impacts under the No Build Alternative. 

5.17 Construction Phase Impacts 

Construction-phase impacts are temporary (short-term; only occurring during actual construction) 

and potentially encompass a range of issues. 

 

Construction-Phase Noise Impacts 

Build Alternative:  Noise associated with the construction of the proposed project is difficult to 

predict.  Heavy machinery, the major source of noise in construction, is constantly moving in 

unpredictable patterns.  However, construction normally occurs during daylight hours when 

occasional loud noises are more tolerable.  None of the receivers are expected to be exposed to 

construction noise for a long duration; therefore, any extended disruption of normal activities is not 

expected.  Provisions would be included in the plans and specifications that require the contractor 

to make every reasonable effort to minimize construction noise through abatement measures such 

as work hour controls and proper maintenance of muffler systems. 
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Construction-Phase Air Quality Impacts 

Build Alternative:   

During the construction phase of this project, temporary increases in PM and MSAT emissions may 

occur from construction activities. The primary construction-related emissions of PM are fugitive 

dust from site preparation, and the primary construction related emissions of MSAT are diesel PM 

from diesel powered construction equipment and vehicles. The potential impacts of PM emissions 

would be minimized by using fugitive dust control measures contained in standard specifications, 

as appropriate. The TERP provides financial incentives to reduce emissions from vehicles and 

equipment. TxDOT encourages construction contractors to use this and other local and federal 

incentive programs to the fullest extent possible to minimize diesel emissions.  

 

Considering the temporary and transient nature of construction-related emissions, the use of 

fugitive dust control measures, the encouragement of the use of TERP, and compliance with 

applicable regulatory requirements; it is not anticipated that emissions from construction of this 

project would have any substantial impact on air quality in the area. 

 

Light Pollution 

Build Alternative:  Construction normally occurs during daylight hours; however, construction could 

occur during the night-time hours to minimize impacts to the traveling public during the daylight 

hours. Due to the close proximity of businesses and residents to the project, if construction were to 

occur during the night-time hours, it would be of short duration. Construction during the night-time 

hours would follow any local policies and ordinances established for construction activities, such as 

light limitations. 

 

Vibration Impacts 

Build Alternative:  Construction activities would be limited to the proposed project footprint. 

Vibration from construction equipment would be of short duration; however, excessive vibration 

from construction is not anticipated. 

 

Temporary Lane, Road or Bridge Closures 

Build Alternative:  During the construction phase, traffic would follow the existing traffic patterns. 

Traffic control plans would be prepared and implemented in coordination with the cities and the 

counties. Construction that would require cross street closures would be scheduled so only one 

crossing in an area is affected at one time. Where detours are required, clear and visible signage 

for an alternative route would be displayed. Work on existing FM 2001 would be phased in such a 

manner to allow the roadway to remain open during construction. Access to businesses and 

residences would be maintained at all times and no detours are anticipated. However, in the event 

that road closures or detours are required, county and local public safety officials would be notified 

of the proposed road closures or detours. Detour timing and necessary rerouting of emergency 

vehicles would be coordinated with the proper local agencies. Motorists would be inconvenienced 



 

 

 

84 

during construction of the project due to lane and cross-street closures; however, these closures 

would be of short duration and alternate routes would be provided. 

 

Residents and businesses in the immediate construction area would be notified in advance of 

proposed construction activities using a variety of techniques, including signage, electronic media, 

community newspapers, and other techniques. The proposed project would not restrict access to 

any existing public or community services, businesses, commercial areas, or employment centers.  

 

Construction-Phase Water Quality Impacts 

Build Alternative: A NWP 14 with a PCN (see Section 5.10.1) would be used for impacts to 

jurisdictional waters in the project area. During the construction phase, appropriate measures 

would be taken to maintain normal downstream flows to the maximum extent practicable. 

Construction activities would require compliance with the State of Texas Water Quality Certification 

Program.  The 401 Certification requirements for a NWP 14 would be met by implementing BMPs 

from the TCEQ 401 Water Quality Certification Conditions for NWPs.  Construction equipment, spoil 

material, supplies, forms, and buildings shall not be placed or stored in the floodway during 

construction activities. Any item that may be transported by flood flows shall not be stored within 

the floodway. Any work within jurisdictional areas would be coordinated with USACE and permitted, 

as necessary. 

 

Construction-Phase Biological Impacts 

Build Alternative: Temporary impacts to natural resources due to construction could result from the 

implementation of the proposed project. These include disturbances to wildlife and vegetative 

communities. Implementation of the Build Alternative would involve the removal of grasses, shrubs 

and trees during the construction phase, affecting the natural, erosion-inhibiting ground cover and 

resulting in the loss of habitat for both resident and migratory species. Disturbed areas would be 

restored, reseeded and re-contoured as necessary according to TxDOT specifications, making these 

effects largely temporary. 

 

No Build Alternative:  Under the No Build Alternative, construction would not occur and would not 

result in noise, dust or light pollution; impacts associated with physical construction activities, 

temporary lane, road closures; and other traffic disruptions associated with construction. 
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6.0 AGENCY COORDINATION 

This section identifies all coordination with agencies outside TxDOT that are required to be 

conducted for the Build Alternative. The list below identifies the agencies requiring coordination and 

the status of efforts to coordinate the proposed project.  

 

• SHPO (see Section 5.8): archeological and historic resource surveys were conducted and 

results coordinated with the THC and ENV. See Appendix G for the SHPO Clearance Memo 

for archeology dated January 8, 2015, the ENV Clearance Memo for archeology dated 

December 4, 2019, and the ENV Clearance Memo for historic, non-archeological properties 

dated December 5, 2014. 

• Tribal Coordination: coordination with federally-recognized Native American tribes was 

coordinated through the bulk project early coordination process in June 2014. The 

Comanche Nation concurred with SHPO on June 30, 2014 and the Caddo Nation of 

Oklahoma concurred on July 7, 2014. The coordination letters are included in Appendix G. 

• FEMA (see Section 5.10): the proposed project includes work within a FEMA designated 

100-year floodplain; therefore, coordination with the local floodplain administrator would be 

required.  

• TPWD (see Section 5.11): early coordination with TPWD regarding potential effects to natural 

resources was completed on May 21, 2015. The TPWD coordination email is included in 

Appendix G.  

• TCEQ: per the TxDOT-TCEQ MOU, TCEQ was afforded the opportunity to review and comment 

on the Draft EA. TxDOT provided TCEQ with a Notice of Availability (NOA) notifying them that 

the environmental documents were available for review. 

• USACE (see Section 5.10.1):  A PCN is likely needed due to anticipated impacts to waters of 

the U.S. The effort would occur prior to construction of the project. 
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7.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Public Meeting 

An open house public meeting was held as part of the EA process. Hays County, in conjunction with 

TxDOT held the open house on January 16, 2014, to share project information and gather public 

input on several preliminary alternatives to be considered during project development. The meeting 

was held from 5:30–7:30 p.m. in the Studio Estates Clubhouse, 6880 Goforth Road, Kyle, Texas. 

Maps, drawings and project information were on display and representatives from TxDOT and 

project consultants were available to answer questions about the proposed project improvements. 

The public meeting summary report for this open house is on file at the TxDOT Austin District office. 

 

A total of 26 comments were received during the official public comment period, which ended 

January 27, 2014. Alternative A received the most support, followed by Alternatives B and C. 

Common themes included safety, impacts to property, construction impacts on traffic and 

addressing congestion at the intersection of I-35 and FM 2001.  Some commenters would like to 

see street lighting, sidewalks and bike lanes added into the new roadway design.  Other 

suggestions included building a new road between the Shell station and Burger King to relieve 

traffic congestion entering the I-35 northbound frontage road. The comment matrix is included in 

Appendix I. 

 

Public Hearing 

A public hearing was held on March 28, 2017. All required notices and procedures, as required by 

TxDOT’s rules governing the Environmental Review of Transportation Projects and outlined in 

TxDOT’s Public Involvement Handbook, were followed. Approximately 68 members of the public 

were in attendance and 22 comments were received. The comment response matrix is included in 

Appendix I. 

 

The project team considered comments received during the public hearing.  Public comment led to 

the slight realignment around a business and a residence (see comments 1 and 11, respectively).   

 

Prior to construction of the proposed FM 2001 project, a notice of impending construction would be 

provided to pertinent persons including adjoining property owners, local government entities, and 

public officials. The notice may be provided via a sign or signs posted in the ROW, mailed notice, 

printed notice distributed by hand, or notice via website when the recipient has previously been 

informed of the relevant website address. This notice would be provided after the environmental 

decision (i.e. FONSI), but before earthmoving or other activities requiring the use of heavy 

equipment begin.  
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8.0 POST-ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE ACTIVITIES AND CONTRACTOR 

COMMUNICATIONS 

8.1 Post-Environmental Clearance Activities 

Activities to be completed after environmental clearance are listed and discussed as follows: 

 

1. Noise: Traffic noise barriers are proposed to abate traffic noise. In accordance with TxDOT 

Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise, polling of adjacent property 

owners will take place to determine whether or not property owners desire the noise 

barriers. Additionally, traffic noise workshops will be held to provide information on the 

proposed noise barriers to adjacent property owners. The traffic noise workshops would be 

held during detailed design. If the barrier status changes, additional notification will be 

made to affected property owners to discuss the changes. Provisions will be included in the 

plans and specifications that require the contractor to make every reasonable effort to 

minimize construction noise through abatement measures such as work-hour controls and 

proper maintenance of muffler systems. 

2. Utilities: Utility relocations would be required throughout the corridor. Utility agreements and 

notice to owners would be required for this project prior to construction. 

3. Section 404: The proposed project would require a NWP 14 with a PCN. The proposed 

project would comply with all general conditions of the NWP. 

4. Section 401: The Section 401 Certification requirements for NWP 14 would be met by 

implementing a SW3P. The SW3P would include at least one BMP for erosion control, 

sediment control, and post-construction TSS control from the Tier 1 401 Water Quality 

Certification Conditions for NWPs as published by the TCEQ. 

5. Section 402: Project contractor will comply with the CGP, SW3P, and complete the 

appropriate authorization documents. 

6. Wetlands: Minimize impacts to wetlands during construction by keeping the construction 

footprint as small as possible while enabling construction that meets all requirements for 

the proposed project’s implementation. BMPs would be implemented during construction as 

appropriate. 

7. Floodplains: Notification and coordination with the local floodplain administrator is required 

because the project is within the 100-year floodplain. This coordination will be completed 

prior to the start of construction. 

8. Invasive Species: Preserve native vegetation to the extent practical. The contractor must 

adhere to Construction Specification Requirements Specs 162, 164, 192, 193, 506, 730, 

751, & 752 in order to comply with requirements for invasive species, beneficial 

landscaping, and tree/brush removal commitments. 

9. Migratory Birds: Before construction, use measures to prevent or discourage birds from 

building nests on man-made structures within portions of the project area planned for 

construction and, schedule construction activities outside the typical nesting season to the 

extent practicable. 
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10. Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species: The proposed project could impact state 

listed endangered species, and state listed threatened species. The project may also impact 

SGCN.  To mitigate the potential impacts to state threatened species and SGCN, the 

following BMPs will be implemented, per the 2013 MOU (2017 Revision): 

 

For the Whooping Crane, TPWD recommends that TxDOT monitor the project area for 

whooping cranes during migration (northern migration- approximately late March through 

early June and southern migration – approximately mid-September through late December) 

and to make contractors aware of potential whooping crane stopovers. If whooping cranes 

are encountered on or adjacent to the project, the USFWS should be contacted for further 

guidance. 

 

For the Mountain Plover, Wood Stork, Western Burrowing Owl, and all other migratory birds, 

the following Bird BMPs and MBTA guidelines, as present as a Special Note on the PS&E 

Environmental Permits, Issues, and Commitments (EPIC) sheet, would be implemented: 

• Prior to construction, perform daytime surveys for nests including under bridges and 

in culverts to determine if they are active before removal. Nests that are active should 

not be disturbed.  

• Do not disturb, destroy, or remove active nests, including ground nesting birds, during 

the nesting season;  

• Avoid removal of unoccupied, inactive nests, as practicable; 

• Prevent the establishment of active nests during the nesting season in TxDOT owned 

and operated facilities and structures proposed for replacement or repair; 

• Do not collect, capture, relocate, or transport birds, eggs, young, or active nests 

without a permit. 

• In the event that migratory birds are encountered on-site during project construction, 

TxDOT will take all appropriate actions to prevent the take of migratory birds, their 

active nests, eggs, or young by the use of proper phasing of the project or other 

appropriate actions to include: 

o No active migratory bird nests (nests containing eggs and/or young) will be 

removed or destroyed at any time of the year. 

o No colonial nests (swallows, for example) on or in structures will be removed 

until all nests in the colony become inactive. 

o Measures, to the extent practicable, will be used to prevent or discourage 

migratory birds from building nests within portions of the project area planned 

for construction. 

o Inactive nests will be removed from the project area to minimize the potential 

for reuse by migratory birds. 

o Construction or demolition activities will be scheduled outside the typical 

nesting season (February 15 to October 1), and will comply with the previously 

listed prohibitive provisions of the MBTA, which apply year-round. 
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• The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 states that it is unlawful to kill, capture, collect, 

possess, buy, sell, trade, or transport any migratory bird, nest, young, feather, or egg 

in part or in whole, without a Federal permit issued in accordance within the Act’s 

policies and regulations. The contractor would remove all old migratory bird nests 

from any structure where work would be done from October 1 to February 15. In 

addition, the contractor would be prepared to prevent migratory birds from building 

nest(s) between February 15 and October 1. In the event that migratory birds are 

encountered on-site during project construction, efforts to avoid adverse impacts on 

protected birds, active nests, eggs, and/or young would be observed. 

For the big free-tailed bat and cave myotis bat, the following Bat BMPs would apply: 

• For activities that have the potential to impact structures, cliffs or caves, or trees; a 

qualified biologist will perform a habitat assessment and occupancy survey of the 

feature(s) with roost potential as early in the planning process as possible or within 

one year before project letting. 

• For roosts where occupancy is strongly suspected but unconfirmed during the initial 

survey, revisit feature(s) at most four weeks prior to scheduled disturbance to confirm 

absence of bats. 

• If bats are present or recent signs of occupation (i.e., piles of guano, distinct musky 

odor, or staining and rub marks at potential entry points) are observed, take 

appropriate measures to ensure that bats are not harmed, such as implementing non-

lethal exclusion activities or timing or phasing of construction. 

• Exclusion devices can be installed by a qualified individual between September 1 and 

March 31. Exclusion devices should be used for a minimum of seven days when 

minimum nighttime temperatures are above 50°F and minimum daytime 

temperatures are above 70°F. Prior to exclusion, ensure that alternate roasting 

habitat is available in the immediate area. If no suitable roosting habitat is available, 

installation of alternate roosts is recommended to replace the loss of an occupied 

roost. If alternate roost sites are not provided, bats may seek shelter in other 

inappropriate sites, such as buildings, in the surrounding area. 

• If feature(s) used by bats are removed as a result of construction, replacement 

structures should incorporate bat-friendly design or artificial roosts should be 

constructed to replace these features, as practicable. 

• Conversion of property containing cave or cliff features to transportation purposes 

should be avoided where feasible. 

• Large hollow trees, snags (dead standing trees), and trees with shaggy bark should be 

surveyed for colonies and, if found, should not be disturbed until the bats are no 

longer occupying these features. Post-occupancy surveys should be conducted by a 

qualified biologist prior to tree removal from the landscape. 

• Retain mature, large diameter hardwood forest species and native/ornamental palm 

trees where feasible. 

• In all instances, avoid harm or death to bats. Bats should only be handled as a last 

resort and after communication with TPWD. 
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For the spot-tailed earless lizard, Texas garter snake, and timber rattlesnake, the following 

Terrestrial Reptile BMPs would apply: 

• Apply hydromulching and/or hydroseeding in areas for soil stabilization and/or 

revegetation of disturbed areas where feasible. If hydromulching and/or hydroseeding 

are not feasible due to site conditions, utilize erosion control blankets or mats that 

contain no netting or preferably contain loosely woven, natural fiber netting. Plastic 

netting should be avoided to the extent practicable. 

• For open trenches and excavated pits, install escape ramps at an angle of less than 

45 degrees (1:1) in areas left uncovered. Visually inspect excavation areas for trapped 

wildlife prior to backfilling. 

• Inform contractors that if reptiles are found on project site allow species to safely 

leave the project area. 

• Avoid or minimize disturbing or removing downed trees, rotting stumps, and leaf litter 

where feasible. 

• Contractors will be advised of potential occurrence in the project area, and to avoid 

harming the species if encountered. 

11. Detours: County and local public safety officials would be notified of any road closures or 

detours during construction. Detour timing and necessary rerouting of emergency vehicles 

would be coordinated with the proper local agencies during construction. 

12. Air Quality: Implement fugitive dust control measures contained in standard specifications to 

minimize potential impacts of PM emissions during construction. 

13. Hazardous Materials for Structures: Structures being demolished will need to be assessed 

and mitigated for asbestos and lead containing-paint, as needed, within the construction 

process according to Standard Specification Item 6.10 (and applicable Provisions), and the 

TxDOT guidance document: Guidance for Handling Asbestos in Construction Projects, dated 

January 26, 2007. 

14. Public Involvement: Before construction, a notice of impending construction will be provided 

to owners of adjoining property and affected local governments and public officials. 

8.2 Contractor Communications 

1. Archeological Resources: If unanticipated archaeological deposits are encountered during 

construction, work in the immediate area will cease, and TxDOT archaeological staff will be 

contacted to initiate post-review discovery procedures. 

2. Wetlands: The construction contractor would be required to avoid and minimize unnecessary 

impacts on wetlands during construction. 

3. Construction (TPDES): The contractor shall comply with the CGP and SW3P; complete, post 

and submit NOI and NOT to TCEQ and the MS4 operator; and inspect the project to ensure 

compliance with the CGP. 

4. Drinking Water Systems: If any unknown wells are encountered during construction 

activities, they would need to be properly plugged in accordance with state statutes. 



 

 

 

91 

5. Hazardous Materials: The contractor would take appropriate measures to prevent, minimize, 

and control the spill of hazardous materials in the construction staging area. All construction 

materials used for the proposed project would be removed as soon as the work schedules 

permit. The contractor would initiate early regulatory agency coordination during project 

development. 

6. Vegetation: The contractor would avoid and minimize disturbance of vegetation and soils. All 

disturbed areas would be revegetated, according to TxDOT specifications, as soon as it 

becomes practicable. In accordance with EO 13112 on Invasive Species, the Executive 

Memorandum on Beneficial Landscaping, and the 1999 FHWA guidance on invasive 

species, all revegetation would, to the extent practicable, use only native species. 

Furthermore, BMPs would be used to control and prevent the spread of invasive species. 

7. Migratory Birds: The contractor would take all appropriate actions to prevent the take of 

migratory birds, their active nests, eggs or young by the use of proper phasing of the project 

or other appropriate actions. Refer to Section 8.1 for applicable BMPs. 

8. Air Quality: The TERP provides financial incentives to reduce emissions from vehicles and 

equipment. TxDOT encourages construction contractors to use this and other local and 

federal incentive programs to the fullest extent possible to minimize diesel emissions. 

9. Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species: If any species on the Hays or Caldwell 

County threatened and endangered species lists is sighted in the project area during 

construction, construction would stop and the contractor would notify the TxDOT Area 

Engineer. Refer to Section 8.1 for applicable BMPs. 
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9.0 CONCLUSION 

The Build Alternative, described in Section 2.2, satisfies the project purpose and need by reducing 

congestion, improving mobility and increasing safety within the corridor. Because the Build 

Alternative satisfies the project’s purpose and need, it is the recommended alternative. 

 

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in a significant impact on the human or 

natural environment. Therefore, a FONSI is recommended. 
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FM 2001  Photographs taken by CP&Y, Inc. 
CSJ 1776-02-018  August 2014 and November 2019 
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Photograph 1: Typical upland vegetation in the northwestern portion of the proposed ROW. 

 
 

 
Photograph 2: Typical upland habitat in the proposed ROW.  

 
 



FM 2001  Photographs taken by CP&Y, Inc. 
CSJ 1776-02-018  August 2014 and November 2019 
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Photograph 3: Mesquite scrublands were common throughout the proposed ROW. 

 
 

 
Photograph 4: Typical upland habitat in the southeastern portion of the proposed ROW. 

 



FM 2001  Photographs taken by CP&Y, Inc. 
CSJ 1776-02-018  August 2014 and November 2019 
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Photograph 5: Typical upland habitat in the southeastern portion of the proposed ROW. 

 
 

 
Photograph 6: A view of Feature 1, an unnamed tributary to Brushy Creek. This stream is formed from 

surface runoff from the neighborhood upstream but has direct connectivity to the Brushy Creek floodplain 
and is therefore likely jurisdictional.  



FM 2001  Photographs taken by CP&Y, Inc. 
CSJ 1776-02-018  August 2014 and November 2019 
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Photograph 7: A view of Feature 3, a non-jurisdictional wetland. While the feature meets the USACE 

criteria for a wetland, the feature has no direct connectivity to any other jurisdictional water and is 
therefore likely non-jurisdictional.  

 
 

 
Photograph 8: A view of Feature 7, a wetland. Wetland areas were generally associated with stock 

ponds.  

 
 
 
 



FM 2001  Photographs taken by CP&Y, Inc. 
CSJ 1776-02-018  August 2014 and November 2019 
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Photograph 9: A view of Feature 5, an impoundment. The feature has direct connectivity to the Brushy 

Creek floodplain and is therefore likely jurisdictional. 
 
 

 
Photograph 10: A view of Feature 12, Brushy Creek. Erosion of existing streams was observed 

throughout the proposed and existing ROW. 
 
 



FM 2001  Photographs taken by CP&Y, Inc. 
CSJ 1776-02-018  August 2014 and November 2019 
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Photograph 11: The interior of a building that may have been used as a cattle-dipping facility where it is 

probable that DDT was used. 
 
 

 
Photograph 12: View of fire station located near the northern project limits. 

 



FM 2001  Photographs taken by CP&Y, Inc. 
CSJ 1776-02-018  August 2014 and November 2019 
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Photograph 13: Looking west toward I-35 from gas station at the western project limits. 

 
 

 
Photograph 14: View of new hospital near the northern project limits. 

 



FM 2001  Photographs taken by CP&Y, Inc. 
CSJ 1776-02-018  August 2014 and November 2019 
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Photograph 15: Sunfield subdivision along the proposed project route. 

 
 

 
Photograph 16: Looking south at typical view along existing FM 2001 that would be incorporated in the 

proposed project toward FM 107/Satterwhite Road. 



FM 2001  Photographs taken by CP&Y, Inc. 
CSJ 1776-02-018  August 2014 and November 2019 
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Photograph 17: Outbuilding associated with a residence along the proposed project that would need to be 
demolished or relocated. 

 
 

 
Photograph 18: Looking west at intersection of FM 2001 and FM 212/Turnersville Road. 



FM 2001  Photographs taken by CP&Y, Inc. 
CSJ 1776-02-018  August 2014 and November 2019 
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Photograph 19: An abandoned outbuilding and residence that would be demolished as a result of the 

proposed project. 
 
 

 
Photograph 20: Looking southeast toward FM 2001 south of SH 21 from near Rohde Road. 
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2,500.000                                                                                                                                                                        Radius      =        

Length      =           1,072.095                                                                                       

Tangent     =             544.416                                                                                       

Degree      =       2° 17' 30.59"                                                                                       

Delta       =      24° 34' 14.19" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station            26+17.52                                      

P.T.  Station           105+17.52                                        

P.C.  Station            94+85.94                                       

Radius      =           6,500.000                                                                                                                                                                           

Length      =           1,031.585                                                                                       

Tangent     =             516.878                                                                                       

Degree      =       0° 52' 53.30"                                                                                       

Delta       =       9° 05' 35.35" (LT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           100+02.82                                    
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STA 65+00

TO

STA 37+00

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 2566, PAGE 235

CALLED 362.110 ACRES

REMAINDER OF

2428 PARTNERS, L.P.

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 2171, PAGE 280

CALLED 2392.529 ACRES

REMAINDER OF

2428 PARTNERS, L.P.

PARCEL 5

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 2171, PAGE 280

CALLED 2392.529 ACRES

REMAINDER OF

2428 PARTNERS, L.P.

PARCEL 7

PARCEL 3

EXIST ROW

EXIST ROW

[ CR118

100-YR
FLOOD PLAIN

1 2

1 1

PROPOSED ROW

PROP ROW

2
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[ EXSIT FM2001 

OF CURB (TYP)
ADJACENT TO EXIST BACK

CONSTRUCT 6' SIDEWALK

2-7'X3' RCB
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R
O

W
1
2
0
'

R
O

A
D

W
A

Y
2
9
'

R
O

A
D

W
A

Y
2
9
'

 
 
 
 

M
E

D
I

A
N

 
 
 
 
1
4
'

S
I

D
E

W
A

L
K
 
(

T
Y
P
)

6
'

4
.
3

%
4
.
3

%

4
.
3

%

+
6
3

4
.
3

%

+
6
3

2
.
0

%
+
8
3

2
.
0

%
+
8
3

[ FM 2001

PROP ROW

2

3

CR 118 STA 5+00.00
FM 2001 STA 60+55.88= 

CR118-1

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 3794, PAGE 58

UTILITY DISTRICT NO. 1

SUNFIELD MUNICIPAL

BLOCK R

LOT 9

PARCEL 1

P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 15, PAGE 224

AMENDED PLAT

SUNFIELD PHASE ONE SECTION ONE 

EL= 709.76'

Y=13941155.95 X=2343804.58

CP - 5/8" IRS W/SAMPCAP

CONTROL POINT CP-10

FM2001-2

PROP ROW

EL= 716.55'

Y=13941182.38 X=2343644.17

CP - 5/8" IRS W/SAMPCAP

CONTROL POINT CP-6

STA 47+30.94

FM 2001

MATCH EXISTING

CSJ: 1776-02-018

BEGIN URBAN ROADWAY

BEGIN PROJECT

PROPERTY LINE

P.T.  Station            57+03.53

P.C.  Station            44+85.17

Radius      =           2,000.000                                                                                       

Length      =           1,218.351                                                                                       

Tangent     =             628.741                                                                                       

Degree      =       2° 51' 53.24"                                                                                       

Delta       =      34° 54' 11.50" (LT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station            51+13.92

P.T.  Station             7+86.17

P.C.  Station             6+37.25

Radius      =             600.000                                                                                       

Length      =             148.914                                                                                       

Tangent     =              74.842                                                                                       

Degree      =       9° 32' 57.47"                                                                                       

Delta       =      14° 13' 12.89" (LT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station             7+12.09

2-3'X2' RCB
PROPOSED
CULVERT A3
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0 100 200

EXISTING ROW

PROPOSED ROW

LEGEND

REMOVE EXISTING PAVEMENT

PROPOSED CUL-DE-SAC

PROPOSED CROSS STREET

PROPOSED SIDEWALK

PROPOSED RAISED MEDIAN

PROPOSED PAVEMENT

APPROX. 100 YEAR FLOOD PLAIN

REALIGNMENT EXHIBIT

FM 2001

PROPOSED EASEMENT
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TYPICAL URBAN SECTION PAVEMENT MARKINGS
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STA 93+00

TO

STA 65+00

O.P.R.H.C.TX.
VOLUME 157, PAGE 64
C.S.J. 1776-02-001
(80' R.O.W.)
EXISTING F.M. 2001

O.P.R.H.C.TX.
VOLUME 4479, PAGE 1

(PARCEL 1)
CALLED 18.979 ACRES

UTILITY DISTRICT NO. 4
SUNFIELD MUNICIPAL

PARCEL 9

O.P.R.H.C.TX.
VOLUME 157, PAGE 108
30' X 170'
CHANNEL EASEMENT

PARCEL 11

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 2171, PAGE 280

CALLED 2392.529 ACRES

REMAINDER OF

2428 PARTNERS, L.P.

PARCEL 10

O.P.R.H.C.TX.
VOLUME 157, PAGE 175

30' X 200'
CHANNEL EASEMENT

PARCEL 12

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 1739, PAGE 353

CALLED 39.275 ACRES

JAMES E. O'CONNER

EXIST ROW

EXIST ROW

EXIST ROW

[ FM 2001

[ FM 2001

100-YR
FLOOD PLAIN 

100-YR
FLOOD PLAIN

PROPERTY LINE

PROP ROW

2

2

PROPERTY LINE

[ EXSIT FM 2001 
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30" RCP

PROPOSED

CULVERT A5

9'X5' RCB

PROPOSED

CULVERT A6

O.P.R.H.C.TX.
PAGE 108

VOLUME 157, 
30' X 100'

CHANNEL EASEMENT

PROP ROW

FM 20
01

FM2001-3

EX FM2001-1

P.T.  Station            95+75.90

P.C.  Station            82+92.50

Radius      =             818.510                                                                                       

Length      =           1,283.399                                                                                       

Tangent     =             816.200                                                                                       

Degree      =       7° 00' 00.03"                                                                                       

Delta       =      89° 50' 17.01" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station            91+08.70

EL= 704.15'

Y=13940085.17 X=2346246.56

CP - 5/8" IRS W/SAMPCAP

CONTROL POINT CP-5

O.P.R.H.C.TX.
VOLUME 4479, PAGE 1
(PARCEL 1)
CALLED 18.979 ACRES
UTILITY DISTRICT NO. 4
SUNFIELD MUNICIPAL

P.T.  Station            85+01.51

P.C.  Station            69+15.91

Radius      =           1,200.000                                                                                       

Length      =           1,585.604                                                                                       

Tangent     =             932.611                                                                                       

Degree      =       4° 46' 28.73"                                                                                       

Delta       =      75° 42' 25.20" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station            78+48.52
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EXISTING ROW

PROPOSED ROW

LEGEND

REMOVE EXISTING PAVEMENT

PROPOSED CUL-DE-SAC

PROPOSED CROSS STREET

PROPOSED SIDEWALK

PROPOSED RAISED MEDIAN

PROPOSED PAVEMENT

APPROX. 100 YEAR FLOOD PLAIN

REALIGNMENT EXHIBIT

FM 2001

PROPOSED EASEMENT
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EMAX = 6.0%

30 MPH WITH A STOPPING SPEED OF 15 MPH

INTERSECTION DESIGN SPEED =

SUBURBAN = 55 MPH

URBAN = 45 MPH

MINOR ARTERIAL

D.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 305, PAGE 756

VOLUME 305, PAGE 751

(TRACT ONE)

CALLED 5.255 ACRES

NASARIA ENDICOTT

WIFE,

MARK JAN ENDICOTT AND 

D.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 371, PAGE 824

CALLED 20.00 ACRES

JAMES B. OLIVER

D.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 305, PAGE 756

VOLUME 305, PAGE 751

(TRACT TWO)

CALLED 14.31 ACRES

NASARIA ENDICOTT

WIFE,

MARK JAN ENDICOTT AND 
R.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 565, PAGE 253

CALLED 5.45 ACRES

EMMA G. DAVILLA

WILLIE C. DAVILLA

0.P.R.H.C.TX.

PAGE 793

VOLUME 4110, 

ACRE

CALLED 5.00 

REGINA DAVILLA

DAVILLA

DANNY D. 

PARCEL 17

PARCEL 19

PARCEL 20

PARCEL 23

PARCEL 21

PARCEL 22

PARCEL 24

PARCEL 25

PARCEL 26

PARCEL 20

S
A

T
T

E
R

W
H
I

T
E

PARCEL 28

0.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 2262, PAGE 495

(PARCEL ONE)

CALLED 38.137 ACRES

THOMAS M. HATFIELD

0.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 855, PAGE 529

CALLED 1.00 ACRE

DANNY D. DAVILLA

CALLED 0.68 ACRE

JUSTIN & DIONA MAYHEW

CALLED 7.25 ACRES

JUSTIN & DIONA MAYHEW

CALLED 7.24 ACRES

ODYSSEY BP LTD

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 2171, PAGE 280

CALLED 2392.529 ACRES

REMAINDER OF

2428 PARTNERS, L.P.
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PROPERTY LINE

EXIST ROW

PROPERTY LINE

O.P.R.H.C.TX.
PAAGE 108
VOLUME 157,
30' X 100' 
CHANNEL EASMENT

STA 122+00

TO

STA 93+00

PROPERTY LINE

PROP ROW

EXIST ROW

PROPERTY LINE

O.P.R.H.C.TX.
PAAGE 108
VOLUME 157,
30' X 100' 
CHANNEL EASMENT

O.P.R.H.C.TX.
VOLUME 4479, PAGE 1
(PARCEL 2) 
CALLED 0.224 ACRE
UTILITY DISTRIC NO. 4 
SUNFIELD MUNICIPAL
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FM2001-5
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HIL-1

EX FM2001-2

CN1-1

P.T.  Station           106+86.80
P.C.  Station           102+78.13
Radius      =           1,400.000                                                                                       
Length      =             408.679                                                                                       
Tangent     =             205.803                                                                                       
Degree      =       4° 05' 33.20"                                                                                       
Delta       =      16° 43' 31.49" (LT)                                                                                  
P.I.  Station           104+83.93
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0 100 200

EXISTING ROW

PROPOSED ROW

LEGEND

REMOVE EXISTING PAVEMENT

PROPOSED CUL-DE-SAC

PROPOSED CROSS STREET

PROPOSED SIDEWALK

PROPOSED RAISED MEDIAN

PROPOSED PAVEMENT

APPROX. 100 YEAR FLOOD PLAIN

REALIGNMENT EXHIBIT

FM 2001

PROPOSED EASEMENT
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0.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 2823, PAGE 265

CALLED 101.996 ACRES

TOPE DEVELOPMENT, L.P.

0.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 886, PAGE 832

CALLED 65.47 ACRES

BILLIE JO WILSON

0.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 886, PAGE 832

CALLED 7.61 ACRES

BILLIE JO WILSON

PARCEL 27

PARCEL 32

PARCEL 33

PARCEL 29

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 157, PAGE 116

30' X 200'

CHANNEL EASEMENT

PARCEL 33

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

116

VOLUME 157, PAGE 

30' X 200'

CHANNEL EASEMENT

0.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 2262, PAGE 495

(PARCEL ONE)

CALLED 38.137 ACRES

THOMAS M. HATFIELD

CALLED 7.24 ACRES

ODYSSEY BP LTD

CALLED 19.095 ACRES

CASTANEDA

JONATHAN V & ELIANA M 

CALLED 0.37 ACRES

JONATHAN V & ELIANA M CASTANEDA

CALLED 1.24 ACRES

GUADALUPE VELA

PARCEL 31

PARCEL 30

CALLED 5.00 ACRES

BUDA FIXTURES LLC

135+00

140+00

145+00
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I
 
 
1
4
6
+
9
6
.
9
4

1
0

+
0
0

PC 10+71.25
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T
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8
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P.T.  Station           131+16.01

P.C.  Station           126+26.67

Radius      =           1,432.390                                                                                       

Length      =             489.336                                                                                       

Tangent     =             247.076                                                                                       

Degree      =       4° 00' 00.05"                                                                                       

Delta       =      19° 34' 24.58" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           128+73.75

P.T.  Station           105+17.52                                        

P.C.  Station            94+85.94                                       

Radius      =           6,500.000                                                                                                                                                                           

Length      =           1,031.585                                                                                       

Tangent     =             516.878                                                                                       

Degree      =       0° 52' 53.30"                                                                                       

Delta       =       9° 05' 35.35" (LT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           100+02.82                                    

P.T.  Station           124+81.62                                      

P.C.  Station           116+87.84                                     

Radius      =           2,000.000                                                                                                                                                                          

Length      =             793.777                                                                                       

Tangent     =             402.182                                                                                       

Degree      =       2° 51' 53.24"                                                                                       

Delta       =      22° 44' 24.13" (LT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           120+90.02                                       

P.T.  Station           144+97.87                                  

P.C.  Station           137+25.74                                       

Radius      =           2,810.000                                                                                                                                                                          

Length      =             772.136                                                                                       

Tangent     =             388.516                                                                                       

Degree      =       2° 02' 20.38"                                                                                       

Delta       =      15° 44' 37.74" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           141+14.25                                   

P.T.  Station            13+29.48                                       

P.C.  Station            12+95.36                                        

Radius      =             250.000                                                                                                                                                                          

Length      =              34.118                                                                                       

Tangent     =              17.086                                                                                     

Degree      =      22° 55' 05.92"                                                                                       

Delta       =      7° 49' 09.51" (LT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station            13+12.45                                    

P.T.  Station            55+96.93

P.C.  Station            54+02.23

Radius      =             333.000                                                                                       

Length      =             194.702                                                                                       

Tangent     =             100.223                                                                                       

Degree      =      17° 12' 21.38"                                                                                       

Delta       =      33° 30' 01.27" (LT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station            55+02.46

P.T.  Station            52+95.02

P.C.  Station            50+42.74

Radius      =             350.000                                                                                       

Length      =             252.273                                                                                       

Tangent     =             131.897                                                                                       

Degree      =      16° 22' 12.80"                                                                                       

Delta       =      41° 17' 51.43" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station            51+74.64
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P.T.  Station            34+89.61
P.C.  Station            33+04.49
Radius      =             350.000                                                                                       
Length      =             185.111                                                                                       
Tangent     =              94.775                                                                                       
Degree      =      16° 22' 12.80"                                                                                       
Delta       =      30° 18' 11.27" (RT)                                                                                  
P.I.  Station            33+99.27

P.T.  Station           136+11.99
P.C.  Station           128+48.95
Radius      =           5,270.000                                                                               
Length      =             763.040                                                                                       
Tangent     =             382.188                                                                                       
Degree      =       1° 05' 13.94"                                                                                       
Delta       =       8° 17' 44.97" (RT)                                                                                  
P.I.  Station           132+31.14                                

P.T.  Station           136+11.99
P.C.  Station           128+48.95
Radius      =           5,270.000                                                                               
Length      =             763.040                                                                                       
Tangent     =             382.188                                                                                       
Degree      =       1° 05' 13.94"                                                                                       
Delta       =       8° 17' 44.97" (RT)                                                                                  
P.I.  Station           132+31.14                                
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PROPOSED CROSS STREET

PROPOSED SIDEWALK

PROPOSED RAISED MEDIAN

PROPOSED PAVEMENT

APPROX. 100 YEAR FLOOD PLAIN

REALIGNMENT EXHIBIT

FM 2001

PROPOSED EASEMENT
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2
0
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0
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PC 205+03.73

PC 
41

+3
6.

15

PT 44+54.76

POT 
40

+0
0.

00

4
0
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0
0

PC 41+36.15

PT 
44

+5
4.

76

PI
LE

PI
LE

PI
LE

PI
LE

 S
LA

B

 C
U
LV

ER
TS

0.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 4456, PAGE 85

(TRACT I)

CALLED 14.9473 ACRES

ALTAGRACIA ELIAS

D.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 347, PAGE 871

CALLED 8.11 ACRES

DARRELL HARP

D.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 316, PAGE 315

CALLED 15.00 ACRES

DARRELL HARP

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 3741, PAGE 251

CALLED 7.579 ACRES

MARIA DOLORES REYES

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 873, PAGE 508

CALLED 7.02 ACRES

EDWARD JESSE RAMIREZ

BLOCK 1

LOT 3

PARCEL 35

PARCEL 36

PARCEL 38

PARCEL 40

PARCEL 41

PARCEL 42

PARCEL 44

PARCEL 37

0.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 3968, PAGE 832

CALLED 12.99 ACRES

FRANCES DUBE

PARCEL 34

0.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 4456, PAGE 85

(TRACT I)

CALLED 14.9473 ACRES

ALTAGRACIA ELIAS

PARCEL 36

0.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 4456, PAGE 85

(TRACT II)

CALLED 6.5681 ACRES

ALTAGRACIA ELIAS

JOHN W & LORI L KEEGAN

PARCEL 39

CALLED 22.3364 ACRES

CARDENAS

LALO & JOSEFINA D 
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15

PT 44+54.76
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TYPICAL SUBURBAN SECTION PAVEMENT MARKINGS

P.T.  Station           124+81.62                                      

P.C.  Station           116+87.84                                     

Radius      =           2,000.000                                                                                                                                                                          

Length      =             793.777                                                                                       

Tangent     =             402.182                                                                                       

Degree      =       2° 51' 53.24"                                                                                       

Delta       =      22° 44' 24.13" (LT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           120+90.02                                       

P.T.  Station           144+97.87                                  

P.C.  Station           137+25.74                                       

Radius      =           2,810.000                                                                                                                                                                          

Length      =             772.136                                                                                       

Tangent     =             388.516                                                                                       

Degree      =       2° 02' 20.38"                                                                                       

Delta       =      15° 44' 37.74" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           141+14.25                                   

P.T.  Station           175+71.22                                        

P.C.  Station           149+66.27                                         

Radius      =           4,200.000                                                                                                                                                                          

Length      =           2,604.948                                                                                       

Tangent     =           1,345.898                                                                                       

Degree      =       1° 21' 51.07"                                                                                       

Delta       =      35° 32' 10.74" (LT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           163+12.17                                         

P.T.  Station            11+41.86

P.C.  Station            10+71.25

Radius      =              66.000                                                                                       

Length      =              70.606                                                                                       

Tangent     =              39.106                                                                                       

Degree      =      86° 48' 42.43"                                                                                       

Delta       =      61° 17' 39.00" (LT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station            11+10.36

P.T.  Station            44+54.76

P.C.  Station            41+36.15                             

Radius      =             350.000                                                                                       

Length      =             318.606                                                                                       

Tangent     =             171.299                                                                                       

Degree      =      16° 22' 12.80"                                                                                       

Delta       =      52° 09' 23.69" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station            43+07.45

P.T.  Station            55+96.93

P.C.  Station            54+02.23

Radius      =             333.000                                                                                       

Length      =             194.702                                                                                       

Tangent     =             100.223                                                                                       

Degree      =      17° 12' 21.38"                                                                                       

Delta       =      33° 30' 01.27" (LT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station            55+02.46

P.T.  Station            52+95.02

P.C.  Station            50+42.74

Radius      =             350.000                                                                                       

Length      =             252.273                                                                                       

Tangent     =             131.897                                                                                       

Degree      =      16° 22' 12.80"                                                                                       

Delta       =      41° 17' 51.43" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station            51+74.64

P.T.  Station            21+03.63                                         

P.C.  Station            20+39.46                                        

Radius      =             200.000

Length      =              64.170                                                                                       

Tangent     =              32.363                                                                                       

Degree      =      28° 38' 52.40"                                                                                       

Delta       =      18° 23' 00.23" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station            20+71.82 
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30" RCP

PROPOSED

CULVERT C6

PROP ROW

PROP ROW

FM 2001

CN2-1

1
1

FM2001-7

P.T.  Station           136+11.99
P.C.  Station           128+48.95
Radius      =           5,270.000                                                                               
Length      =             763.040                                                                                       
Tangent     =             382.188                                                                                       
Degree      =       1° 05' 13.94"                                                                                       
Delta       =       8° 17' 44.97" (RT)                                                                                  
P.I.  Station           132+31.14                                

P.T.  Station            44+66.50
P.C.  Station            41+68.20
Radius      =             350.000                                                                                       
Length      =             298.300                                                                                       
Tangent     =             158.887                                                                                       
Degree      =      16° 22' 12.80"                                                                                       
Delta       =      48° 49' 56.80" (RT)                                                                                  
P.I.  Station            43+27.09
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Texas Department of Transportation
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PROPOSED PAVEMENT

APPROX. 100 YEAR FLOOD PLAIN

REALIGNMENT EXHIBIT

FM 2001

PROPOSED EASEMENT
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ADT(2034): 12,220

ADT(2014): 5,275

BLOCK 6

LOT 10

PARCEL 51
BLOCK 7

LOT 7

PARCEL 52

BLOCK 4

LOT 66

PARCEL 54

BLOCK 7

LOT 8

PARCEL 53

P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 1, PAGE 215

SECTION II

ROLLING HILLS ESTATES 

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

413

VOLUME 157, PAGE 

30' X 200'

CHANNEL EASEMENT

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 4226, PAGE 552

CALLED 147.098 ACRES

REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST

MARY ELIZABETH OEHLER

PARCEL 55
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PARCEL 43

P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 1, PAGE 214

SECTION I

ROLLING HILLS ESTATES 
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LOT 5
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LOT 6
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LOT 41
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PROPOSED 
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1
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EL= 631.62'
Y=13929634.29 X=2351988.00

CP - 5/8" IRS W/SAMPCAP
CONTROL POINT CP-7
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ROW
EXIST

PROP ROW

FM 
20

01
TURNERSVILLE STA 55+96.93

FM 2001 STA 181+60.89=

TRN-1

TRN-2

BLUE JAY STA 70+00.00

FM 2001 STA 189+08.37=

2
.
0

%
+
8
5

STA 80+00.00

MOCKINGBIRD

STA 192+59.74=

FM 2001

BE DEMOLISHED

EXIST STRUCTURE TO 
QUAIL RUN STA 90+00.00

FM 2001 STA 195+37.44=

P.T.  Station            55+96.93
P.C.  Station            54+02.23
Radius      =             333.000                                                                                       
Length      =             194.702                                                                                       
Tangent     =             100.223                                                                                       
Degree      =      17° 12' 21.38"                                                                                       
Delta       =      33° 30' 01.27" (LT)                                                                                  
P.I.  Station            55+02.46

P.T.  Station            52+95.02
P.C.  Station            50+42.74
Radius      =             350.000                                                                                       
Length      =             252.273                                                                                       
Tangent     =             131.897                                                                                       
Degree      =      16° 22' 12.80"                                                                                       
Delta       =      41° 17' 51.43" (RT)                                                                                  
P.I.  Station            51+74.64

FM2001-8

P.T.  Station           136+11.99
P.C.  Station           128+48.95
Radius      =           5,270.000                                                                               
Length      =             763.040                                                                                       
Tangent     =             382.188                                                                                       
Degree      =       1° 05' 13.94"                                                                                       
Delta       =       8° 17' 44.97" (RT)                                                                                  
P.I.  Station           132+31.14                                

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 4226, PAGE 552

CALLED 147.098 ACRES

REVOCABLE LIVING TRUST

MARY ELIZABETH OEHLER
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PROPOSED PAVEMENT
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REALIGNMENT EXHIBIT
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PROPOSED EASEMENT
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T
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T

ADT(2034): 24,400

ADT(2014): 8,771

ADT(2034): 21,600

ADT(2014): 11,699

ADT(2034): 14,700

ADT(2014): 4,870

ADT(2034): 12,220

ADT(2014): 5,275

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 2806, PAGE 90

(TRACT 2)

CALLED 190.258 ACRES

DAVID CUDDY

PARCEL 58

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 2806, PAGE 90

(TRACT 1)

CALLED 54.142 ACRES

DAVID CUDDY

PARCEL 56

O.P.R.H.C.TX.
413
VOLUME 157, PAGE 
30' X 200'
CHANNEL EASEMENT
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P.T.  Station           213+93.25                                        

P.C.  Station           192+01.18                                    

Radius      =           3,040.000                                                                                       

Length      =           2,192.065                                                                                       

Tangent     =           1,146.129                                                                                       

Degree      =       1° 53' 05.03"                                                                                       

Delta       =       41° 18' 52.19" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           203+47.31                                         
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P.T.  Station           240+33.66                                        

P.C.  Station           237+05.33                                    

Radius      =           5,729.580                                                                                       

Length      =             328.333                                                                                       

Tangent     =             164.212                                                                                       

Degree      =       1° 00' 00.00"                                                                                       

Delta       =       3° 17' 00.00" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           238+69.54                                         
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Radius      =             720.389                                                                                       
Length      =           1,132.537                                                                                       
Tangent     =             721.342                                                                                       
Degree      =       7° 57' 12.41"                                                                                       
Delta       =      90° 04' 32.52" (LT)                                                                                  
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TYPICAL SUBURBAN SECTION PAVEMENT MARKINGS

P.T.  Station           213+93.25                                        

P.C.  Station           192+01.18                                    

Radius      =           3,040.000                                                                                       

Length      =           2,192.065                                                                                       

Tangent     =           1,146.129                                                                                       

Degree      =       1° 53' 05.03"                                                                                       

Delta       =       41° 18' 52.19" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           203+47.31                                         

P.T.  Station           240+33.66                                        

P.C.  Station           237+05.33                                    

Radius      =           5,729.580                                                                                       

Length      =             328.333                                                                                       

Tangent     =             164.212                                                                                       

Degree      =       1° 00' 00.00"                                                                                       

Delta       =       3° 17' 00.00" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           238+69.54                                         

P.T.  Station           267+56.44                                         

P.C.  Station           244+77.49                                      

4,200.000                                                                                                                                                                          Radius      = 

Length      =           2,278.948                                                                                       

Tangent     =           1,168.280                                                                                       

Degree      =       1° 21' 51.07"                                                                                       

Delta       =      31° 05' 20.68" (LT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           256+45.77                                       
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O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 2557, PAGE 728

CALLED 9.75 ACRES

TRUSTEE

THOMAS E. BLACK, JR., 

PARCEL 63

PARCEL 64

D.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 281, PAGE 34

CALLED 51.00 ACRES

STEPHEN L. HOPKINS

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 3188, PAGE 786

CALLED 150.58 ACRES

DAVID CUDDY

PARCEL 65

D.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 144, PAGE 770

CALLED 79.9 ACRES

H.C. KYLE III, TRUSTEE
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P.T.  Station           267+56.44                                         

P.C.  Station           244+77.49                                      

4,200.000                                                                                                                                                                          Radius      = 

Length      =           2,278.948                                                                                       

Tangent     =           1,168.280                                                                                       

Degree      =       1° 21' 51.07"                                                                                       

Delta       =      31° 05' 20.68" (LT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           256+45.77                                       

F
M
 
2
0
0
1
 

M
A

T
C

H
 

L
I

N
E
 

S
T

A
 
2
5
7

+
0
0

STA 281+00

TO

STA 257+00

F
M
 
2
0
0
1
 

M
A

T
C

H
 

L
I

N
E
 

S
T

A
 
2
8
1

+
0
0

FM 20
01 R

O
W

1
6
0
'

 
R

O
A

D
W

A
Y

8
4
'

2

1

2
FM2001-9

30" RCP

PROPOSED

CULVERT G

30" RCP

PROPOSED

CULVERT F

[ FM 2001

+
2
9

2
.
0

%

2
.
0

%
+
2
9

30" RCP

PROPOSED

CULVERT E3
.
0

%
+
8
8

3
.
0

%
+
8
8

PROP ROW

PROP ROW

24" RCP

PROPOSED

CULVERT D3

PROPERTY LINE

EXIST ROW

260+00

265
+00

P
T
 
2
6
7

+
5
6
.
4
4

27
0+0

0

27
5+0

0

28
0+0

0



P
L

O
T

T
E

D
:

F
I

L
E

N
A

M
E
:

G
:
\
0
6
9
2
2
6
9
0
1
_

F
M
 
2
0
0
1
\

A
P

D
\

D
e
s
i
g
n
\

E
N

V
\
c
u
t
 
s
h
e
e
t
s
 
f
o
r
 

E
A
\
2
0
0
1
e
n
v
1
1
.
d
g
n

1
0
:
2
7
:
3
8
 

A
M

1
2
/
6
/
2
0
1
9

TEXAS FIRM F-928

R

Texas Department of Transportation

C 2019

0 100 200

EXISTING ROW

PROPOSED ROW

LEGEND

REMOVE EXISTING PAVEMENT

PROPOSED CUL-DE-SAC

PROPOSED CROSS STREET

PROPOSED SIDEWALK

PROPOSED RAISED MEDIAN

PROPOSED PAVEMENT

APPROX. 100 YEAR FLOOD PLAIN

REALIGNMENT EXHIBIT

FM 2001

PROPOSED EASEMENT

175
+00

180
+00

P
C
 
1
8
4

+
9
4
.
1
4

185
+00

P
T
 
1
8
6

+
8
1
.
6
8

190
+00

195
+00

P
C
 
1
9
5

+
9
2
.
9
1

P
T
 
1
9
7

+
1
5
.
7
1

 P
IL
E

 P
IL
E

PARCEL 64

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 3188, PAGE 786

CALLED 150.58 ACRES

DAVID CUDDY

PARCEL 65

D.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 281, PAGE 34

CALLED 51.00 ACRES

STEPHEN L. HOPKINS

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 1414, PAGE 85

CALLED 23.50 ACRES

STEPHEN L. HOPKINS, SR.

PARCEL 68

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 3780, PAGE 612

CALLED 1.057 ACRES

THOMAS S. WEEDEN

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 3188, PAGE 786

CALLED 40.10 ACRES

DAVID CUDDY

PARCEL 70

D.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 331, PAGE 71

CALLED 20.622 ACRES

JOHN THOMAS MCCORMICK

PARCEL 72

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 832, PAGE 38

CALLED 47.62 ACRES

PAUL T. SCOTT

JACK C. SCOTT AND

PARCEL 71

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 860, PAGE 166

CALLED 53.00 ACRES

ELAINE E. SCOTT

JACK C. SCOTT AND WIFE,

PARCEL 67

PARCEL 69

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 2987, PAGE 729

CALLED 23.50 ACRES

DAVID CUDDY

PARCEL 66
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TYPICAL SUBURBAN SECTION PAVEMENT MARKINGS

P.T.  Station           321+16.66                                       

P.C.  Station           317+52.88                                    

Radius      =           9,410.000                                                                                       

Length      =             363.783                                                                                       

Tangent     =             181.914                                                                                       

Degree      =       0° 36' 31.97"                                                                                       

Delta       =       2° 12' 54.04" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           319+34.80                                       

P.T.  Station           346+32.24                                       

P.C.  Station           333+28.11                                    

Radius      =           1,400.000                                                                                       

Length      =           1,304.129                                                                                       

Tangent     =             703.701                                                                                       

Degree      =       4° 05' 33.20"                                                                                       

Delta       =       53° 22' 20.00" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           340+31.81                                       

P.T.  Station           396+93.24                                       

P.C.  Station           355+57.38                                    

Radius      =           3,000.000                                                                                       

Length      =           4,135.865                                                                                      

Tangent     =           2.472.535                                                                                       

Degree      =       1° 54' 35.49"                                                                                       

Delta       =       78° 59' 21.14" (LT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           380+29.91                                       

P.T.  Station           297+27.37                                       

P.C.  Station           288+52.41                                    

Radius      =           9,410.000                                                                                       

Length      =             874.957                                                                                       

Tangent     =             437.794                                                                                       

Degree      =       0° 36' 31.97"                                                                                       

Delta       =       5° 19' 38.82" (LT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           292+90.20                                       
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D.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 265, PAGE 812

CALLED 20.622 ACRES

RODNEY & DIANNE DUPREE

BEVERLY ELLIOTT AND

PARCEL 74

D.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 256, PAGE 617

CALLED 41.244 ACRES

RODNEY & DIANNE DUPREE

BEVERLY ELLIOTT AND

PARCEL 74

PARCEL 76

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 1749, PAGE 689

CALLED 125.52 ACRES

BETTY JO MAXWELL

WIFE,

JACK A. MAXWELL AND 

PARCEL 75

D.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 294, PAGE 223

CALLED 13.00 ACRES

MCCORMICK

CYNTHIA POTTS 

AND WIFE,

JOHN THOMAS MCCORMICK 

PARCEL 77

R.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 709, PAGE 725

CALLED 38.265 ACRES

LESLEY M. SIMPSON

PARCEL 81A

D.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 234, PAGE 298

CALLED 176.18 ACRES

DOROTHY A. ADOUE

AND WIFE,

JACQUES P. ADOUE, JR., 
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P.T.  Station           124+45.93                                       

P.C.  Station           121+62.55                                    

Radius      =             350.000                                                                                       

Length      =             283.383                                                                                       

Tangent     =             149.975                                                                                       

Degree      =       16° 22' 12.80"                                                                                       

Delta       =       46° 23' 25.43" (LT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           123+12.53                                       

PROPOSED CONNECT 3 CURVE DATA

P.T.  Station           321+16.66                                       

P.C.  Station           317+52.88                                    

Radius      =           9,410.000                                                                                       

Length      =             363.783                                                                                       

Tangent     =             181.914                                                                                       

Degree      =       0° 36' 31.97"                                                                                       

Delta       =       2° 12' 54.04" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           319+34.80                                       

P.T.  Station           346+32.24                                       

P.C.  Station           333+28.11                                    

Radius      =           1,400.000                                                                                       

Length      =           1,304.129                                                                                       

Tangent     =             703.701                                                                                       

Degree      =       4° 05' 33.20"                                                                                       

Delta       =       53° 22' 20.00" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           340+31.81                                       

P.T.  Station           396+93.24                                       

P.C.  Station           355+57.38                                    

Radius      =           3,000.000                                                                                       

Length      =           4,135.865                                                                                      

Tangent     =           2.472.535                                                                                       

Degree      =       1° 54' 35.49"                                                                                       

Delta       =       78° 59' 21.14" (LT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           380+29.91                                       

P.T.  Station           297+27.37                                       

P.C.  Station           288+52.41                                    

Radius      =           9,410.000                                                                                       

Length      =             874.957                                                                                       

Tangent     =             437.794                                                                                       

Degree      =       0° 36' 31.97"                                                                                       

Delta       =       5° 19' 38.82" (LT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           292+90.20                                       
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O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 3440, PAGE 207

CALLED 395.35 ACRES

LP

WALTON CAMINO REAL 1, 

PARCEL 86

O.P.R.H.C.TX.

VOLUME 3200, PAGE 560
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EXIST SH 21 AND FM 2001 INTERSECTION

TYPICAL URBAN SECTION PAVEMENT MARKINGS

                                    

P.T.  Station           425+50.53                                     

P.C.  Station           417+07.89                                        

Radius      =           2,000.000                                                                                                                 

Length      =             842.639                                                                                       

Tangent     =             427.664                                                                                       

Degree      =       2° 51' 53.24"                                                                                       

Delta       =      24° 08' 23.38" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           421+35.55                                            

                                         

                                 

P.T.  Station           435+87.25                                 

P.C.  Station           430+61.96                                        

Radius      =           6,480.000                                                                                                                                                                          

Length      =             525.289                                                                                       

Tangent     =             262.789                                                                                       

Degree      =       0° 53' 03.10"                                                                                       

Delta       =       4° 18' 40.48" (RT)                                                                                  
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Delta       =       78° 59' 21.14" (LT)                                                                                  
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Length      =           1,032.138                                                                                       

Tangent     =             540.788                                                                                       

Degree      =       4° 05' 33.20"                                                                                       

Delta       =      42° 14' 26.91" (RT)                                                                                  

P.I.  Station           450+27.26                                          
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Resource Specific Maps  



 

 

Appendix F-1 

Land Use and Community Resources Maps   
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Census Geographies Maps   
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Delineated WOUS & Wetlands Maps   
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EMST Mapped Vegetative Communities Maps   
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Appendix F-5 

EMST Verified Vegetative Communities Maps   
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Appendix F-6 

Texas Natural Diversity Database (TxNDD) Map   



GGuuaa ddaa ll uupp ee
CCaal ldd ww ee ll llG u a d a l u p e

G u a d a l u p e
H a y s
H a y s

C a l d w e l l

C a l d w e l l
H a y s
H a y s

C a l d w e l l

C a l d w e l l

B a s t r o p

B a s t r o pC a l d
w e l l

C a l d
w e l l

T r a v i s

T r a v i s

H a y s
H a y s

T r a v i s
T r a v i s

B a s t r o p

B a s t r o p

T r a v i s

T r a v i s

¯
0 2.5 5

MilesSources: Google Imagery,2018; HCAD, CCAD

Hays
County

Caldwell
County

§̈¦35TxNDD Map
FM 2001
From I-35 to SH 21
Hays and Caldwell County, Texas
CSJs 1776-02-018

**Not for Public Display**

Project Area
1.5-Mile
10-Mile

Heller's False
Hill Country Wild
Texas

§̈¦35

UV45

UV130



 

 

Appendix F-7 

Representative Receivers Maps   
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Appendix F-8 

Area of Influence Map   
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Indirect Impacts Developable Land Maps   
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Water Resources Study Area (RSA) Map   
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Ecological Resources Study Area (RSA) Map   
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Resource Agency Coordination  











OUR VALUES:  People • Accountability • Trust • Honesty 

OUR MISSION:  Through collaboration and leadership, we deliver a safe, reliable, and integrated transportation system that enables the movement of people and goods. 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 

MEMO
December 4, 2019

To: ECOS, Various Road Projects, Various CSJs, 

Various Districts 

From: Scott Pletka, Ph.D. 

Subject: Internal review under the 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 projects reviewed internally by qualified TxDOT archeologists. The projects will have no effect 

on archeological historic properties.  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 County Roadway Description 
Work 

Performed 
Consultation 

Initial 

Consult Date 

1776-02-018 AUS Hays FM 2001 
Minor road 

widening 

Background 

Study 
Formal 

0922-33-178 LRD Webb 

Laredo 

Trade 

Bridge 

Minor road 

widening 

Background 

Study 
Formal 12/5/2019 

2552-03-049 ELP El Paso LP 375 
Minor road 

widening 

Background 

Study 
Formal 12/5/2019 

Signature ________________________________________________   Date:  12 / 04 / 2019 

For TxDOT 

cc:  THC 

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this project are 
being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding dated December 16, 
2014, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT. 



From: Laura Cruzada
To: holly@mathpo.org; gary.mcadams@wichitatribe.com; Terri.Parton@wichitatribe.com; dhill@caddo.xyz; caddochair.cn@gmail.com; chief@sno-nsn.gov;

lbrown@tonkawatribe.com; mallen@tonkawatribe.com; epa4apachetribeok@gmail.com; martinac@comanchenation.com;
theodorev@comanchenation.com

Cc: Jon Budd
Subject: TxDOT Sec. 106 Consultation Request - CSJ: 1776-02-018, FM 2001, Widen Existing Roadway; Hays County, Austin District
Date: Friday, December 6, 2019 11:53:00 AM
Attachments: 177602018_Consultation Request_27-Jun-14.pdf

Good morning,
Please see an update to the above reference project, which we originally initiated consultation in 2014 (see attached for
reference).  There was a minor design change and have completed a new background study, below.
 

 

Sec. 106 Consultation
DECEMBER 6, 2019  

 

 

 

Contacts:
 
Laura
Cruzada
512-416-
2638

 

 

We kindly request your comments on historic properties of cultural or religious significance to your Tribe
that may be affected by the proposed project. Please see the following summary for project details and
information. To access the associated reports, which include a detailed project description, APE
definition and identification efforts, use the attached link. After 21 days, the link will expire. We will
provide an updated link upon request. This project will also be included during our monthly Sec. 106
conference call every third Wednesday of the month at 2 p.m.

Summary:

Project ID
(CSJ), County
and TxDOT
District

2455-01-0
CSJ: 1776-02-018 Hays County, Austin District

Project
Sponsor:

 
TxDOT

Consultation
Status:

☐Initial Consultation
☒Continuation of Consultation
   Reason(s): Minor Design Change: Due to comments from a public hearing, the alignment was
slightly altered.
 

Short Description:
 

FM 2001, Widen Existing Roadway

Lat/Longs:
 

30.079109 to 30.009139
97.823412 to 97.728344

New Right of Way: The 147-acre APE includes 35.1 acres of existing right-of-way, 111.9 acres of proposed right-
of-way, 8.5 acres of proposed permanent easements, and 0.9 acres of proposed temporary
easements.

Depth of Impacts: Mostly 6 feet but, up to 100 feet for bridge/overpass supports
Known
Archeological
Sites or Properties
in project area:

41HY493: consists of late 19th and early 20th century domestic materials

Identification
Efforts:

Background Study

Recommendations: No archeological historic sites eligible for listing on the NRHP affected; proceed to
construction.

Link to detailed
report:

https://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/dropbox/pickup.php?
claimID=gipr1txLwesg33fr&claimPasscode=uerciJKPqhYpjzk0&emailAddr=jon.budd%40txdot.gov
 

 
Please provide any comments that you may have on the TxDOT findings and
recommendations. 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.

The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental
laws for this project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a
Memorandum of Understanding dated December 16, 2014, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT.

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=B0ECF8A1926A42BB938751C0FDFE8758-LCRUZADA
mailto:holly@mathpo.org
mailto:gary.mcadams@wichitatribe.com
mailto:Terri.Parton@wichitatribe.com
mailto:dhill@caddo.xyz
mailto:caddochair.cn@gmail.com
mailto:chief@sno-nsn.gov
mailto:lbrown@tonkawatribe.com
mailto:mallen@tonkawatribe.com
mailto:epa4apachetribeok@gmail.com
mailto:martinac@comanchenation.com
mailto:theodorev@comanchenation.com
mailto:Jon.Budd@txdot.gov
mailto:laura.cruzada@txdot.gov
mailto:laura.cruzada@txdot.gov
https://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/dropbox/pickup.php?claimID=gipr1txLwesg33fr&claimPasscode=uerciJKPqhYpjzk0&emailAddr=jon.budd%40txdot.gov
https://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/dropbox/pickup.php?claimID=gipr1txLwesg33fr&claimPasscode=uerciJKPqhYpjzk0&emailAddr=jon.budd%40txdot.gov



f Texas Department of Transportation'
/- DEWTTT c. GREER srRre nrcttwRv BLDG. . 125 E. 11TH sTREET. AUSTTN, TEXAS 78701-2483 . (512) 463-8585


June 27.2014


Mr. Bryant J. Celestine,
Historic Preservation Officer
Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas
571 State Park Rd 56
Livingston, TX 77351


RE: CSJ: 1776-02-018; FM 2001, from lH 35 to East of SH 123, Roadway Realignment and
Widening; Hays and Caldwell Counties, Austin 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
Officer, 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 improvements along Farm-to-Market Road (FM)
2001, east of lnterstate Highway (lH) 35, near the Community of Buda, Hays County,
Texas. The improvements would include roadway realignment and widening along FM
2001, from lH 35 fo easf of Sfafe Highway (SH) 123. Maps that show the proposed project
location are attached, as well as a map of the state that indicates the location of Hays and
Caldwell Counties.


The area of potential effects (APE) for the proposed undertaking would be defined to
include the project length of approximately 8.86 miles and existing right of way (ROW),
which varies from 120 to 160 feet wide. The project would require approximatelyl14.6
acres of proposed new ROW, 15.5 acres of new easemenfs, and 0.08 acre for a temporary
easement. The total project area would be approximately 186.6 acres. Based upon the
present project design, the depth of impacts would be an estimated maximum of 16 feet
helow the current ground surtace for cross drainage structures and a maximum of 2 feet


OI,JR GOALS
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, Austin District


CSJ: 1776-02-018; FM 2001, from lH 35 to East of SH 123,
Roadway Realignment and Widening; Hays and Caldwell Counties


in depth for the remainder of the project. For the purposes of this cultural resources review,
potential impacts are considered within an area that includes the stated APE, as well as a 50-
foot lateral buffer to account for potential alterations to the proposed APE included in the final
project design. Consultation would be continued if potential impacts extend beyond this buffer,
based on the final design.


A review of the Geologic Atlas of Texas, Austin Sheet, indicates that the underlying geology of
the APE is comprised of formations that have historically demonstrated minimal potential for the
presence of buried intact archeological deposits (http://www.twdb.state.tx.us/GwRD/GTA/
GAT/index.htm).


Review of the Texas Archeological Sites Atlas shows 2 previously recorded
archeological sifes (41HY436 and 41CW35) tocated within 1.0 kilometer (0.62 miles) of the
APE (http://nueces.thc.state.tx.us/). However, both of these sifes are located more than
100 meters (328 feet) beyond the APE and would not be impacted by this proiect.


Because the project plans include roadway realignment and project requirement for more
than 100 acres of proposed new ROW, TxDOT recommends that: 1) a buffer zone of 50
feet beyond the APE be considered as part of the cultural resources evaluation; and 2)
additional archeologicat investigations be conducted to confirm the presence or absence
of intact archeological deposits that could be adversely impacted by the undeftaking.
The additional archeotogical investigations may include activities ranging from futther
background study or reconnaissance suruey to intensive survey, with likelihood for
mechanical trenching and/or shovel testing. The minimum level of effort would be a
background study of the proposed project APE. This study would include review of
available maps, databases, repotTs, and other archival documentation. The information
would be evaluated for natural conditions, resulfs of previous archeological proiects,
and/or existing disturbances that could affect the presence or preseruation of
archeological deposits. TxDOT would continue consultation in the event that additional
archeological investigations reveal archeological deposits that could be adversely
impacted by the undertaking.


In the event that unanticipated archeological deposits are encountered during construction, work
in the immediate area will cease, and TxDOT archeological staff will be contacted to initiate
post-review discovery procedures under the provisions of the PA-TU and the Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between TxDOT and the Texas Historical Commission.


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. ln the event that further investigations by our
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Re: Section 106 Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, Austin District


CSJ: 1776-02-018; fU 2001, from lH 35 to East of SH 123,
Roadway Realignment and Widening; Hays and Caldwell Counties


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 Jon Budd
(TxDOT Archeologist) at 5121416-2640 (email: Jon.Budd@txdot.gov) or me at 5121416-2638
(email: Sharon.Dornheim@txdot.gov). When replying to this correspondence by US Mail, please
ensure that the envelope address includes reference to the Archeological Studies Branch,
Environmental Affairs Division.


Sincerely,


{qar^M
Sharon Dornheim
Staff Archeolog ist / 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 27, 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 1220 
Anadarko, OK  73005 
 
[copy 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, THPO 
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] 


  


   







County Location Map 
 


County: Hays and Caldwell    Project CSJ: 1776-02-018 
 
Project Name: FM 2001, from IH 35 to East of SH 123, Roadway Realignment 
and Widening; Austin District 
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From: Jimmy Arterberry
To: Sharon Dornheim
Subject: RE: Texas Department of Transportation Proposed Project, Hays and Caldwell Counties
Date: Monday, June 30, 2014 9:17:01 AM


Based on the information provided, we will concur with the recommendations being proposed by
TXDOT.
 
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: Friday, June 27, 2014 4:20 PM
To: Jimmy Arterberry
Subject: Texas Department of Transportation Proposed Project, Hays and Caldwell Counties


Good afternoon Jimmy,
 
I hope your week has gone well.
 
Attached are a letter and maps regarding a proposed project in Hays and Caldwell Counties, Texas.
 
Section 106 Consultation
 
CSJ: 1776-02-018; FM 2001, from IH 35 to East of SH 123, Roadway Realignment and Widening;
Hays and Caldwell Counties, Austin 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



mailto:jimmya@comanchenation.com

mailto:Sharon.Dornheim@txdot.gov

http://www.adobe.com/products/reader/





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.



http://dontmesswithtexas.org/





From: Robert Cast
To: Sharon Dornheim
Subject: Re: Texas Department of Transportation Proposed Project, Hays and Caldwell Counties
Date: Monday, July 07, 2014 9:27:40 AM


Sharon, no concerns with the proposal. Keep us updated. Robert 
 
On 06/27/14, Sharon Dornheim <Sharon.Dornheim@txdot.gov> wrote:


Good afternoon Robert,


 


I hope your week has gone well.


 


Attached are a letter and maps regarding a proposed project in Hays and Caldwell
Counties, Texas.


 


Section 106 Consultation


 


CSJ: 1776-02-018; FM 2001, from IH 35 to East of SH 123, Roadway Realignment and
Widening; Hays and Caldwell Counties, Austin 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



mailto:rcast@caddonation.org

mailto:Sharon.Dornheim@txdot.gov

http://www.adobe.com/products/reader/





 


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.


--
Robert Cast
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Caddo Nation of Oklahoma 
P. O. Box 487
Binger, Oklahoma 73009



http://dontmesswithtexas.org/
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Laura Cruzada
Public Involvement Specialist & Tribal Liaison
Environmental Affairs Division

125 E. 11th Street, Austin TX 78701
512-416-2638
laura.cruzada@txdot.gov
 

mailto:laura.cruzada@txdot.gov


From: Laura Cruzada
To: celestine.bryant@actribe.org; ithompson@choctawnation.com; lhuffman@choctawnation.com;

theodorev@comanchenation.com; janthpo@gmail.com; david.cook@kialegeetribe.net;
kentcollier2000@yahoo.com; thpo@tttown.org; Holly Houghten; section106@mcn-nsn.gov; raebutler@mcn-
nsn.gov; clowe@mcn-nsn.gov; earlii@tunica.org; Theodore Isham; lbrown@tonkawatribe.com;
mallen@tonkawatribe.com; jwaffle@tonkawatribe.com; jwmunkres@osagenation-nsn.gov;
Gary.McAdams@wichitatribe.com; Terri.Parton@wichitatribe.com; rquezada@ydsp-nsn.gov; Elizabeth Toombs;
Alina Shively; emspain@mcn-nsn.gov; dpacheco@okkt.net; ahunter@osagenation-nsn.gov;
khenry@coushattatribela.org; hahteed@comanchenation.com; martinac@comanchenation.com;
dbatton@choctawnation.com; kyrau@astribe.com; margaretm@comanchenation.com; kpritchett@ukb-nsn.gov;
cwhite@pci-nsn.gov; alec.tobine@actribe.org; chascoleman75@yahoo.com; 106NAGPRA@astribe.com;
sodonnell@osagenation-nsn.gov; THPO@pci-nsn.gov; "jonasj@coushattatribela.org"; mooseanico@gmail.com;
llangley@coushatta.org; lhaikey@pci-nsn.gov; lbilyeu@choctawnation.com; dkelly@delawarenation.com;
nalligood@delawarenation.com; jdaukei@mathpo.org; dhill@caddo.xyz; caddochair.cn@gmail.com;
jlowe@alabama-quassarte.org; Turner Hunt; dfrazier@astribe.com; epa4apachetribeok@gmail.com;
ethompson@delawarenation-nsn.gov; dbatton@choctawnation.com; rdfontenot@coushatta.org;
mcurrie@choctawnation.com; kellie@tribaladminservices.org; jrodgers@osagenation-nsn.gov; dhill@caddo.xyz

Cc: Scott Pletka
Subject: Agenda and list of projects for 2 p.m. call TODAY with TxDOT
Date: Wednesday, December 18, 2019 12:04:00 PM

Good afternoon,
We look forward to speaking with you on the 2 p.m. monthly call with TxDOT today, Dec. 18. Please
find a proposed agenda below – if you have any items, please send them to me to add. Thank you!
 
Join Webex meeting
 
+1-415-655-0003 United States TOLL 
Meeting number (access code): 730 325 732
Meeting password:         Enviro2019@
 
 
December Sec. 106 Monthly Call
Agenda and List of Projects
 

1. Program Updates
a. Annual Consultation Meeting

b. Areas of Interest and Contact Information

c. Tribal Histories Project Update – January for public outreach document; white
papers are next, due by August.

d. NAGPRA update – letters drafted and with planning committee now

e. Tribal Advisory Board update

f. Events: SAAs, Texas Association of Museums, TBAG

 

2. Mitigation
a. Supplemental

                                                    i.     Paleoindian Museum Exhibit project needs tribal reps (Starr Co.)
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                                                   ii.     Law Enforcement Training kicking off

b. Data Recovery:

                                                    i.     Anderson County - CSJ 0198-03-026, US 176 Widen road to four lane divided
highway;– 3 sites, 2 of which have Caddo components.

                                                   ii.     Borderland Expressway (Formerly Northeast Parkway) in El Paso County -
Testing is wrapping up on two sites. On 41EP2908, a small pueblo room
block was exposed, with adobe walls and floor contacted at about 40 cm.
There is also evidence for at least two probable pit houses and several
hearths. Though a formal recommendation has yet to be made, the site will
likely be recommended for data recovery. On 41EP2913, a midden has been
exposed, and a deeper excavation extended into the interior of a structure,
but it is unclear whether this is a pueblo room or a formal pit house (a
collared hearth was encountered on the floor). Though a formal
recommendation has yet to be made, the site will likely be recommended
for data recovery. A third site (41EP5740) scheduled for testing has not yet
been investigated, pending a permit required to dig with heavy machinery
on Fort Bliss.

 

 
 

3. Field Work Updates
a. CSJ: 2222-20-018, Escondido Draw Recreational Trail improvements, San

Angelo District, Crockett County – 42 sites including 41 prehistoric lithic scatters
and 1 historic scatter; survey to be scheduled. (11-19-19)

b. CSJ: 2222-20-017, Rio Bravo Adventure Park trail improvements; Harris County,
Houston District – no sites; survey to be scheduled. (11-19-19)

c. CSJ: 2222-20-008, Twin Lakes Moto Recreation Trail construction; Fort Worth
District, Jack County – no sites; survey to be scheduled. (10-25-19)

d. CSJ: 0492-04-034, FM 756 widening, Smith County, Tyler District – no sites in
APE, however landowner says prehistoric cemetery is in APE; survey to be
scheduled. (10-25-19). 

e. CSJ: 0339-04-036, SH 105 Widening, Beaumont District, Hardin County – no
sites in APE, survey to be scheduled. (10-25-19)

f. Denton Co, FM 455 – testing on 3 historic age sites. Testing fieldwork complete,
and report is under review. At least one site (41DN617), and possibly two
(41DN593) will potentially proceed to data recovery.

g. CSJ: 0424-01-054; SH 31, Roadway Widening; Gregg and Smith Counties, Tyler
District - 3 previously recorded sites in the existing ROW. TxDOT recommends
no further work required for evaluated areas; TxDOT shall complete review for
unevaluated areas once access is obtained. (10-9-19)

h. CSJ 0165-02-061; US 271 Highway Widening; Smith and Gregg Counties, Tyler
District - No additional work warranted on identified sites; no further work
required for evaluated areas; TxDOT shall complete review for unevaluated areas



once access is obtained. (10-4-19)

i. CSJ: 2222-20-006, Construct Hike and Bike Trail in Austin, Travis County,
Austin District – 2 sites with lithic scatters; awaiting results of survey. (10-4-19)

j. CSJ: 2222-20-009, Construct Hike and Bike Trail in Kyle, TX. Austin District,
Hays County – no sites; awaiting results of survey. (10-4-19)

k. CSJ: 2222-20-002, Rec Trails construction, Avery, Red River County, Paris
District – no sites; survey to be scheduled (9-9-19)

l. CSJ: 2222-20-016, Construct Trail from Annona to Avery, Red River County,
Paris District – no sites; survey to be scheduled (9-6-19)

m. CSJ: 2222-20-013, Clarksville – to Highway 82, Construct Trail, Red River
County, Paris District – no sites; survey to be scheduled (9-6-19)

n. CSJ: 2222-20-004, Construct Trail in Clarksville for Northeast Texas Trail, Red
River County, Paris District – no sites; survey to be scheduled (9-6-19)

o. CSJ: 2222-20-003, Northeast Texas Trail, Wolfe City, Hunt County, Paris District
– no sites; survey to be scheduled (9-6-19)

p. CSJ: 2222-20-001, Construct Northeast Texas Trail, Red River County, Paris
District – no sites; survey to be scheduled (9-6-19)

q. CSJ: 1951-01-011, FM 1515, Roadway Widening; Denton County, Dallas
District; no sites; survey Survey scheduled for early January.  (8-30-19)

r. CSJ: 0015-09-187, IH-35 Intersection Improvements, South Bound Auxiliary
Lanes, and Reverse South Bound Ramps, Williamson County, Austin District (8-
26-19)

s. El Paso County – Northeast Parkway, testing at 3 sites scheduled for September

t. CSJ: 2222-19-003, White Lake Loop Trail - construct trail, boardwalk - Fort Bend
County, Houston District – sites in APE previously surveyed; will be resurveyed.

u. CSJ: 2222-20-007, Winters Bayou Bird Sanctuary trail, boardwalk and trail
bridge construction - San Jacinto County, Lufkin District – no sites identified in
background study; survey to be scheduled.

v. CSJ: 0214-03-035, SH 63 - Construct new bridge over Sabine River into Vernon
Parish, Louisiana on new alignment., Newton County, Beaumont District - no
sites identified in background study; survey to be scheduled.

w. (8-9-19)

x. CSJ 2158-01-019 and 2158-01-020, FM 2275 Road Widening; Gregg County,
Tyler District; further evaluation on 41GG55 prehistoric site.

a. CSJ 1502-03-006, Loop 88 Project:  New Roadway; Lubbock County, LBB
District – no sites but survey to be scheduled.

b. CSJ 1502-02-002, Loop 88 Project:  New Roadway; Lubbock County, LBB



District – no sites but survey to be scheduled.

c. CSJ 0255-05-044, US 281 Highway Widening; Brooks and Hidalgo, PHR District
– survey to be scheduled; two sites in APE.

 

4. Survey/No Properties/Proceed to Construction
a. CSJ: 0221-05-065, US 271 widening and reconstruction, Atlanta District, Titus County –

sites in ROW, testing for eligibility on Nov. 4-8. Testing concluded and no additional
features detected. Sending sediment from possible post mold feature for
macrobotanical analysis and radiocarbon dating of charcoal found in the pit, but it does
not seem that this is a true post mold at first blush. Recommending site not eligible
based on lack of features  and lack of further research potential. No further work is
recommended. For second site: Previously work determined that there was a small
Caddo site but material was sparse and further work for archeology was not warranted.
However, we wanted to make sure that no burials were present. In early December,
Waldo and I conducted survey with cadaver dogs and then scraped a sample
approximately 25% of the site in ROW (roughly 365 m3) and found no indications of
burials or other prehistoric features. The cadaver dogs were also deployed at Jen’s site
on the north side of White Oak Creek/Bayou. (10-25-19)

b. CSJ: 0905-06-095, Upland Avenue Road Widening - Lubbock County, Lubbock District –
Survey completed December 3 and no sites were identified. No further work
recommended.

c. CSJ: 090506095, Upland Ave. road improvements, Lubbock County, Lubbock District
(12-18-19)

d. CSJ 1051-01-051, etc., FM 664 Highway Widening; Ellis County, Dallas District – no
historic properties in current survey. Survey fieldwork complete, report under review.
One new site (41EL281) recorded: fragments of an early 20th century historic
farmstead (recommended ineligible). Another previously recorded site (41EL258)
revisited, and the previous recommendation as ineligible stands. (8-13-19)

e. CSJ: 1051-01-038, FM 664, Roadway Widening, Ellis County, Dallas District – 1 ineligible
historic site; Survey fieldwork complete, report under review. One new site (41EL281)
recorded: fragments of an early 20th century historic farmstead (recommended
ineligible). Another previously recorded site (41EL258) revisited, and the previous
recommendation as ineligible stands. (10-4-19)

f. CSJ: 0495-07-074, improvements to IH 20 and SH 31; Tyler District, Gregg County – no
sites in APE; Survey completed. One historic, mid-20th century structure was identified.
No other sites found within APE and no further work recommended. (10-25-19)

5. Desktop Reviews/No Properties/Proceed to Construction
a. CSJ: 0024-07-059, US 90, from SH 211 to I-410, Convert Non-Freeway to Freeway,

Bexar County, San Antonio District – 2 sites in APE. One site ineligible, determined
through background study. No survey to be scheduled based on previous investigations
and documentation finding 1 site ineligible. (10-25-19)

b. CSJ: 0204-01-063, US 79 roadway widening; Williamson County, Austin District (12-18-
19)

c. 0922-33-178, Laredo World Trade Bridge DAP Project (new FAST Lanes); Webb County,
Laredo District – 5 sites, all ineligible - lithic scatters and lithic procurement areas. All
impacted by historic land-use and later roadway construction and urbanization. (12-6-
19)

d. CSJ: 0915-46-045, Rudeloff Road widening; Guadalupe County, San Antonio District.



(12-6-19)

e. CSJ: 2552-03-049, Loop 375, Roadway Widening; El Paso County, El Paso District – 3
ineligible sites; one undetermined; one mapped in paved shoulder. (12-6-19)

f. CSJ: 1776-02-018, FM 2001, Widen Existing Roadway; Hays County, Austin District –
one site with 19th century and early 20th century materials; ineligible. (12-6-19)

g. CSJ: 1048-03-011, FM 780 road widening and rehab; Dallas District, Ellis County –
historic cemetery adjacent to APE (11-22-19)

h. CSJ: 0914-05-193, University Blvd. Widen Roadway; Williamson County, Austin District
(11-21-19)

 

 
 
 
Laura Cruzada
Public Involvement Specialist & Tribal Liaison
Environmental Affairs Division

125 E. 11th Street, Austin TX 78701
512-416-2638
laura.cruzada@txdot.gov
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From: Laura Cruzada
To: celestine.bryant@actribe.org; ithompson@choctawnation.com; theodorev@comanchenation.com;

janthpo@gmail.com; david.cook@kialegeetribe.net; kentcollier2000@yahoo.com; thpo@tttown.org; Holly
Houghten; section106@mcn-nsn.gov; raebutler@mcn-nsn.gov; clowe@mcn-nsn.gov; earlii@tunica.org;
lbrown@tonkawatribe.com; mallen@tonkawatribe.com; jwaffle@tonkawatribe.com;
Gary.McAdams@wichitatribe.com; Terri.Parton@wichitatribe.com; rquezada@ydsp-nsn.gov; Elizabeth Toombs;
Alina Shively; emspain@mcn-nsn.gov; dpacheco@okkt.net; ahunter@osagenation-nsn.gov;
khenry@coushattatribela.org; hahteed@comanchenation.com; martinac@comanchenation.com;
dbatton@choctawnation.com; kyrau@astribe.com; margaretm@comanchenation.com; kpritchett@ukb-nsn.gov;
cwhite@pci-nsn.gov; alec.tobine@actribe.org; chascoleman75@yahoo.com; 106NAGPRA@astribe.com;
sodonnell@osagenation-nsn.gov; THPO@pci-nsn.gov; "jonasj@coushattatribela.org"; mooseanico@gmail.com;
llangley@coushatta.org; lhaikey@pci-nsn.gov; lbilyeu@choctawnation.com; dkelly@delawarenation.com;
nalligood@delawarenation.com; jdaukei@mathpo.org; dhill@caddo.xyz; caddochair.cn@gmail.com;
jlowe@alabama-quassarte.org; thunt@mcn-nsn.gov; dfrazier@astribe.com; epa4apachetribeok@gmail.com;
ethompson@delawarenation-nsn.gov; dbatton@choctawnation.com; rdfontenot@coushatta.org;
mcurrie@choctawnation.com; kellie@tribaladminservices.org; jrodgers@osagenation-nsn.gov;
cbutler@astribe.com

Cc: Scott Pletka; "AICP Barbara C. Maley (Barbara.Maley@dot.gov)"
Subject: Notes from Sec. 106 Monthly Call with TxDOT
Date: Thursday, December 19, 2019 2:12:00 PM
Attachments: Archlist 12.12.19.pdf

Archlist 11.21.19.pdf
Archlist 11.27.19.pdf
Archlist 12.04.19.pdf

Good afternoon – please find notes from yesterday’s monthly call with TxDOT along with projects
coordinated according to our PA with SHPO and ACHP. Thank you!
 
 
 
December Sec. 106 Monthly Call
Notes and List of Projects
 

1. Participants:
a. Laura Cruzada and Scott Pletka, TxDOT

b. Maddie Currie, Choctaw Nation

c. Devon Frazier, Absentee Shawnee Tribe (Carol Butler started this week; Devon
will send us her contact information.)

d. Erin Paden, Delaware Nation

e. RaeLynn Butler, Muscogee (Creek) Nation

f. Barbara Maley, FHWA

g. Emman Spain, Muscogee (Creek) Nation

 

2. Program Updates
a. Annual Consultation Meeting –

                                                    i.     TxDOT and TMD no longer going to be able to partner, at least for this
year. Not sure about future.

                                                   ii.     TxDOT looking to plan one for same time frame and combine it with
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OUR MISSION:  Through collaboration and leadership, we deliver a safe, reliable, and integrated transportation system that enables the movement of people and goods. 
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MEMO
 December 12, 2019


 


 
To: ECOS, Various Road Projects, Various CSJs, 


 Various Districts 


 


From: Scott Pletka, Ph.D. 


  


Subject: Internal review under the 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 projects reviewed internally by qualified TxDOT archeologists. The projects will have no effect on 


archeological historic properties.  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 County Roadway Description 


Work 


Performed Consultation 


Initial Consult 


Date 


0915-46-045 SAT Guadalupe Rudeloff 
Major road 


widening 


Background 


Study 
Formal 


 


0918-11-099 DAL Kaufman Rockwall Ave Trail/sidewalk 
Background 


Study 
ETCT 3/2/2018 


0196-07-034 DAL Dallas 


Woodall 


Rogers 


Freeway 


Minor road 


widening 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 3/8/2019 


0016-08-039 SAT Bexar SL 368 
Bridge 


replacement 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 6/26/2017 


0913-09-091 YKM Wharton CR 252 
Bridge 


replacement 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 6/26/2017 


0913-09-098 YKM Wharton CR 430 
Bridge 


replacement 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 6/26/2017 


0913-09-070 YKM Wharton CR 467 
Bridge 


replacement 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 1/6/2017 


0322-01-051 AUS Bastrop SH 95 
Minor road 


widening 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 3/8/2019 


1183-04-003 ODA Culberson FM 2119 
Minor road 


widening 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 3/8/2019 


1183-01-014 ODA Reeves FM 2119 
Minor road 


widening 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 11/1/2019 


 


 


Signature ________________________________________________     Date:  12 / 12 / 2019 


For TxDOT 


cc:  THC                  
 
The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this project are 
being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding dated December 16, 
2014, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT. 








 


 


OUR VALUES:  People • Accountability • Trust • Honesty 


OUR MISSION:  Through collaboration and leadership, we deliver a safe, reliable, and integrated transportation system that enables the movement of people and goods. 


An Equal Opportunity Employer 


 


MEMO
 November 21, 2019


To: ECOS, Various Road Projects, Various CSJs, 


 Various Districts 


 


From: Scott Pletka, Ph.D. 


  


Subject: Internal review under the 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 projects reviewed internally by qualified TxDOT archeologists. The projects will have no effect 


on archeological historic properties.  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 County Roadway Description 


Work 


Performed Consultation 


Initial Consult 


Date 


0924-06-064 ELP El Paso 
University 


Ave 
Trail/sidewalk 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 8/27/2018 


3187-01-005 HOU Harris SH 99 
Minor road 


widening 


Background 


Study 
N/A  


2222-20-015 YKM Calhoun N/A 


Rec 


Trails/Bayfront 


Park Trail 


Background 


Study 
Formal 11/19/2019 


0379-01-046 AMA Potter SH 136 
Minor road 


widening 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 3/8/2019 


0008-02-073 FTW Parker US 180 
Bridge 


replacement 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 3/8/2019 


0076-08-027 SJT Reagan US 67 
Minor road 


widening 


Background 


Study 
Formal 11/8/2019 


0070-06-041 BWD McCulloch US 87 
Minor road 


widening 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 11/1/2019 


1376-02-042 AUS Travis FM 1325 
Minor road 


widening 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 3/8/2019 


2247-01-011 DAL Collin FM 2194 
Minor road 


widening 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 3/10/2017 


 


 


Signature ________________________________________________     Date:  11 / 21 / 2019 


For TxDOT 


cc:  THC                  
 
The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this project are 
being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding dated December 16, 
2014, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT. 








 


 


OUR VALUES:  People • Accountability • Trust • Honesty 


OUR MISSION:  Through collaboration and leadership, we deliver a safe, reliable, and integrated transportation system that enables the movement of people and goods. 


An Equal Opportunity Employer 


 


MEMO
 November 27, 2019


 


 


To: ECOS, Various Road Projects, Various CSJs, 


 Various Districts 


 


From: Scott Pletka, Ph.D. 


  


Subject: Internal review under the 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 projects reviewed internally by qualified TxDOT archeologists. The projects will have no effect 


on archeological historic properties.  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 County Roadway Description 


Work 


Performed Consultation 


Initial 


Consult 


Date 


0924-06-425 ELP El Paso 
Alabama 


St 


Bridge 


replacement 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 1/6/2017 


0924-06-422 ELP El Paso 
Yarbrough 


Dr 


Bridge 


replacement 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 1/6/2017 


0924-06-419 ELP El Paso Davis Dr 
Bridge 


replacement 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 1/6/2017 


0924-06-421 ELP El Paso Delta Dr 
Bridge 


replacement 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 1/6/2017 


0088-05-098 YKM Victoria 
US 59 


Frontage 
New road 


Background 


Study 
ETCT 9/22/2017 


 


 


 


Signature ________________________________________________     Date:  11 / 27 / 2019 


For TxDOT 


cc:  THC                  
 
The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this project are 
being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding dated December 16, 
2014, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT. 








OUR VALUES:  People • Accountability • Trust • Honesty 


OUR MISSION:  Through collaboration and leadership, we deliver a safe, reliable, and integrated transportation system that enables the movement of people and goods. 


An Equal Opportunity Employer 


MEMO
December 4, 2019


To: ECOS, Various Road Projects, Various CSJs, 


Various Districts 


From: Scott Pletka, Ph.D. 


Subject: Internal review under the 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 projects reviewed internally by qualified TxDOT archeologists. The projects will have no effect 


on archeological historic properties.  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 County Roadway Description 
Work 


Performed 
Consultation 


Initial 


Consult Date 


1776-02-018 AUS Hays FM 2001 
Minor road 


widening 


Background 


Study 
Formal 


0922-33-178 LRD Webb 


Laredo 


Trade 


Bridge 


Minor road 


widening 


Background 


Study 
Formal 12/5/2019 


2552-03-049 ELP El Paso LP 375 
Minor road 


widening 


Background 


Study 
Formal 12/5/2019 


Signature ________________________________________________   Date:  12 / 04 / 2019 


For TxDOT 


cc:  THC 


The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this project are 
being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding dated December 16, 
2014, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT. 







training about NEPA, NAGPRA as part of supplemental mitigation for
the site in Crane Co.

                                                  iii.     TxDOT will look into NPI’s training and look at other partners to see
how to fund.

                                                  iv.     Previous discussion with Alabama Coushatta – they are willing to
partner this year for the training in terms of funding.

                                                   v.     à Need tribes to be part of planning committee, which will begin in
New Year.

                                                  vi.     Barbara Maley: maybe try to reach out for FHWA for consultation.
Maybe try again. Planning Conference in San Antonio May 5-7 in San
Antonio. à reach out to see if there are any synergies.

1. Emman Spain – calendar is pretty full in May.

a. Areas of Interest and Contact Information – please send us any updates to your
counties or contact information so we can make sure to consult appropriately.

b. Tribal Histories Project Update – February for public outreach document; white
papers are next, due by August.

c. NAGPRA update – letters drafted and with planning committee now

d. Tribal Advisory Board update – will be following up soon and will send topics
and documents to tribes.

 

3. Mitigation
a. Supplemental

                                                    i.     Paleoindian Museum Exhibit project needs tribal reps (Starr Co.)

                                                   ii.     Law Enforcement Training kicking off

b. Data Recovery:

                                                    i.     Anderson County - CSJ 0198-03-026, US 176 Widen road to four lane divided
highway;– 3 sites, 2 of which have Caddo components.

                                                   ii.     Borderland Expressway (Formerly Northeast Parkway) in El Paso County -
Testing is wrapping up on two sites. On 41EP2908, a small pueblo room
block was exposed, with adobe walls and floor contacted at about 40 cm.
There is also evidence for at least two probable pit houses and several
hearths. Though a formal recommendation has yet to be made, the site will
likely be recommended for data recovery. On 41EP2913, a midden has been
exposed, and a deeper excavation extended into the interior of a structure,
but it is unclear whether this is a pueblo room or a formal pit house (a
collared hearth was encountered on the floor). Though a formal
recommendation has yet to be made, the site will likely be recommended
for data recovery. A third site (41EP5740) scheduled for testing has not yet
been investigated, pending a permit required to dig with heavy machinery



on Fort Bliss.

 

 
 

4. Field Work Updates
a. CSJ: 2222-20-018, Escondido Draw Recreational Trail improvements, San

Angelo District, Crockett County – 42 sites including 41 prehistoric lithic scatters
and 1 historic scatter; survey to be scheduled. (11-19-19)

b. CSJ: 2222-20-017, Rio Bravo Adventure Park trail improvements; Harris County,
Houston District – no sites; survey to be scheduled. (11-19-19)

c. CSJ: 2222-20-008, Twin Lakes Moto Recreation Trail construction; Fort Worth
District, Jack County – no sites; survey to be scheduled. (10-25-19)

d. CSJ: 0492-04-034, FM 756 widening, Smith County, Tyler District – no sites in
APE, however landowner says prehistoric cemetery is in APE; survey to be
scheduled. (10-25-19). 

e. CSJ: 0339-04-036, SH 105 Widening, Beaumont District, Hardin County – no
sites in APE, survey to be scheduled. (10-25-19)

f. Denton Co, FM 455 – testing on 3 historic age sites. Testing fieldwork complete,
and report is under review. At least one site (41DN617), and possibly two
(41DN593) will potentially proceed to data recovery.

g. CSJ: 0424-01-054; SH 31, Roadway Widening; Gregg and Smith Counties, Tyler
District - 3 previously recorded sites in the existing ROW. TxDOT recommends
no further work required for evaluated areas; TxDOT shall complete review for
unevaluated areas once access is obtained. (10-9-19)

h. CSJ 0165-02-061; US 271 Highway Widening; Smith and Gregg Counties, Tyler
District - No additional work warranted on identified sites; no further work
required for evaluated areas; TxDOT shall complete review for unevaluated areas
once access is obtained. (10-4-19)

i. CSJ: 2222-20-006, Construct Hike and Bike Trail in Austin, Travis County,
Austin District – 2 sites with lithic scatters; awaiting results of survey. (10-4-19)

j. CSJ: 2222-20-009, Construct Hike and Bike Trail in Kyle, TX. Austin District,
Hays County – no sites; awaiting results of survey. (10-4-19)

k. CSJ: 2222-20-002, Rec Trails construction, Avery, Red River County, Paris
District – no sites; survey to be scheduled (9-9-19)

l. CSJ: 2222-20-016, Construct Trail from Annona to Avery, Red River County,
Paris District – no sites; survey to be scheduled (9-6-19)

m. CSJ: 2222-20-013, Clarksville – to Highway 82, Construct Trail, Red River
County, Paris District – no sites; survey to be scheduled (9-6-19)

n. CSJ: 2222-20-004, Construct Trail in Clarksville for Northeast Texas Trail, Red



River County, Paris District – no sites; survey to be scheduled (9-6-19)

o. CSJ: 2222-20-003, Northeast Texas Trail, Wolfe City, Hunt County, Paris District
– no sites; survey to be scheduled (9-6-19)

p. CSJ: 2222-20-001, Construct Northeast Texas Trail, Red River County, Paris
District – no sites; survey to be scheduled (9-6-19)

q. CSJ: 1951-01-011, FM 1515, Roadway Widening; Denton County, Dallas
District; no sites; survey Survey scheduled for early January.  (8-30-19)

r. CSJ: 0015-09-187, IH-35 Intersection Improvements, South Bound Auxiliary
Lanes, and Reverse South Bound Ramps, Williamson County, Austin District (8-
26-19)

s. El Paso County – Northeast Parkway, testing at 3 sites scheduled for September

t. CSJ: 2222-19-003, White Lake Loop Trail - construct trail, boardwalk - Fort Bend
County, Houston District – sites in APE previously surveyed; will be resurveyed.

u. CSJ: 2222-20-007, Winters Bayou Bird Sanctuary trail, boardwalk and trail
bridge construction - San Jacinto County, Lufkin District – no sites identified in
background study; survey to be scheduled.

v. CSJ: 0214-03-035, SH 63 - Construct new bridge over Sabine River into Vernon
Parish, Louisiana on new alignment., Newton County, Beaumont District - no
sites identified in background study; survey to be scheduled.

w. (8-9-19)

x. CSJ 2158-01-019 and 2158-01-020, FM 2275 Road Widening; Gregg County,
Tyler District; further evaluation on 41GG55 prehistoric site.

a. CSJ 1502-03-006, Loop 88 Project:  New Roadway; Lubbock County, LBB
District – no sites but survey to be scheduled.

b. CSJ 1502-02-002, Loop 88 Project:  New Roadway; Lubbock County, LBB
District – no sites but survey to be scheduled.

c. CSJ 0255-05-044, US 281 Highway Widening; Brooks and Hidalgo, PHR District
– survey to be scheduled; two sites in APE.

 

5. Survey/No Properties/Proceed to Construction
a. CSJ: 0221-05-065, US 271 widening and reconstruction, Atlanta District, Titus County –

sites in ROW, testing for eligibility on Nov. 4-8. Testing concluded and no additional
features detected. Sending sediment from possible post mold feature for
macrobotanical analysis and radiocarbon dating of charcoal found in the pit, but it does
not seem that this is a true post mold at first blush. Recommending site not eligible
based on lack of features  and lack of further research potential. No further work is
recommended. For second site: Previously work determined that there was a small
Caddo site but material was sparse and further work for archeology was not warranted.
However, we wanted to make sure that no burials were present. In early December,
Waldo and I conducted survey with cadaver dogs and then scraped a sample



approximately 25% of the site in ROW (roughly 365 m3) and found no indications of
burials or other prehistoric features. The cadaver dogs were also deployed at Jen’s site
on the north side of White Oak Creek/Bayou. (10-25-19)

b. CSJ: 0905-06-095, Upland Avenue Road Widening - Lubbock County, Lubbock District –
Survey completed December 3 and no sites were identified. No further work
recommended.

c. CSJ: 090506095, Upland Ave. road improvements, Lubbock County, Lubbock District
(12-18-19)

d. CSJ 1051-01-051, etc., FM 664 Highway Widening; Ellis County, Dallas District – no
historic properties in current survey. Survey fieldwork complete, report under review.
One new site (41EL281) recorded: fragments of an early 20th century historic
farmstead (recommended ineligible). Another previously recorded site (41EL258)
revisited, and the previous recommendation as ineligible stands. (8-13-19)

e. CSJ: 1051-01-038, FM 664, Roadway Widening, Ellis County, Dallas District – 1 ineligible
historic site; Survey fieldwork complete, report under review. One new site (41EL281)
recorded: fragments of an early 20th century historic farmstead (recommended
ineligible). Another previously recorded site (41EL258) revisited, and the previous
recommendation as ineligible stands. (10-4-19)

f. CSJ: 0495-07-074, improvements to IH 20 and SH 31; Tyler District, Gregg County – no
sites in APE; Survey completed. One historic, mid-20th century structure was identified.
No other sites found within APE and no further work recommended. (10-25-19)

6. Desktop Reviews/No Properties/Proceed to Construction
a. CSJ: 0024-07-059, US 90, from SH 211 to I-410, Convert Non-Freeway to Freeway,

Bexar County, San Antonio District – 2 sites in APE. One site ineligible, determined
through background study. No survey to be scheduled based on previous investigations
and documentation finding 1 site ineligible. (10-25-19)

b. CSJ: 0204-01-063, US 79 roadway widening; Williamson County, Austin District (12-18-
19)

c. 0922-33-178, Laredo World Trade Bridge DAP Project (new FAST Lanes); Webb County,
Laredo District – 5 sites, all ineligible - lithic scatters and lithic procurement areas. All
impacted by historic land-use and later roadway construction and urbanization. (12-6-
19)

d. CSJ: 0915-46-045, Rudeloff Road widening; Guadalupe County, San Antonio District.
(12-6-19)

e. CSJ: 2552-03-049, Loop 375, Roadway Widening; El Paso County, El Paso District – 3
ineligible sites; one undetermined; one mapped in paved shoulder. (12-6-19)

f. CSJ: 1776-02-018, FM 2001, Widen Existing Roadway; Hays County, Austin District –
one site with 19th century and early 20th century materials; ineligible. (12-6-19)

g. CSJ: 1048-03-011, FM 780 road widening and rehab; Dallas District, Ellis County –
historic cemetery adjacent to APE (11-22-19)

h. CSJ: 0914-05-193, University Blvd. Widen Roadway; Williamson County, Austin District
(11-21-19)

 

 
 



 
Laura Cruzada
Public Involvement Specialist & Tribal Liaison
Environmental Affairs Division

125 E. 11th Street, Austin TX 78701
512-416-2638
laura.cruzada@txdot.gov
 

mailto:laura.cruzada@txdot.gov
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f Texas Department of Transportation'
/- DEWTTT c. GREER srRre nrcttwRv BLDG. . 125 E. 11TH sTREET. AUSTTN, TEXAS 78701-2483 . (512) 463-8585

June 27.2014

Mr. Bryant J. Celestine,
Historic Preservation Officer
Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas
571 State Park Rd 56
Livingston, TX 77351

RE: CSJ: 1776-02-018; FM 2001, from lH 35 to East of SH 123, Roadway Realignment and
Widening; Hays and Caldwell Counties, Austin 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
Officer, 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 improvements along Farm-to-Market Road (FM)
2001, east of lnterstate Highway (lH) 35, near the Community of Buda, Hays County,
Texas. The improvements would include roadway realignment and widening along FM
2001, from lH 35 fo easf of Sfafe Highway (SH) 123. Maps that show the proposed project
location are attached, as well as a map of the state that indicates the location of Hays and
Caldwell Counties.

The area of potential effects (APE) for the proposed undertaking would be defined to
include the project length of approximately 8.86 miles and existing right of way (ROW),
which varies from 120 to 160 feet wide. The project would require approximatelyl14.6
acres of proposed new ROW, 15.5 acres of new easemenfs, and 0.08 acre for a temporary
easement. The total project area would be approximately 186.6 acres. Based upon the
present project design, the depth of impacts would be an estimated maximum of 16 feet
helow the current ground surtace for cross drainage structures and a maximum of 2 feet

OI,JR GOALS
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, Austin District

CSJ: 1776-02-018; FM 2001, from lH 35 to East of SH 123,
Roadway Realignment and Widening; Hays and Caldwell Counties

in depth for the remainder of the project. For the purposes of this cultural resources review,
potential impacts are considered within an area that includes the stated APE, as well as a 50-
foot lateral buffer to account for potential alterations to the proposed APE included in the final
project design. Consultation would be continued if potential impacts extend beyond this buffer,
based on the final design.

A review of the Geologic Atlas of Texas, Austin Sheet, indicates that the underlying geology of
the APE is comprised of formations that have historically demonstrated minimal potential for the
presence of buried intact archeological deposits (http://www.twdb.state.tx.us/GwRD/GTA/
GAT/index.htm).

Review of the Texas Archeological Sites Atlas shows 2 previously recorded
archeological sifes (41HY436 and 41CW35) tocated within 1.0 kilometer (0.62 miles) of the
APE (http://nueces.thc.state.tx.us/). However, both of these sifes are located more than
100 meters (328 feet) beyond the APE and would not be impacted by this proiect.

Because the project plans include roadway realignment and project requirement for more
than 100 acres of proposed new ROW, TxDOT recommends that: 1) a buffer zone of 50
feet beyond the APE be considered as part of the cultural resources evaluation; and 2)
additional archeologicat investigations be conducted to confirm the presence or absence
of intact archeological deposits that could be adversely impacted by the undeftaking.
The additional archeotogical investigations may include activities ranging from futther
background study or reconnaissance suruey to intensive survey, with likelihood for
mechanical trenching and/or shovel testing. The minimum level of effort would be a
background study of the proposed project APE. This study would include review of
available maps, databases, repotTs, and other archival documentation. The information
would be evaluated for natural conditions, resulfs of previous archeological proiects,
and/or existing disturbances that could affect the presence or preseruation of
archeological deposits. TxDOT would continue consultation in the event that additional
archeological investigations reveal archeological deposits that could be adversely
impacted by the undertaking.

In the event that unanticipated archeological deposits are encountered during construction, work
in the immediate area will cease, and TxDOT archeological staff will be contacted to initiate
post-review discovery procedures under the provisions of the PA-TU and the Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between TxDOT and the Texas Historical Commission.

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. ln the event that further investigations by our
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Re: Section 106 Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Proposed Texas Department of Transportation Project, Austin District

CSJ: 1776-02-018; fU 2001, from lH 35 to East of SH 123,
Roadway Realignment and Widening; Hays and Caldwell Counties

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 Jon Budd
(TxDOT Archeologist) at 5121416-2640 (email: Jon.Budd@txdot.gov) or me at 5121416-2638
(email: Sharon.Dornheim@txdot.gov). When replying to this correspondence by US Mail, please
ensure that the envelope address includes reference to the Archeological Studies Branch,
Environmental Affairs Division.

Sincerely,

{qar^M
Sharon Dornheim
Staff Archeolog ist / 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 27, 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 1220 
Anadarko, OK  73005 
 
[copy 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, THPO 
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] 

  

   



County Location Map 
 

County: Hays and Caldwell    Project CSJ: 1776-02-018 
 
Project Name: FM 2001, from IH 35 to East of SH 123, Roadway Realignment 
and Widening; Austin District 
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From: Jimmy Arterberry
To: Sharon Dornheim
Subject: RE: Texas Department of Transportation Proposed Project, Hays and Caldwell Counties
Date: Monday, June 30, 2014 9:17:01 AM

Based on the information provided, we will concur with the recommendations being proposed by
TXDOT.
 
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: Friday, June 27, 2014 4:20 PM
To: Jimmy Arterberry
Subject: Texas Department of Transportation Proposed Project, Hays and Caldwell Counties

Good afternoon Jimmy,
 
I hope your week has gone well.
 
Attached are a letter and maps regarding a proposed project in Hays and Caldwell Counties, Texas.
 
Section 106 Consultation
 
CSJ: 1776-02-018; FM 2001, from IH 35 to East of SH 123, Roadway Realignment and Widening;
Hays and Caldwell Counties, Austin 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

mailto:jimmya@comanchenation.com
mailto:Sharon.Dornheim@txdot.gov
http://www.adobe.com/products/reader/


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.

http://dontmesswithtexas.org/


From: Robert Cast
To: Sharon Dornheim
Subject: Re: Texas Department of Transportation Proposed Project, Hays and Caldwell Counties
Date: Monday, July 07, 2014 9:27:40 AM

Sharon, no concerns with the proposal. Keep us updated. Robert 
 
On 06/27/14, Sharon Dornheim <Sharon.Dornheim@txdot.gov> wrote:

Good afternoon Robert,

 

I hope your week has gone well.

 

Attached are a letter and maps regarding a proposed project in Hays and Caldwell
Counties, Texas.

 

Section 106 Consultation

 

CSJ: 1776-02-018; FM 2001, from IH 35 to East of SH 123, Roadway Realignment and
Widening; Hays and Caldwell Counties, Austin 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

mailto:rcast@caddonation.org
mailto:Sharon.Dornheim@txdot.gov
http://www.adobe.com/products/reader/


 

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.

--
Robert Cast
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Caddo Nation of Oklahoma 
P. O. Box 487
Binger, Oklahoma 73009

http://dontmesswithtexas.org/
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Appendix H 

Farmland AD-1006 Form  



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservation Service

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)

1. Name of Project

2. Type of Project

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)

3. Date of Land Evaluation Request

5. Federal Agency Involved

6. County and State

1. Date Request Received by NRCS

YES                NO  

4.
Sheet 1 of

NRCS-CPA-106
(Rev. 1-91)

2.  Person Completing Form

4.  Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size

7.  Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

Acres: %

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

6.  Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction

Acres: %

3.  Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland?
     (If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form).

5.  Major Crop(s)

8.  Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 9.  Name of Local Site Assessment System 10.  Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS

Alternative Corridor For Segment
Corridor A            Corridor B              Corridor C            Corridor D

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency)

A.  Total Acres To Be Converted Directly

B.  Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services

C.  Total Acres In Corridor

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information

 A.  Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland

B.  Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland

C.  Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted

D.  Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative 
value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points)
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))

1.  Area in Nonurban Use

2.  Perimeter in Nonurban Use

3.  Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed

4.  Protection Provided By State And Local Government

5.  Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average

6.  Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland

Maximum
Points

15
10

20

20
10

25
57.  Availablility Of Farm Support Services

8.  On-Farm Investments

9.  Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services

10.  Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

20

25

10

160TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100

Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site
assessment) 160

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260

1.  Corridor Selected: 2.  Total Acres of Farmlands to be
     Converted by Project:

5.  Reason For Selection:

Signature of Person Completing this Part:

3. Date Of Selection: 4.  Was A Local Site Assessment Used?

YES                 NO

DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor



NRCS-CPA-106 (Reverse)

CORRIDOR - TYPE SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

            The following criteria are to be used for projects that have a linear  or corridor - type site configuration connecting two distant
points, and crossing several different tracts of land.  These include utility lines, highways, railroads, stream improvements, and flood
control systems.  Federal agencies are to assess the suitability of each corridor - type site or design alternative for protection as farmland
along with the land evaluation information.

           (1)      How much land is in nonurban use within a radius of 1.0 mile from where the project is intended?
More than 90 percent - 15 points 
90 to 20 percent - 14 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

           (2)      How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in nonurban use?
More than 90 percent - 10 points
90 to 20 percent - 9 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

           (3)      How much of the site has been farmed (managed for a scheduled harvest or timber activity) more than five of the last
10 years?
More than 90 percent - 20 points
90 to 20 percent - 19 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

           (4)      Is the site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect farmland or covered by private programs 
to protect farmland?
Site is protected - 20 points
Site is not protected - 0 points

           (5)      Is the farm unit(s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average - size farming unit in the County ?
(Average farm sizes in each county are available from the NRCS field offices in each state.  Data are from the latest available Census of
Agriculture, Acreage or Farm Units in Operation with $1,000 or more in sales.)
As large or larger - 10 points
Below average - deduct 1 point for each 5 percent below the average, down to 0 points if 50 percent or more below average - 9 to 0 points

           (6)      If the site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become non-farmable because of 
interference with land patterns?
Acreage equal to more than 25 percent of acres directly converted by the project - 25 points
Acreage equal to between 25 and 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 1 to 24 point(s)
Acreage equal to less than 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 0 points

           (7)      Does the site have available adequate supply of farm support services and markets, i.e., farm suppliers, equipment dealers, 
processing and storage facilities and farmer's markets?
All required services are available - 5 points
Some required services are available - 4 to 1 point(s)
No required services are available - 0 points

           (8)      Does the site have substantial and well-maintained on-farm investments such as barns, other storage building, fruit trees
and vines, field terraces, drainage, irrigation, waterways, or other soil and water conservation measures?
High amount of on-farm investment - 20 points
Moderate amount of on-farm investment - 19 to 1 point(s)
No on-farm investment - 0 points

           (9)      Would the project at this site, by converting farmland to nonagricultural use, reduce the demand for farm support
services so as to jeopardize the continued existence of these support services and thus, the viability of the farms remaining in the area?
Substantial reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 25 points
Some reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 1 to 24 point(s)
No significant reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 0 points

         (10)      Is the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with agriculture that it is likely to
contribute to the eventual conversion of surrounding farmland to nonagricultural use?
Proposed project is incompatible to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 10 points
Proposed project is tolerable to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 9 to 1 point(s)
Proposed project is fully compatible with existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 0 points
 



 

 

Appendix I 

Comment Response Matrix from  

Public Meeting and Public Hearing  



 

Open House Summary 
FM 2001 from I-35 to SH 21 (Camino Real) 

HAYS COUNTY, TEXAS 
CSJ #: 1776-02-018  

Comments and Responses 

WRITTEN COMMENTS RESPONSE 

Allbright, Corby:  Mr. Allbright is with Western 
Concrete.  He is concerned with heavy trucks entering 
FM 2001 causing safety concerns. Mr. Allbright has a 
shared driveway with neighbors. 

Comment Noted.  Adequate site distance will be 
verified at each driveway and intersection. 

Anderson, Courtney & Regina:  The Anderson’s are 
concerned with both Alternative A and Alternative C 
due to the down slope curve between Goforth & 
Williams Rd.   Their property is on the south edge of 
that curve and they have had vehicles come through 
their fence.  If the road is built, the Anderson’s would 
like a guardrail. If an easement is taken, they would like 
to know how much land will be needed and if their 
fence would be rebuilt.  

The proposed roadway grades, horizontal geometry, 
vertical geometry, and superelevation will be updated 
to provide safer driving conditions.  Side slopes steeper 
than 3:1 will be protected with guardrail.  Landowners 
will be contacted regarding any easements necessary 
for the proposed roadway when a preferred alignment 
is determined. 

Doran, Betty:  Ms. Doran commented the existing 
2001 or “No Build” Alternative should not be an option.  
She commented the new route would work. 

Guidance from the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) States that “Although the ‘no-build alternative’ 
(which might include short-term minor activities) might 
not seem reasonable, it must always be included in the 
analysis.” (FHWA website, accessed March 7, 2014) 
Therefore, the No Build Alternative is carried forward, 
as required by the National Environmental Policy Act, 
to provide a baseline condition in the environmental 
document.   

Endicott, Mark J. (also gave a verbal comment):  
Mr. Endicott asked how any of the alternatives would 
affect his property at 1720 FM 2001. His driveway is 
directly across from 107, which is Satterwhite Road.   
He has two easements to IH 35 -- to 2001. He provided 
the project team with a map.  He was told his property 
would not be affected.  He requested that if anything 
changes to let him know.   

At this time none of the alternatives would impact Mr. 
Endicott’s property.  Mr Endicott will be informed of any 
changes through additional public involvement or 
during ROW acquisition phase, if applicable. 

Ewald Marcum, Darlene: Ms. Ewald Marcum lives 
near Ewald Estates-Rohde Road.  She commented 
Ewald Estates would prefer Alternative B or Alternative 
C. 

Comment Noted. 

Ewald, Brian: Mr. Ewald prefers Alternative C first then 
Alternative B. 

Comment Noted. 

Greaves, Tony:  Mr. Greaves prefers Alternative B 
because it provides the most access to the largest 
number of people. 

Comment Noted. 

Hinz, Mike:  Mr. Hinz prefers Alternative B and 
commented where the section crosses Goforth Road 
and proceeds down Rohde Road appears to be the 
most direct route to SH 21 and would have the least 
amount of relocation necessary. 

Alternatives A and B require two relocations which is 
the fewest of all the alternatives. 

Hopkins, Stephen L.:  Mr. Hopkins prefers Alternative 
B because it connects FM 2001 going to Lockhart. 

Comment Noted 

January 16, 2014



  

 

WRITTEN COMMENTS RESPONSE 

Lee, Jamie:  Ms. Lee commented that FM 2001 
needed a turning lane and sidewalks;  She asked the 
following questions: 
Will the proposed new roadway have lights? During 
constructions, will there be road closures that would 
divert drivers to Windy Hill to access IH 35 North?  Ms. 
Lee thanked the team for hosting this open house and 
commented all of her questions were answered and 
the representatives were informed and articulate. 

Comment Noted. Turn lanes and sidewalks will be 
incorporated into the ultimate design.  Lighting is not 
anticipated as part of the proposed improvements.  
Road closures are not anticipated at this time. 

Martinez, David: Mr. Martinez prefers Alternative C. Comment Noted. 

Maxwell, Joe:  Mr. Maxwell preferred the shortest 
route would be Alternative A to HC 112, then 
Alternative B to SH 21.  He indicated at the intersection 
of Graef Road and Rohde Road the route should take 
the most northern route due to high water.  Mr. Maxwell 
expressed concerns the maps do not depict an 
accurate picture of the flood plain. 

The 100 year flood plain shown on the exhibits were 
from GIS FEMA layers.  To the extent possible the 
proposed alignments will avoid any impacts to the 100 
year flood plain.  A detailed hydraulic study will be 
prepared as part of the proposed improvements. 

Moore, Adam:  Mr. Moore is the Planning and 
Development Manager for Walton, a land owner in the 
area.  Mr. Moore commented Walton prefers either 
Alternative A or B.  He would like to stay in 
communication with all parties.   

Mr. Moore will be kept informed of the project during 
additional public involvement. 

Sanford, John B.:  Mr. Sanford prefers Alternative A 
and to build it as soon as practical. 

The current schedule shows construction starting by 
the Fall of 2016. 

Spillmann, Justin: Mr. Spillmann prefers  the Red 
Line (Alternative C) on the eastern part of the area 
because it limits property that has to be bought while 
improving the county roads  

Comment Noted. 

Spillmann, Landon: Mr. Spillmann prefers Alternative 
A from I-35 to Rolling Hills/S Turnersville from there on, 
Alternative C to SH 21. 

Comment Noted. 

Spillmann, Lexine: Ms. Spillmann prefers the Red 
Line (Alternative C) but is ok with the Blue Line 
(Alternative A).  

Comment Noted. 

Spillmann, Richard (also gave a verbal comment):  
Mr. Spillmann prefers Blue Line (Alternative A) 
because it gives him a faster path to Lockhart. 

Comment Noted. 

Williams, Cheryl:  Ms. Williams prefers Alternative A 
as it takes out the dangerous curves, it isn’t designed 
with curves  like Alternative C, it avoids existing 
roadways that are already heavily traveled at peak 
times (Alternative B).   

Comment Noted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

VERBAL COMMENTS RESPONSE 

Spillmann, Richard: Prefers the blue line 
(Alternative A) because it's straighter and 
eliminates curves and it doesn't put any new 
curves in like alternative C. 

Comment Noted. 

O’Connor, Jim: Mr. O’Conner’s property is 
located near the first right hand curve on all of the 
proposed alternatives at 1580 FM 2001. He asks if 
he will be able to turn left and right out of his 
property.  He also asked what happens to existing 
FM 2001 when the new one is constructed. 

Mr. O’Conner will still be able to turn left and right onto 
existing FM 2001. Existing FM 2001 will be turned into a 
County Road once the new FM 2001 is constructed.  
New access points will be provided from old FM 2001 to 
the new FM 2001. 

Endicott, Mark: Asked how any of the 
alternatives would affect his property at 1720 FM 
2001. His driveway is directly across from 107, 
which is Satterwhite Road.   He has two 
easements to I-35 to 2001. He provided the 
project team with a map  

None of the alternatives would impact Mr. Endicott’s 
property. 

Rodriguez, Josie: Josie Rodriguez lives in Old 
West Trail Subdivision and travels through the 3-
way stop near the fire station to access Overpass 
Road and then on to North I-35.  She requested 
that the project provide a solution to the 
congestion near the traffic light at the intersection 
of Overpass Road and I-35.  Currently, it is hard 
getting through the yield sign to get on the 
frontage road and I-35.  She suggested a road 
could be built behind the Shell and burger King to 
enter the frontage road. 
 
Ms. Rodriguez was concerned about publicizing 
the open house meeting.  She received 
notification through her church but she did not see 
anything in the paper.  She suggested putting 
fliers in the mailboxes and letting the schools 
know.         

The proposed improvements would provide alternative 
access to FM 2001 instead of having to turn left from the 
existing FM 2001 intersection with Overpass Road.  The 
proposed improvements would address the need of this 
project.  The other projects may be conducted in the 
future by TxDOT and/or County as the need arises and 
funding becomes available.  The project team will look 
into other ways to advertise for future public 
involvement.  Note, in addition to the newspaper ads, 
flyers were distributed at churches and schools, and the 
County presented information on their web site and 
through an e-blast. 

Riojas, Virginia:   Ms. Riojas was concerned 
about publicizing the open house meeting.  She 
received notification through her church but she 
did not see anything in the paper.  She suggested 
that inserts advertising the meeting should be 
placed in the Pedernales Electric, Goforth Water 
or the Texas Disposal bills.  She did not think the 
newspaper was a good place to advertise.    She 
did think providing information at the church was 
very helpful. 
 
She preferred the blue line (Alternative A). She 
expressed concerns about safety along FM 2001 
especially where it intersects at the yield sign near 
the Shell station.  She expressed concerns 
regarding the intersection. She suggested that the 
design should be a four-lane highway with 
shoulder and/or a bicycle lane. 

All public involvement was conducted per the Texas 
Administrative Code. The project team will look into 
other ways to advertise for future public involvement.  
Note, in addition to the newspaper ads, flyers were 
distributed at churches and schools, and the County 
presented information on their web site and through an 
e-blast.  The ultimate design will be a 4-lane section that 
will provide shared lanes and sidewalks for bicyclist and 
pedestrians. 

Fees, Stanley:  Mr. Fees prefers Alternative A. Comment Noted. 

Fees, Carolyn:  Mrs. Fees prefers Alternative A 
because it is a straighter shot to Highway 21, less 
curves, and would be a safer route. 

Comment Noted. 

 

 



Comment # Commenter Name
Date 

Received Source Comment Topic Response

1

Chris Cloran 3/20/2017

Email

RE: FM2001 Expansion Concerns
To whom it may concern,
Buda Woodworks has existed in Buda TX for over 25 yrs and today has ~70 fulltime and contractor employees who live in and around Hays County. We are well known in the central Texas region as 
one of the leading premier custom architectural millwork suppliers. We are a fast growing company and in 2015 we purchased land to build our new world class millwork factory.
For our employees and customers, we purchased a beautiful 5-acre tract off FM2001 (now 2041 FM2001) to build our new manufacturing facility. It includes a one acre stocked pond which acts as 
both an employee lure as well as a dentition pond. We broke ground in late 2015 on our new 46,000sqft building which also includes an additional 65,000K sq. feet of employee and customer parking 
along with a large truck management area. We completed and relocated to this new facility in July/Aug of 2016.
It was not until mid-March of 2017 did we get notice of any FM2001 road expansion. While we are excited and very supportive of growth and improved safety you can imagine our surprise to find out 
that the proposed expansion encroaches significantly into our new site. The plan as currently proposed would require removal of our gated entrance, our fishing/detention pond and our employee 
parking. Also, our underground utilities and 1000amps, 480V service will be impacted. Having personally funded the construction, I promise it will be a very expensive add to your expansion project if 
you have to demo and rebuild all of this infrastructure.
During the building process, we diligently followed the rules and received our TXdot driveway permit and Hays county building and septic permits in late 2015, well in advance of the current proposed 
FM2001 road expansion. We have these approved documents, all which seem to have been overlooked as the new roadway design progressed. Clearly the current plan is not acceptable for a 
multitude of reasons including financial and hardship impacts to our employees, suppliers and customers, as well as, potentially millions in lost revenue and business interruption.
The good news is that this situation impacting Buda Woodworks and the Odyssey business park directly to our north can be easily solved with a minor adjustment in road layout. Yes, it will impact the 
one “house” to our south that I understand from talking to the TXDot Engineering rep was the main impetus for the current layout. At the meeting, I shared the story on this “house” with Lynda. I was 
surprised to find out that no one seemed to know the situation. First let me say we are friendly with our neighbors, great folks. That said, the truth of the matter is that they are renters in a double 
wide mobile home which could be easily moved east or west to accommodate a more agreeable road design. This would easily solve most problems for all concerned parties and alleviate the current 
disastrous impact to both Buda Woodworks and the Odyssey Business park. Their rental deal is part of the 101 acre tract next door that the road goes through no matter what so other than moving a 
double wide there would be minimal cost to accommodate them.
I would welcome the opportunity to meet and discuss any of this to help clarify the negative impact of the current plan and help work out a compromise. I appreciate your time and attention to this 
matter as we all need to quickly understand and agree to a better plan before construction starts at either end so correct alignment can be made for Phase II.
I’ve attached a slide deck to help you better understand our company which also includes a few pictures of the impacted facility.
Thanks,
Chris Cloran - Owner
Buda Woodworks, LLC
512 348 5522

The proposed roadway alignment will be adjusted to not affect the Buda 
Woodworks facilities and gate. Roadway alignment will be adjusted to 
minimize work within the pond.

2 Sylvia Vera-Ulloa 3/28/2017 Written Requesting a map of area Rolling Hill and 2001. A FULL MAP From IH-35 TO HW 21. Thank you, Sylvia Vera Will provide.

3 Sanford P. Gilzou 3/28/2017 Written What will be traffic control at Intersection of FM 2001 & 21?
Traffic control at the intersection of FM 2001 and SH 21 will be analyzed in future 
design phases of the project.

4
Mary Egan 3/28/2017 Written

I support this project because of the increased growth coming to this area. 
I support the sidewalks and the bike lanes.
I also support improvement to SH 21, which currently is a very dangerous, high speed highway.

Comment noted.

5
Douglas Dear 3/28/2017 Written

Hillside Terrace needs a right turn lane for at least 8-10 cars to turn right when heading east. Current design would require them to slow down in the right-most lane of traffic. This requires all other 
through (east bound) traffic to slow down or change into the left lane to continue east. 
Current design is problematic to say the least. R.O.W. acquistion will be adequate to support this de-acceleration (right turn) lane.

Comment noted. Turning movements will be analyzed in future design phases of the 
project.

6
Charlene Spillman 3/28/2017 Written

Parcel 62 shows the wrong owner info. Should be: Charlene Spillman
Culdesac on Rohde @ Rohde x Goforth is not good. Would only be a dumping spot for trash.

Will verify and revise ownership information. Will analyze removal of culdesac in future 
design phases of the project.

7
John McCormick 3/28/2017 Written

Extremely concerned about the planning for Hwy 21 & FM 2001 intersection. 
If planned as a 4-way stop it will be a death trap. 
Highway volume is extremely high at that location!

Comment noted. Traffic control at the intersection of FM 2001 and SH 21 will be 
analyzed in future design phases of the project.

8

Mrs. T.C. McCormick 3/28/2017 Written

Mrs McCormick is the landowner for the land along Hwy 21. 
She does not remember signing a permission form to allow access to the engineers and TxDOT -- 
She will give access - no problem. But we did not believe she received that request. 
Her correct mailing address is above.

Right of entry was sent in March 2014 to the address Mrs. McCormick's provided. Will 
send another right of entry letter if access to land is needed.

9

Virginia Y. Riojas 3/28/2017 Written We need the 4 way lanes and wide shoulder for sure. Get that done and not worry about bike lanes and sidewalks.

Comment noted. Bicycle lanes and sidewalks are proposed in urban sections of the 
project in accordance with TxDOT bicycle and pedestrian accommodation 
recommendations. Suburban section consists of 4 lanes with a middle two way left 
turn lane and 10' shoulders on each side.

10
Ann Stuenkel 3/28/2017 Written A traffic lgiht should be at the new intersection of FM 2001 and Hwy 21. This should not be just a blinking light, it would be even better if an overpass were to be built on Hwy 21 and it made wider.

Traffic control at the intersection of FM 2001 and SH 21 will be analyzed in future 
design phases of the project.

11 William Wilson 3/28/2017
Verbal 
comment

My name is William Wilson. And I live at 2375 FM 2001. And you-all have a structure on there listed for demolition, which is a house that I built. So I don't know if you-all are aware that that's, you 
know, someone's home. One of the  gentlemen in the back said that it was probably thought of as a barn, but it's a home.
So I don't know -- I just want to make sure it's on record so maybe they could move the road over 100 yards and miss the house. Okay. Thank you.

The proposed alignment will be adjusted to not cause a displacement on this 
property.

12 John McCormick 3/28/2017
Verbal 
comment

My name is John McCormick. I have lived and owned property at two different spots on this proposed plan. I think the plan looks great. Those of us who have spent a lifetime out here know what's 
needed, and I think this -- the time is right. Thank goodness it's being done before it affects many people's homes.
I'm concerned about only one thing. My wife and I lived off the farm on the Caldwell County side of this project at Highway 21. That farm is still in the family. We've witnessed the tremendous dangers 
of Highway 21. And my concern is everything else is for safety. We're going to have a good straight shot everywhere, but where we're going to end on Highway 21, we're going to put people in real 
danger.
We witnessed fatal accidents. I have people through the fence several times a year over there. That's how -- the traffic is bumper to bumper.
You don't need any traffic counts. I've seen them do the traffic counts enough on Highway 21 to know they already know the volume there. This intersection is going to be below a crest of a hill. 
You're going to have all these Aggies and the Southwest Bobcats or Texas State Bobcats that -- making it on those hills that -- they don't slow down for anything. And, unfortunately, if this isn't 
addressed to begin with where there's a overpass there to protect those people, we're going to be talking about fatalities before they do address it. And I think that's the wrong order of things.
I think it is imperative that it be addressed the safety of that spot. And that's what they say they were trying to do when they were removing the intersection. We're getting away from the curbs and 
stuff. And that's exactly right. It needs to be straight, but it needs to be an intersection that is not stop signs, because if you think people aren't going to run these stop signs, there will be some who 
do, and the most concern I have is the speed of the traffic on 21. There's no way they stop. So I just -- I can't imagine when I saw that there is not an overpass already planned as an initial part. To me, 
that's a starting point from safety point. Thank you.

Comment noted. Traffic control at the intersection of FM 2001 and SH 21 will be 
analyzed in future design phases of the project.

Public Hearing
FM 2001 from I-35 to SH 21

March 28, 2017



Comment # Commenter Name
Date 

Received Source Comment Topic Response

13 Monique Boitnott 3/28/2017
Verbal 
comment

Hi, I'm Monique Boitnott, and I'm here -- I'm on the city council of Niederwald. And we've done a lot of talking about this change in 2001, and we're very excited about it because we do feel like it's 
going to bring safety to our citizens who are  traveling home down 2001.
We do still have some concerns about Highway 21, which is -- we've been working on that already and lowering the speed limit already. And we're getting a traffic light hopefully soon. So that will 
bring in some more safety measures there, but we are very excited about seeing the change and the rerouting of Highway -- FM 2001.

Comment noted. Traffic control at the intersection of FM 2001 and SH 21 will 
be analyzed in future design phases of the project.

14 Eva White

4/3/2017 Mailed

Have a concern about "bicycle lanes" in country Rd New or old! Not safe because 18 wheelers travel these roads at top speed. 
We have a need for "overpass" at internsection of "old 2001" and Hwy 21, very dangerous! Stop sign will not be adequate for this intersection. 
Respectfully, Eva White
Eva White
226 Wind Ridge Dr.
Niederwald, TX 78640-9700

Comment noted. Bicycle lanes and sidewalks are proposed in urban sections of 
the project in accordance with TxDOT bicycle and pedestrian accommodation 
recommendations. Traffic control at the intersection of FM 2001 and SH 21 will 
be analyzed in future design phases of the project.

15 Ann Marie Miller 4/4/2017 Emailed Letter in support of FM 2001 realignment from Buda EDC. See Anne Marie Miller letter in Section X, page X of the Documentation of Public Hearing. Comment noted.

16
Emailed by Jennifer 
Vetrano R. Todd 
Webster

4/5/2017 Emailed Resolution in support of FM 2001 realignment from the City of Kyle. See R. Todd Webster letter in Section F, page X of the Documentation of Public Hearing. Comment Noted.

17
Sent by Amber 
Friedeck on behalf of 
Billie Jo Wilson

4/6/2017

Emailed

To Whom It May Concern:
My name is Billie Jo Wilson and I own 73.08 acres at 2375 FM 2001.The expansion project of FM 2001 is planned to go through and divide my property. The existing plans involve the demolition of 
one home where my daughter and son-in-law reside and also placing the FM 2001 expansion very close to the next home where my sister, brother-in-law and their two children live. I'm very 
uncomfortable with such a large 5 lane highway being so close to where my family live and play.
We had an engineer draw up an alternate plan that pushes FM 2001 expansion back to give us more space so that we can continue to live on our property as comfortable as possible. We presented 
these plans to engineer Brian Boecker. The plan includes pushing the highway 300 feet from my daughter’s house in order to give us a comfortable and safe amount of space for our family. This 
project will definitely change our quality of life as we know it and will immediately depreciate the value of the property.
In addition to the request to push the highway, new fences will need to be replaced on both sides of the expansion to keep cattle in. We feel that it will also be necessary that electric gates be 
installed on the original and new sides of FM 2001 as we are concerned that traffic will try to pass through my property having access to both roads. Lastly, there is a culvert in the plans that I'd like to 
be left open on the ends so cattle may pass through from one side to another.
These are just a few of my concerns I'd like to be considered. Please let us know how we can further discuss these concerns.
Sincerely,
Billie Jo Wilson

Comment noted. Currently alignment of existing FM 2001 was analyzed and 
determined to be unsafe not meeting minimum horizontal radius curve 
requirments. The proposed alignment will be adjusted to not cause a 
displacement on this property. Property fence distrurbed will be replaced 
during construction. Culvert designed to meet all applicable roadside safety 
standards.

18 Ann Marie Miller 4/7/2017 Mailed Letter in support of FM 2001 realignment from Buda EDC. See Ann Marie Miller letter in Section F, page X of the Documentation of Public Hearing. Comment noted.

19 Brigette Lea Dougay 4/10/2017 Emailed

Good Afternoon,
     I am writing about the FM  2001 expansion proposal.   My family lives on the property at 2375 Fm 2001 along with 3 other households owned by family members.  This proposal to cut thru our 
property will have a great impact on our quality of life that we've enjoyed for the past 26 years of owning this land.  
     While the road expansion may be necessary, improvements to the existing 2001 should have been considered much more.  The widening of the existing road  along with a center turning lane 
would have made more sense and would be less disruptive to existing properties.  I feel this was poorly planned out without much   Consideration  to the land owners.  The fact that we've had 
another engineer come up with better plans that were given to the head engineer on this expansion project, in a short time , makes me feel even more sure of my feelings.
      The proposed hwy has the road separating our property which could cause difficulty with our ag exempt, furthering our financial burden, and also included the destruction or relocation of my 
nieces home, which the engineers failed to see or note.  A hays county official who is responsible for acquiring the property for these projects was told there would be no displacement in this project , 
and was visibly concerned that she was given incorrect information on this matter. That makes me wonder what else they have missed in the survey to hasten this construction.
      If the road must divide the 73.8 acres, a better devision would be in our best interest.  The road that would run straight thru an existing home and come dangerously close to a second home with 
small children, could be pushed back  at the very least 300 feet in the design to make living on this property acceptable. This way my niece will not lose her home and my sister can raise her children 
without fear that the 5 lane hwy will be a danger to her children.
     The property  fence would have to be replaced and upgraded, along with leaving an open culvert that is already in the proposed design, to allow  cattle to cross back and forth between the now 2 
tracts of land as to have the least impact on our ag exempt options.  
     I sincerely  hope our thoughts and concerns are taken with great consideration before the final decisions are taken.  Thank you for taking the time to hear our concerns and requests in this project, 
 as it affects our entire family. A family that has called hays county and this land our home for nearly 26 years.
Sincerely,
     Brigette Lea Dougay

Comment noted. Currently alignment of existing FM 2001 was analyzed and 
determined to be unsafe not meeting minimum horizontal radius curve 
requirments. The proposed alignment will be adjusted to not cause a 
displacement on this property. Property fence distrurbed will be replaced 
during construction. Culvert designed to meet all applicable roadside safety 
standards.



Comment # Commenter Name
Date
Received

Source Response

21 James Lancaster 4/12/2017 Emailed

A follow up meeting with James Lancaster occurred on October 17, 2019 (refer to section 
I).

22

Emailed by Christine 
Rodriguez on behalf of 
Hays County Clerk's
Office 4/12/2017 Emailed Comment noted.

23 Greg Skalomenos 4/12/2017 Emailed
Existing FM 2001 dead ended with cul-de-sac to limit cars passing through to proposed 
FM 2001. Access point providing access to homes to proposed FM 2001 approximately 
800' south of end of proposed lane merge.

Comment Topic

Brian,
This is James Lancaster. I met you at the meeting and brought you the plot with the alternative route option.
See James Lancaster email in Section F, page X of the Documentation of Public Hearing for photo.
Just checking in to see if there was any headway or progress made. I know you are still receiving comments today but just wanted to see what you might be leaning towards and any update would be appreciated.
James
512-923-8384

Resolution in support of FM 2001 realignment. See Christine Rodriguez letter in Section F, page X of the Documentation of Public Hearing.

My name is Greg Skalomenos. I have property on FM 2001 south of Hwy 21. After attending the hearing on March 28 I found out by looking at the maps that they are planning to do away with FM 2001 in front of my property 
and making it a dead end road with a cul-de-sac at the end. I have several concerns about this. One being that you would be taking away a thoroughfare road which would greatly decrease my property values. Another problem is 
that my new access point would be trying to turn onto the old FM 2001 right where 4 lanes of traffic are trying to merge down to 2 lanes which would be quite dangerous if I or someone else were heading south and have to wait 
for oncoming traffic and worrying about someone rear ending us due to the merging traffic coming from behind.
I believe this could all be avoided if you would just leave the access point at 21 and the old FM 2001 as it is now. I would appreciate someone looking into this and getting back to me on it. Thanks, Greg Skalomenos
Phone # 830-237-7522

John Bolt Harris20

Comment noted. The proposed roadway alignment will be adjusted to not affect the 
Odyssey BP facilities.

To whom it may concern:

This letter is being provided pursuant to the written Notice of Public Hearing provided landowners along FM 2001 in mid-
March (no date) to provide comment by April 12, 2017 so as to be a part of the official hearing record.

Odyssey BP, Ltd. is the owner of a 7.2 acre legal lot located at 1955 FM 2001, Buda, Texas 78610 on the east side of FM 2001 approximately 50 yards north of the intersection of FM 2001 with County Road 133 (Hillside Terrace). 
Odyssey BP, Ltd. has been the owner of this property since November 2014. Over the last two and half years we have performed the following activities to permit, construct, lease and manage a 40,000 square foot 
office-warehouse business park known as Odyssey Business Park and The Odyssey (this is a summary and does not include all approvals obtained):
1. October and November 2014: Submitted and obtained approval of a Commercial Driveway Permit to construct a driveway on to FM 2001 to serve the planned development of a 40,000 square foot office-warehouse project 
(see
attached).
2. November 5, 2014: Odyssey BP, Ltd. purchased the subject property.
3. December 2014: Constructed commercial driveway.
4. December 2014: Submitted development application and construction plans (see attached) to Hays County Development Office for the construction a of a 40,000 square foot office-warehouse project including driveways,
parking lots, storm water detention pond and commercial wastewater disposal system.
5. January 7, 2015: Received approval of plans and was issued a Building/Development Permit from Hays County Development Services Office.
6. January through July 2015: Installed erosion control measures, performed site clearing and site grading of ENTIRE property including construction of storm water detention pond.
7. September 2015 through May 2016: Constructed off-site (within the TxDOT right-of-way of FM 2001 as permitted by Goforth SUD) and on-site water system improvements to provide water service and fire protection flow 
capacity for a 40,000 square foot office-warehouse project and the Buda Millworks facility immediately south of the subject property. Constructed three of the six building slabs of the project. Constructed the parking lot and 
driveway improvements for the northern half of the project and all of the required drainage improvements to serve the entire project. Constructed two metal office-warehouse buildings, one facing and approximately 70 feet 
from the FM 2001 right-of-way. Constructed a six pole overhead power system with transformers to serve a 40,000 square foot office-warehouse project. Constructed a commercial OSSF system to serve a 40,000 square foot 
office-warehouse project.
8. June 2016 through September 2016: Began moving tenants into lease space. Started construction of the third building.
9. October 2016 through January 2017: Continued leasing of existing, completed buildings (3) and construct remaining three slabs of the project. 
10. February through the first week of April 2017: Continued leasing of existing, completed buildings and constructed the parking lot and driveway improvements for the southern half of the project (balance of project).
11. Planned Activities Over the Next 120 Days: Construction of the remaining three buildings and begin moving tenants into completed spaces.
As documented above, the subject property has been in the application, plan submittal and approval process with multiple jurisdictional authorities (including Hays County and TxDOT) to construct a 40,000 square foot 
office-warehouse project since October 2014. Since January 2015 (over two years ago) the property has been an active construction site totally visible from FM 2001. In mid-March of 2017 we received written notice from TxDOT 
of the proposed right-of-way realignment for planned roadway improvements and expansion of FM 2001 along the frontage of the subject property. Through the office of Commissioner Jones, we obtained mapping of the 
proposed alignment (Roll 2 of 5). I have attempted to plot the proposed eastern right-of-way line as it impacts the subject property. This mapping is attached as a pdf labelled “Approximate Plotting of TxDOT ROW Proposal On 
Site Plan”. If this plot is anywhere near accurate, the proposed alignment does serious damage to existing improvements and the long term economic viability of several buildings and the project as a whole. Some of the possible 
damages include:
1. Recently installed water mains and their valve system for 8” and 12” water lines serving the subject property, the Buda Millworks tract and properties north of the subject tract will be below proposed paving.
2. Multiple recently installed power poles serving the subject property will be removed.
3. Parking spaces to Building 100 will be removed and a dysfunctional driveway approach and parking lot entrance created. Building 100, a 6000 square foot slab-on-grade building, is fully occupied.
4. The southwest corner of Building 600 would be taken. This is a 6000 square foot slab-on-grade building that will likely be fully occupied by late summer.
5. Additionally, the Odyssey Business Park is designed for and is being occupied by small “blue collar” businesses. Many of these businesses are and will be locally owned with owners, their employees and customers living in
northern Hays County. The operations of as many as 16 such businesses will be disrupted for an extended period of time potentially causing these owners, employees and residents of Hays County severe economic hardship.
There is no way to determine at this time the cost, above and beyond the value of the land to be taken, of utility relocations, required reconstruction of existing improvements, compensation for improvements taken and/or the
devaluation of existing improvement over their economic life. Needless to say it is substantial. Chris Cloran of Buda Millworks has copied me with his letter to you pointing out some of the same issues, and others, this proposed 
alignment will cause to his constructed and operational business. Our issue is not with the planned expansion of the roadway. We fully support your desires to improve the safety of this roadway and build for the continued 
growth (and associated traffic) that FM 2001 will absolutely see in the years ahead. We proudly supported the November 2016 bond election and posted signage in support on the subject property.
However, we do believe that there is a viable alternate available to Hays County and TxDOT to eliminate the issues raise above. This alternative is to move the point at which the FM 2001 right-of-way deviates from its existing 
location to a point that is the southwest corner of the Buda Millworks property. As Mr. Cloran pointed out in his letter, this will require the relocation of a mobile home occupied by tenants leasing the location from the land 
owner. Educated as a civil engineer and having spent my 40 year career designing and developing roadway and site development infrastructure, it certainly would appear possible to make this adjustment and connect to the 
current proposed alignment of FM 2001within the boundaries of the 101 acre tract immediately south of the Buda Millworks property. Thank you for the opportunity to present this information and we appreciate your time and 
attention to this matter. We stand ready to meet, provide any additional information and/or assist in finding a solution to this very real problem.

Emailed4/11/2017
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US Army Corps of Engineers Great Plains – Version 2.0

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Great Plains Region

Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner: State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No

Are Vegetation Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

Is the Sampled Area

within a Wetland? Yes No

Remarks:

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover Species? Status

1.

2.

3.

4.

= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

= Total Cover
Herb Stratum (Plot size: )

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )

1.

2.

= Total Cover

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC
(excluding FAC-): (A)

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata: (B)

Percent of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:

OBL species x 1 =

FACW species x 2 =

FAC species x 3 =

FACU species x 4 =

UPL species x 5 =

Column Totals: (A) (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

1 – Rapid Test for Hydrophictic Vegetation

2 - Dominance Test is >50%

       3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present? Yes No

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)

FM 2001 Buda/Hays County 11/13/2019

TxDOT TX WP 1

C. Miller & M. Cross (CP&Y, Inc.) N/A

creek bed concave 0-1

LRR J 30.065934 -97.804869 NAD 83

Tn - Tinn clay, 0-1% slopes, frequently flooded PEM1C

The sampling point is not within a wetland.

10' x 10'

0
10' x 10'

0
10' x 10'

Typha latifolia 40 Y OBL

40
10' x 10'

0

60

1

1

100

Bare ground in herb stratum is open water. Hydrophytic vegetation was observed at the sampling point.

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
✔

✔

✔



US Army Corps of Engineers Great Plains – Version 2.0

SOIL Sampling Point:

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type1 Loc2 Texture Remarks

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRRI, J)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Sandy Redox (S5) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR F, G, H)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR G)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) High Plains Depressions (F16)

Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR F) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) (LRRH outside of MLRA 72 & 73)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR F, G, H) Depleted Matrix (F3) Reduced Vertic (F18)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

2.5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S2) (LRR G, H) High Plains Depressions (F16) wetland hydrology must be present,

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR F) (MLRA 72 & 73 of LRR H) unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Surface Water (A1) Salt Crust (B11) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Saturation (A3) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Dry-Season Water Table (C2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) (where tilled)

Drift Deposits (B3) (where not tilled) Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Iron Deposits (B5) Thin Muck Surface (C7) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) (LRR F)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Water Table Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Saturation Present? Yes No Depth (inches):
(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

WP 1

0-12 10 YR 3/2 100 Clay

Hydric soil is not present at the sampling point.

0-2
2
0-12

Wetland hydrology was observed at the sampling point.

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔ ✔



US Army Corps of Engineers Great Plains – Version 2.0

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Great Plains Region

Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner: State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No

Are Vegetation Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

Is the Sampled Area

within a Wetland? Yes No

Remarks:

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover Species? Status

1.

2.

3.

4.

= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

= Total Cover
Herb Stratum (Plot size: )

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )

1.

2.

= Total Cover

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC
(excluding FAC-): (A)

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata: (B)

Percent of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:

OBL species x 1 =

FACW species x 2 =

FAC species x 3 =

FACU species x 4 =

UPL species x 5 =

Column Totals: (A) (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

1 – Rapid Test for Hydrophictic Vegetation

2 - Dominance Test is >50%

       3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present? Yes No

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)

FM 2001 Buda/Hays County 11/13/2019

TxDOT TX WP 2

C. Miller & M. Cross (CP&Y, Inc.) N/A

swale concave 0

LRR J 30.011937 -97.767014 NAD 83

ByB - Branyon clay, 1-3% slopes PUBHh

The sampling point is within a wetland.

10' x 10'
Salix nigra 10 Y FACW

10
10' x 10'

0
10' x 10'

Xanthium strumarium 70 Y FAC

70
10' x 10'

0

30

2

2

100%

Hydrophytic vegetation was observed at the sampling point.

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
✔

✔

✔



US Army Corps of Engineers Great Plains – Version 2.0

SOIL Sampling Point:

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type1 Loc2 Texture Remarks

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRRI, J)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Sandy Redox (S5) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR F, G, H)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR G)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) High Plains Depressions (F16)

Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR F) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) (LRRH outside of MLRA 72 & 73)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR F, G, H) Depleted Matrix (F3) Reduced Vertic (F18)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

2.5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S2) (LRR G, H) High Plains Depressions (F16) wetland hydrology must be present,

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR F) (MLRA 72 & 73 of LRR H) unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Surface Water (A1) Salt Crust (B11) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Saturation (A3) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Dry-Season Water Table (C2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) (where tilled)

Drift Deposits (B3) (where not tilled) Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Iron Deposits (B5) Thin Muck Surface (C7) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) (LRR F)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Water Table Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Saturation Present? Yes No Depth (inches):
(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

WP 2

0-12 10 YR 3/1 85 5 YR 4/6 15 C M Clay

Hydric soil was present at the sampling point.

10-12

Wetland hydrology was observed at the site.

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔ ✔



US Army Corps of Engineers Great Plains – Version 2.0

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Great Plains Region

Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner: State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s): Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No

Are Vegetation Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

Is the Sampled Area

within a Wetland? Yes No

Remarks:

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover Species? Status

1.

2.

3.

4.

= Total Cover
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: )

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

= Total Cover
Herb Stratum (Plot size: )

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

= Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )

1.

2.

= Total Cover

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC
(excluding FAC-): (A)

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata: (B)

Percent of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Total % Cover of: Multiply by:

OBL species x 1 =

FACW species x 2 =

FAC species x 3 =

FACU species x 4 =

UPL species x 5 =

Column Totals: (A) (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

1 – Rapid Test for Hydrophictic Vegetation

2 - Dominance Test is >50%

       3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present? Yes No

Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)

FM 2001 Buda/Hays County 11/13/2019

TxDOT TX WP 3

C. Miller & M. Cross (CP&Y, Inc.) N/A

hillslope none 3

LRR J 30.011972 -97.766979 NAD 83

ByB - Branyon clay, 1-3% slopes PUBHh

The sampled point is not within a wetland.

10' x 10'
Celtis laevigata 15 Y FAC
Ulmus crassifolia 5 Y FAC
Juniperus ashei 5 Y UPL

25
10' x 10'

0
10' x 10'

Ambrosia trifida 20 Y FAC
Elymus virginicus 5 Y FAC

25
10' x 10'

0

0

4

5

80

Hydrophytic vegetation was observed at the sampling point.

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
✔

✔

✔



US Army Corps of Engineers Great Plains – Version 2.0

SOIL Sampling Point:

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type1 Loc2 Texture Remarks

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRRI, J)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Sandy Redox (S5) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR F, G, H)

Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR G)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) High Plains Depressions (F16)

Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR F) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) (LRRH outside of MLRA 72 & 73)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR F, G, H) Depleted Matrix (F3) Reduced Vertic (F18)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

2.5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S2) (LRR G, H) High Plains Depressions (F16) wetland hydrology must be present,

5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR F) (MLRA 72 & 73 of LRR H) unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if observed):

Type:

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Surface Water (A1) Salt Crust (B11) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Saturation (A3) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Dry-Season Water Table (C2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) (where tilled)

Drift Deposits (B3) (where not tilled) Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Iron Deposits (B5) Thin Muck Surface (C7) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) (LRR F)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Water Table Present? Yes No Depth (inches):

Saturation Present? Yes No Depth (inches):
(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

WP 3

0-12 10 YR 3/1 100 Clay

Hydric soil is not present at the sampling point.

Wetland hydrology was not observed at the site.

✔

✔

✔

✔ ✔



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Great Plains – Interim Version 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Great Plains Region 

Project/Site:   FM 2001   City/County:   Buda/Hays Co   Sampling Date:   June 16, 2014  

Applicant/Owner:   TxDOT   State:   TX   Sampling Point:   wet1 

Investigator(s):   Mary Tibbets and Sarah Itz, CP&Y, Inc.   Section, Township, Range:   N/A 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):   None   Local relief (concave, convex, none):   Convex   Slope (%):   3 

Subregion (LRR):   J   Lat:   30.056979   Long:   -97.802341   Datum:   NAD 83 

Soil Map Unit Name:   Water (W)   NWI classification:   PUBHh 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes   X   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation     Soil    , or Hydrology     significantly disturbed?          Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes   X   No    

Are Vegetation     Soil    , or Hydrology     naturally problematic?           (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes      X         No              

Hydric Soil Present?  Yes                 No    X         

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes      X         No               

Is the Sampled Area 

within a Wetland?                   Yes                   No       X        

Remarks:   

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.

                          Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size:                               )                       % Cover    Species?     Status   

1.                                                                                                                                               

2.                                                                                                                                               

3.                                                                                                                                               

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                              = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size:                     ) 

1.                                                                                                                                               

2.                                                                                                                                               

3.                                                                                                                                               

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                               = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size:        15’                    ) 

1.    Ludwigia palustris                                                               90              Y                OBL 

2.     Eleocharis montevidensis                                                    5              N              FACW

3.     Sagitarria sp.                                                                       1               N               OBL 

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

6.                                                                                                                                               

7.                                                                                                                                               

8.                                                                                                                                               

9.                                                                                                                                               

10.                                                                                                                                             

                                                                                                   96        = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size:                               ) 

1.                                                                                                                                               

2.                                                                                                                                               

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum        4% (open water)                          = Total Cover 

Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 
(excluding FAC-):           1                   (A) 

Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:            1                   (B) 

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:          100%           (A/B) 

Prevalence Index worksheet: 

       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        

OBL species     2                 x 1 =     2                

FACW species     1                 x 2 =     2                

FAC species                        x 3 =                       

FACU species                        x 4 =                      

UPL species                        x 5 =                       

Column Totals:        3              (A)         4               (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =       1.33                  

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

  X      Dominance Test is >50% 

  X      Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

       Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 
            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

       Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes     X            No               

Remarks:  (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)     



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Great Plains – Interim Version 

SOIL Sampling Point:        wet1              

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)           Color (moist)            %           Color (moist)             %         Type1       Loc2           Texture                             Remarks                           

   0-16             10YR 3/1                     100               none                                                                                      clayey loam                                    

1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

       Histosol (A1)        Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)        1 cm Muck (A9) (LRRI, J)

       Histic Epipedon (A2)        Sandy Redox (S5)        Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR F, G, H)

       Black Histic (A3)        Stripped Matrix (S6)        Dark Surface (S7) (LRR G)

       Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)        Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)        High Plains Depressions (F16) 

       Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR F)       Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) (LRRH outside of MLRA 72 & 73)

       1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR F, G, H)        Depleted Matrix (F3)        Reduced Vertic (F18) 

       Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)         Redox Dark Surface (F6)        Red Parent Material (TF2) 

       Thick Dark Surface (A12)        Depleted Dark Surface (F7)        Other (Explain in Remarks) 

       Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)        Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

       2.5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S2) (LRR G, H)        High Plains Depressions (F16)  wetland hydrology must be present, 

       5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR F) (MLRA 72 & 73 of LRR H)        unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if observed): 

     Type:                                                                  

     Depth (inches):                                                 Hydric Soil Present?     Yes                No       X     

Remarks: 

Several holes were dug to check for the presence of hydric soil indicators. However, none were found in any of the soil pits.  

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)                                                    Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required) 

 X     Surface Water (A1)        Salt Crust (B11)        Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 

 X     High Water Table (A2)        Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)        Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 

 X     Saturation (A3)        Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)        Drainage Patterns (B10) 

       Water Marks (B1)        Dry-Season Water Table (C2)        Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) 

       Sediment Deposits (B2)        Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)         (where tilled)

       Drift Deposits (B3) (where not tilled)        Crayfish Burrows (C8) 

       Algal Mat or Crust (B4)        Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)       Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

       Iron Deposits (B5)        Thin Muck Surface (C7)        Geomorphic Position (D2) 

       Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)        Other (Explain in Remarks)        FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

       Water-Stained Leaves (B9)        Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) (LRR F)

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes    X        No            Depth (inches):     1”  

Water Table Present?  Yes    X        No            Depth (inches):      16” 

Saturation Present?    Yes    X        No            Depth (inches):      16”  
(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes     X            No             

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks:     
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Great Plains Region 

Project/Site:   FM 2001   City/County:   Buda/Hays Co   Sampling Date:   June 16, 2014  

Applicant/Owner:   TxDOT   State:   TX   Sampling Point:   wet2 

Investigator(s):   Mary Tibbets and Sarah Itz, CP&Y, Inc.   Section, Township, Range:   N/A 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):   None   Local relief (concave, convex, none):   Concave   Slope (%):   2 

Subregion (LRR):   J   Lat:   30.037717   Long:   -97.786384   Datum:   NAD 83 

Soil Map Unit Name:   Heiden clay, 3 to 5 percent slopes, eroded (HeC3)   NWI classification:   PUBHh 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes   X   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation     Soil    , or Hydrology     significantly disturbed?          Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes   X   No    

Are Vegetation     Soil     , or Hydrology     naturally problematic?           (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   X            No              

Hydric Soil Present?  Yes   X            No              

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes   X            No              

Is the Sampled Area 

within a Wetland?                   Yes    X               No               

Remarks:   

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.

                          Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size:                               )                       % Cover    Species?     Status   

1.                                                                                                                                               

2.                                                                                                                                               

3.                                                                                                                                               

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                              = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size:                     ) 

1.                                                                                                                                              

2.                                                                                                                                              

3.                                                                                                                                               

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                              = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size:        15’                    ) 

1.    Eleocharis montevidensis                                                   90                Y            FACW

2.     Cyperus odorata                                                                 3                 N            FACW

3.     Juncus effuses                                                                   2                 N             OBL  

4.     Helianthus annuus                                                               1                N            FACU   

5.                                                                                                                                               

6.                                                                                                                                               

7.                                                                                                                                               

8.                                                                                                                                               

9.                                                                                                                                               

10.                                                                                                                                             

                                                                                                   96        = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size:                               ) 

1.                                                                                                                                               

2.                                                                                                                                               

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum         4%  (open water)                       = Total Cover 

Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 
(excluding FAC-):           1                   (A) 

Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:            1                   (B) 

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:          100%           (A/B) 

Prevalence Index worksheet: 

       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        

OBL species      1                x 1 =    1                 

FACW species      2               x 2 =    4                 

FAC species                       x 3 =                      

FACU species      1                x 4 =      4              

UPL species                        x 5 =                       

Column Totals:        4              (A)        9                (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =       2.25                  

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

 X      Dominance Test is >50% 

  X     Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

       Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 
            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

       Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes      X          No              

Remarks:  (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)     
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SOIL Sampling Point:        wet2              

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)           Color (moist)            %           Color (moist)             %         Type1       Loc2           Texture                             Remarks                           

   0-16             10YR 4/1                     85          10YR 3/6                15           C            PL, M                              clayey loam                                    

1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

       Histosol (A1)        Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)        1 cm Muck (A9) (LRRI, J)

       Histic Epipedon (A2)        Sandy Redox (S5)        Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR F, G, H)

       Black Histic (A3)        Stripped Matrix (S6)        Dark Surface (S7) (LRR G)

       Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)        Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)        High Plains Depressions (F16) 

       Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR F)        Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) (LRRH outside of MLRA 72 & 73)

       1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR F, G, H)  X    Depleted Matrix (F3)        Reduced Vertic (F18) 

       Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)         Redox Dark Surface (F6)        Red Parent Material (TF2) 

       Thick Dark Surface (A12)        Depleted Dark Surface (F7)         Other (Explain in Remarks) 

       Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)        Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

       2.5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S2) (LRR G, H)        High Plains Depressions (F16)  wetland hydrology must be present, 

       5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR F) (MLRA 72 & 73 of LRR H)        unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if observed): 

     Type:                                                                  

     Depth (inches):                                                 Hydric Soil Present?     Yes    X           No            

Remarks: 

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)                                                    Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required) 

       Surface Water (A1)        Salt Crust (B11)        Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 

 X    High Water Table (A2)        Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)        Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 

  X   Saturation (A3)        Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)        Drainage Patterns (B10) 

       Water Marks (B1)        Dry-Season Water Table (C2)        Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) 

       Sediment Deposits (B2)        Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)         (where tilled)

       Drift Deposits (B3) (where not tilled)        Crayfish Burrows (C8) 

       Algal Mat or Crust (B4)        Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  X    Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

       Iron Deposits (B5)        Thin Muck Surface (C7)        Geomorphic Position (D2) 

 X    Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)        Other (Explain in Remarks)        FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

       Water-Stained Leaves (B9)        Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) (LRR F)

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes            No     X      Depth (inches):                           

Water Table Present?  Yes     X      No            Depth (inches):      6”

Saturation Present?    Yes     X      No            Depth (inches):      0”                   
(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes      X          No             

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks:     
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Great Plains Region 

Project/Site:   FM 2001   City/County:   Buda/Hays Co   Sampling Date:   June 16, 2014  

Applicant/Owner:   TxDOT   State:   TX   Sampling Point:   up3 

Investigator(s):   Mary Tibbets and Sarah Itz, CP&Y, Inc.   Section, Township, Range:   N/A 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):   None   Local relief (concave, convex, none):   Convex   Slope (%):   4 

Subregion (LRR):   J   Lat:   30.037773   Long:   -97.786399   Datum:   NAD 83 

Soil Map Unit Name:   Heiden clay, 3 to 5% slopes, eroded (HeC3)   NWI classification:   PUBHh 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes   X   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation     Soil    , or Hydrology     significantly disturbed?          Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes   X   No    

Are Vegetation     Soil    , or Hydrology     naturally problematic?           (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes                 No    X         

Hydric Soil Present?  Yes                 No    X         

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes                 No    X          

Is the Sampled Area 

within a Wetland?                   Yes                   No       X        

Remarks:   

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.

                          Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size:                               )                       % Cover    Species?     Status   

1.                                                                                                                                               

2.                                                                                                                                               

3.                                                                                                                                               

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                              = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size:  15’                 ) 

1.       Prosopis glandulosa                                                         40              Y             FACU    

2.                                                                                                                                               

3.                                                                                                                                               

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                   40         = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size:        15’                    ) 

1.    Cynodon dactylon                                                               20               Y             FACU

2.     Phyla nodiflora                                                                   20               Y             FAC

3.     Ratibida columnifera                                                          10                N            NI         

4.     Monarda punctata                                                             10                N             UPL 

5.     Helianthus annuus                                                               5                N          FACU 

6.     Gaillardia pulchella                                                              5                 N           UPL

7.     Nassella leucotricha                                                            5                 N            NI

8.                                                                                                                                               

9.                                                                                                                                               

10.                                                                                                                                             

                                                                                                   75        = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size:                               ) 

1.                                                                                                                                               

2.                                                                                                                                               

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum        5%                                               = Total Cover 

Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 
(excluding FAC-):           1                   (A) 

Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:            3                   (B) 

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:            33%           (A/B) 

Prevalence Index worksheet: 

       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        

OBL species                        x 1 =                       

FACW species                       x 2 =                      

FAC species      1               x 3 =       3             

FACU species      3                x 4 =      12             

UPL species      2                x 5 =      10             

Column Totals:        6              (A)         25             (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =       4.17                  

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

        Dominance Test is >50% 

        Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

       Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 
            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

       Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes                 No       X       

Remarks:  (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)     
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SOIL Sampling Point:        up3              

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)           Color (moist)            %           Color (moist)             %         Type1       Loc2           Texture                             Remarks                           

   0-10             10YR 3/1                     100               none                                                                                      clayey loam                                    

1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

       Histosol (A1)        Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)        1 cm Muck (A9) (LRRI, J)

       Histic Epipedon (A2)        Sandy Redox (S5)        Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR F, G, H)

       Black Histic (A3)        Stripped Matrix (S6)        Dark Surface (S7) (LRR G)

       Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)        Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)        High Plains Depressions (F16) 

       Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR F)       Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) (LRRH outside of MLRA 72 & 73)

       1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR F, G, H)        Depleted Matrix (F3)        Reduced Vertic (F18) 

       Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)         Redox Dark Surface (F6)        Red Parent Material (TF2) 

       Thick Dark Surface (A12)        Depleted Dark Surface (F7)        Other (Explain in Remarks) 

       Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)        Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

       2.5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S2) (LRR G, H)        High Plains Depressions (F16)  wetland hydrology must be present, 

       5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR F) (MLRA 72 & 73 of LRR H)        unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if observed): 

     Type:                                                                  

     Depth (inches):                                                 Hydric Soil Present?     Yes                No       X     

Remarks: 

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)                                                    Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required) 

      Surface Water (A1)        Salt Crust (B11)        Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 

      High Water Table (A2)        Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)        Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 

      Saturation (A3)        Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)        Drainage Patterns (B10) 

       Water Marks (B1)        Dry-Season Water Table (C2)        Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) 

       Sediment Deposits (B2)        Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)         (where tilled)

       Drift Deposits (B3) (where not tilled)        Crayfish Burrows (C8) 

       Algal Mat or Crust (B4)        Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)       Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

       Iron Deposits (B5)        Thin Muck Surface (C7)        Geomorphic Position (D2) 

       Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)        Other (Explain in Remarks)        FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

       Water-Stained Leaves (B9)        Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) (LRR F)

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes            No     X       Depth (inches):       

Water Table Present?  Yes            No      X      Depth (inches):       

Saturation Present?    Yes            No      X      Depth (inches):                           
(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes                 No      X       

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks:     
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Great Plains Region 

Project/Site:   FM 2001   City/County:   Buda/Hays Co   Sampling Date:   June 16, 2014  

Applicant/Owner:   TxDOT   State:   TX   Sampling Point:   wet4 

Investigator(s):   Mary Tibbets and Sarah Itz, CP&Y, Inc.   Section, Township, Range:   N/A 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):   None   Local relief (concave, convex, none):   Concave   Slope (%):   1 

Subregion (LRR):   J   Lat:   30.014226   Long:   -97.770921   Datum:   NAD 83 

Soil Map Unit Name:   Tinn clay, 0 to 1% slopes, frequently flooded (Tn)   NWI classification:   none 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes   X   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation     Soil    , or Hydrology     significantly disturbed?          Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes   X   No    

Are Vegetation     Soil   X , or Hydrology     naturally problematic?           (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   X            No              

Hydric Soil Present?  Yes   X            No              

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes   X            No              

Is the Sampled Area 

within a Wetland?                   Yes    X               No               

Remarks:   

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.

                          Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size:                               )                       % Cover    Species?     Status   

1.                                                                                                                                               

2.                                                                                                                                               

3.                                                                                                                                               

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                              = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size:                     ) 

1.                                                                                                                                              

2.                                                                                                                                              

3.                                                                                                                                               

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                              = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size:        15’                    ) 

1.    Juncus effusus                                                                    70                Y           OBL

2.     Phyla nodiflora                                                                  10                N            FAC

3.     Helianthus annuus                                                               2               N            FACU   

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

6.                                                                                                                                               

7.                                                                                                                                               

8.                                                                                                                                               

9.                                                                                                                                               

10.                                                                                                                                             

                                                                                                   82        = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size:                               ) 

1.                                                                                                                                               

2.                                                                                                                                               

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum        18%  (open water)                       = Total Cover 

Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 
(excluding FAC-):           1                   (A) 

Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:            1                   (B) 

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:          100%           (A/B) 

Prevalence Index worksheet: 

       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        

OBL species      1                x 1 =    1                 

FACW species                       x 2 =                      

FAC species      1                x 3 =     3                

FACU species      1                x 4 =      4              

UPL species                        x 5 =                       

Column Totals:        3              (A)        8                (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =       2.66                  

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

 X      Dominance Test is >50% 

  X     Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

       Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 
            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

       Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes      X          No              

Remarks:  (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)     



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Great Plains – Interim Version 

SOIL Sampling Point:        wet4              

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)           Color (moist)            %           Color (moist)             %         Type1       Loc2           Texture                             Remarks                           

   0-16             10YR 2/1                     100               none                                                                                      clayey loam                                    

1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

       Histosol (A1)        Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)        1 cm Muck (A9) (LRRI, J)

       Histic Epipedon (A2)        Sandy Redox (S5)        Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR F, G, H)

       Black Histic (A3)        Stripped Matrix (S6)        Dark Surface (S7) (LRR G)

       Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)        Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)        High Plains Depressions (F16) 

       Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR F)        Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) (LRRH outside of MLRA 72 & 73)

       1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR F, G, H)        Depleted Matrix (F3)        Reduced Vertic (F18) 

       Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)         Redox Dark Surface (F6)        Red Parent Material (TF2) 

       Thick Dark Surface (A12)        Depleted Dark Surface (F7)   X     Other (Explain in Remarks) 

       Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)        Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

       2.5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S2) (LRR G, H)        High Plains Depressions (F16)  wetland hydrology must be present, 

       5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR F) (MLRA 72 & 73 of LRR H)        unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if observed): 

     Type:                                                                  

     Depth (inches):                                                 Hydric Soil Present?     Yes    X           No            

Remarks: 

According to the land owner, this wetland was created for wildlife habitat purposes approximately 10 years ago. The soil may be too young to show 
hydric soil indicators.  

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)                                                    Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required) 

  X   Surface Water (A1)        Salt Crust (B11)        Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 

 X    High Water Table (A2)        Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)        Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 

  X   Saturation (A3)        Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)        Drainage Patterns (B10) 

       Water Marks (B1)        Dry-Season Water Table (C2)        Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) 

       Sediment Deposits (B2)        Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)         (where tilled)

       Drift Deposits (B3) (where not tilled)        Crayfish Burrows (C8) 

       Algal Mat or Crust (B4)        Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  X    Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

       Iron Deposits (B5)        Thin Muck Surface (C7)        Geomorphic Position (D2) 

       Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)        Other (Explain in Remarks)        FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

       Water-Stained Leaves (B9)        Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) (LRR F)

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes     X      No            Depth (inches):      2”

Water Table Present?  Yes     X      No            Depth (inches):      0”

Saturation Present?    Yes     X      No            Depth (inches):      0”                   
(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes      X          No             

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks:     



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Great Plains – Interim Version 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Great Plains Region 

Project/Site:   FM 2001   City/County:   Buda/Hays Co   Sampling Date:   June 16, 2014  

Applicant/Owner:   TxDOT   State:   TX   Sampling Point:   up5 

Investigator(s):   Mary Tibbets and Sarah Itz, CP&Y, Inc.   Section, Township, Range:   N/A 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):   None   Local relief (concave, convex, none):   Convex   Slope (%):   4 

Subregion (LRR):   J   Lat:   30.014282   Long:   -97.770921   Datum:   NAD 83 

Soil Map Unit Name:   Tinn clay, 0 to 1% slopes, frequently flooded (Tn)   NWI classification:   none 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes   X   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation     Soil    , or Hydrology     significantly disturbed?          Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes   X   No    

Are Vegetation     Soil    , or Hydrology     naturally problematic?           (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes                 No    X         

Hydric Soil Present?  Yes                 No    X         

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes                 No    X          

Is the Sampled Area 

within a Wetland?                   Yes                   No       X        

Remarks:   

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.

                          Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size:                               )                       % Cover    Species?     Status   

1.                                                                                                                                               

2.                                                                                                                                               

3.                                                                                                                                               

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                              = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size:  15’                 ) 

1.       Prosopis glandulosa                                                         15              Y             FACU    

2.                                                                                                                                               

3.                                                                                                                                               

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                   15         = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size:        15’                    ) 

1.    Helianthus annuus                                                               40               Y            FACU

2.     Monarda punctata                                                                20              Y            UPL

3.     Ambrosia psilostachya                                                       10                N            FACU   

4.     Cirsium texanum                                                                 3                 N           NI    

5.     Ratibida columnifera                                                            2                N           NI 

6.                                                                                                                                               

7.                                                                                                                                               

8.                                                                                                                                               

9.                                                                                                                                               

10.                                                                                                                                             

                                                                                                   75        = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size:                               ) 

1.                                                                                                                                               

2.                                                                                                                                               

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum        10%                                             = Total Cover 

Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 
(excluding FAC-):           0                   (A) 

Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:            3                   (B) 

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:            0%           (A/B) 

Prevalence Index worksheet: 

       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        

OBL species                        x 1 =                       

FACW species                       x 2 =                      

FAC species                       x 3 =                      

FACU species      3                x 4 =      12             

UPL species      1                x 5 =        5             

Column Totals:        4              (A)         17             (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =       4.25                  

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

        Dominance Test is >50% 

        Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

       Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 
            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

       Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes                 No       X       

Remarks:  (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)     
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SOIL Sampling Point:        up5              

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)           Color (moist)            %           Color (moist)             %         Type1       Loc2           Texture                             Remarks                           

   0-10             10YR 3/1                     100               none                                                                                      clayey loam                                    

1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

       Histosol (A1)        Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)        1 cm Muck (A9) (LRRI, J)

       Histic Epipedon (A2)        Sandy Redox (S5)        Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR F, G, H)

       Black Histic (A3)        Stripped Matrix (S6)        Dark Surface (S7) (LRR G)

       Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)        Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)        High Plains Depressions (F16) 

       Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR F)       Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) (LRRH outside of MLRA 72 & 73)

       1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR F, G, H)        Depleted Matrix (F3)        Reduced Vertic (F18) 

       Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)         Redox Dark Surface (F6)        Red Parent Material (TF2) 

       Thick Dark Surface (A12)        Depleted Dark Surface (F7)        Other (Explain in Remarks) 

       Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)        Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

       2.5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S2) (LRR G, H)        High Plains Depressions (F16)  wetland hydrology must be present, 

       5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR F) (MLRA 72 & 73 of LRR H)        unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if observed): 

     Type:                                                                  

     Depth (inches):                                                 Hydric Soil Present?     Yes                No       X     

Remarks: 

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)                                                    Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required) 

      Surface Water (A1)        Salt Crust (B11)        Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 

      High Water Table (A2)        Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)        Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 

      Saturation (A3)        Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)        Drainage Patterns (B10) 

       Water Marks (B1)        Dry-Season Water Table (C2)        Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) 

       Sediment Deposits (B2)        Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)         (where tilled)

       Drift Deposits (B3) (where not tilled)        Crayfish Burrows (C8) 

       Algal Mat or Crust (B4)        Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)       Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

       Iron Deposits (B5)        Thin Muck Surface (C7)        Geomorphic Position (D2) 

       Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)        Other (Explain in Remarks)        FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

       Water-Stained Leaves (B9)        Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) (LRR F)

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes            No     X       Depth (inches):       

Water Table Present?  Yes            No      X      Depth (inches):       

Saturation Present?    Yes            No      X      Depth (inches):                           
(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes                 No      X       

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks:     



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Great Plains – Interim Version 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Great Plains Region 

Project/Site:   FM 2001   City/County:   Buda/Hays Co   Sampling Date:   June 16, 2014  

Applicant/Owner:   TxDOT   State:   TX   Sampling Point:   wet6 

Investigator(s):   Kaci Blaney and Sarah Itz, CP&Y, Inc.   Section, Township, Range:   N/A 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):   None   Local relief (concave, convex, none):   None   Slope (%):   0 

Subregion (LRR):   J   Lat:   30.011688   Long:   -97.767299   Datum:   NAD 83 

Soil Map Unit Name:   Branyon clay, 1 to 3% slopes (ByB)   NWI classification:   none 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes   X   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation     Soil    , or Hydrology     significantly disturbed?          Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes   X   No    

Are Vegetation     Soil    , or Hydrology     naturally problematic?           (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes                 No              

Hydric Soil Present?  Yes                 No              

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes                 No              

Is the Sampled Area 

within a Wetland?                   Yes    X               No               

Remarks:   

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.

                          Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size:                               )                       % Cover    Species?     Status   

1.                                                                                                                                               

2.                                                                                                                                               

3.                                                                                                                                               

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                              = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size:                     ) 

1.                                                                                                                                              

2.                                                                                                                                              

3.                                                                                                                                               

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                              = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size:        15’                    ) 

1.    Eleocharis montevidensis                                                  85                Y             FACW

2.     Xanthium strumarium                                                        10                N             FAC

3.     Helianthus annus                                                                2                 N            FACU  

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

6.                                                                                                                                               

7.                                                                                                                                               

8.                                                                                                                                               

9.                                                                                                                                               

10.                                                                                                                                             

                                                                                                   97        = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size:                               ) 

1.                                                                                                                                               

2.                                                                                                                                               

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum        3%  (open water)                          = Total Cover 

Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 
(excluding FAC-):           1                   (A) 

Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:            1                   (B) 

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:          100%           (A/B) 

Prevalence Index worksheet: 

       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        

OBL species                        x 1 =                       

FACW species     1                 x 2 =     2                

FAC species      1                x 3 =     3                

FACU species      1                x 4 =      4              

UPL species                        x 5 =                       

Column Totals:        3              (A)        9                (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =       3.0                  

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

 X      Dominance Test is >50% 

  X     Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

       Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 
            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

       Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes      X          No              

Remarks:  (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)     
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SOIL Sampling Point:        wet6              

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)           Color (moist)            %           Color (moist)             %         Type1       Loc2           Texture                             Remarks                           

   0-16             Gley1 4/N                    100               none                                                                                      loamy clay                                    

1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

       Histosol (A1)        Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)        1 cm Muck (A9) (LRRI, J)

       Histic Epipedon (A2)        Sandy Redox (S5)        Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR F, G, H)

       Black Histic (A3)        Stripped Matrix (S6)        Dark Surface (S7) (LRR G)

       Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)        Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)        High Plains Depressions (F16) 

       Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR F)  X    Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) (LRRH outside of MLRA 72 & 73)

       1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR F, G, H)        Depleted Matrix (F3)        Reduced Vertic (F18) 

       Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)         Redox Dark Surface (F6)        Red Parent Material (TF2) 

       Thick Dark Surface (A12)        Depleted Dark Surface (F7)        Other (Explain in Remarks) 

       Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)        Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

       2.5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S2) (LRR G, H)        High Plains Depressions (F16)  wetland hydrology must be present, 

       5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR F) (MLRA 72 & 73 of LRR H)        unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if observed): 

     Type:                                                                  

     Depth (inches):                                                 Hydric Soil Present?     Yes    X           No            

Remarks: 

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)                                                    Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required) 

  X   Surface Water (A1)        Salt Crust (B11)        Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 

 X    High Water Table (A2)        Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)        Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 

  X   Saturation (A3)        Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)        Drainage Patterns (B10) 

       Water Marks (B1)        Dry-Season Water Table (C2)        Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) 

       Sediment Deposits (B2)        Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)         (where tilled)

       Drift Deposits (B3) (where not tilled)        Crayfish Burrows (C8) 

       Algal Mat or Crust (B4)        Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  X    Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

       Iron Deposits (B5)        Thin Muck Surface (C7)        Geomorphic Position (D2) 

       Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)        Other (Explain in Remarks)        FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

       Water-Stained Leaves (B9)        Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) (LRR F)

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes     X      No            Depth (inches):      0.5”

Water Table Present?  Yes     X      No            Depth (inches):      2”

Saturation Present?    Yes     X      No            Depth (inches):      16”
(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes      X          No             

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks:     
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Great Plains Region 

Project/Site:   FM 2001   City/County:   Buda/Hays Co   Sampling Date:   June 16, 2014  

Applicant/Owner:   TxDOT   State:   TX   Sampling Point:   up7 

Investigator(s):   Kaci Blaney and Sarah Itz, CP&Y, Inc.   Section, Township, Range:   N/A 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):   None   Local relief (concave, convex, none):   None   Slope (%):   0 

Subregion (LRR):   J   Lat:   30.011658   Long:   -97.767348   Datum:   NAD 83 

Soil Map Unit Name:   Branyon clay, 1 to 3% slopes (ByB)   NWI classification:   none 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes   X   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation     Soil    , or Hydrology     significantly disturbed?          Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes   X   No    

Are Vegetation     Soil    , or Hydrology     naturally problematic?           (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes      X         No               

Hydric Soil Present?  Yes                 No      X        

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes                 No      X        

Is the Sampled Area 

within a Wetland?                   Yes                   No     X          

Remarks:   

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.

                          Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size:       10’                     )                       % Cover    Species?     Status  

1.     Celtis occidentalis                                                                40              Y             FACU

2.                                                                                                                                               

3.                                                                                                                                               

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                     40       = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size:     10’                ) 

1.     Ulmus crassifolia                                                                2                Y                 FAC

2.     Fraxinus pennsylvanica                                                     2                 Y                FAC

3.                                                                                                                                               

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                   4          = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size:        10’                    ) 

1.    Juncus effusus                                                                   20                Y             OBL

2.     Ambrosia trifida                                                                 20               Y             FAC

3.     Smilax bona-nox                                                                 5                 N             UPL   

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

6.                                                                                                                                               

7.                                                                                                                                               

8.                                                                                                                                               

9.                                                                                                                                               

10.                                                                                                                                             

                                                                                                   45        = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size:                               ) 

1.                                                                                                                                               

2.                                                                                                                                               

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum        20%                                             = Total Cover 

Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 
(excluding FAC-):           4                  (A) 

Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:            5                  (B) 

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:          80%             (A/B) 

Prevalence Index worksheet: 

       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        

OBL species                     x 1 =                     

FACW species                        x 2 =                       

FAC species                      x 3 =                     

FACU species                      x 4 =                    

UPL species                        x 5 =                       

Column Totals:                     (A)                      (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =                        

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

  X   Dominance Test is >50% 

       Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

       Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 
            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

       Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes    X            No              

Remarks:  (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)     



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Great Plains – Interim Version 

SOIL Sampling Point:        up7              

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)           Color (moist)            %           Color (moist)             %         Type1       Loc2           Texture                             Remarks                           

   0-8             10YR 3/1                     100               none                                                                                      loamy clay                                    

1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

       Histosol (A1)        Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)        1 cm Muck (A9) (LRRI, J)

       Histic Epipedon (A2)        Sandy Redox (S5)        Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR F, G, H)

       Black Histic (A3)        Stripped Matrix (S6)        Dark Surface (S7) (LRR G)

       Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)        Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)        High Plains Depressions (F16) 

       Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR F)        Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) (LRRH outside of MLRA 72 & 73)

       1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR F, G, H)        Depleted Matrix (F3)        Reduced Vertic (F18) 

       Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)         Redox Dark Surface (F6)        Red Parent Material (TF2) 

       Thick Dark Surface (A12)        Depleted Dark Surface (F7)        Other (Explain in Remarks) 

       Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)        Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

       2.5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S2) (LRR G, H)        High Plains Depressions (F16)  wetland hydrology must be present, 

       5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR F) (MLRA 72 & 73 of LRR H)        unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if observed): 

     Type:                                                                  

     Depth (inches):                                                 Hydric Soil Present?     Yes               No     X      

Remarks: 

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)                                                    Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required) 

       Surface Water (A1)        Salt Crust (B11)        Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 

       High Water Table (A2)        Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)        Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 

       Saturation (A3)        Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)        Drainage Patterns (B10) 

       Water Marks (B1)        Dry-Season Water Table (C2)        Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) 

       Sediment Deposits (B2)        Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)         (where tilled)

       Drift Deposits (B3) (where not tilled)        Crayfish Burrows (C8) 

       Algal Mat or Crust (B4)        Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)        Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

       Iron Deposits (B5)        Thin Muck Surface (C7)        Geomorphic Position (D2) 

       Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)        Other (Explain in Remarks)        FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

       Water-Stained Leaves (B9)        Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) (LRR F)

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes             No            Depth (inches):                           

Water Table Present?  Yes             No            Depth (inches):                           

Saturation Present?    Yes             No            Depth (inches):                          
(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes                No    X        

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks:     



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Great Plains – Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Great Plains Region 

Project/Site:   FM 2001   City/County:   Buda/Hays Co  Sampling Date:   September 29, 2016 

Applicant/Owner:   TxDOT   State:   TX   Sampling Point:   wet8 

Investigator(s):   Darren Dodson, CP&Y, Inc.   Section, Township, Range:   N/A 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):   None   Local relief (concave, convex, none):   Concave   Slope (%):   1 

Subregion (LRR):   J   Lat:   30.06   Long:   -97.804   Datum:   NAD 83 

Soil Map Unit Name:   Heiden clay, 5-8% slopes, eroded   NWI classification:   none 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes   X   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation     Soil    , or Hydrology     significantly disturbed?          Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes   X   No    

Are Vegetation     Soil    , or Hydrology     naturally problematic?           (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes      X           No              

Hydric Soil Present?  Yes       X          No              

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes       X          No              

Is the Sampled Area 

within a Wetland?                   Yes    X               No               

Remarks:   

This sampling point location tested positive for all three wetland criteria; therefore, this area is a wetland. 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.

                          Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size:                               )                       % Cover    Species?     Status   

1.    Salix nigra                                                                            15             Y           FACW  

2.                                                                                                                                               

3.                                                                                                                                               

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                   15           = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size:                     ) 

1.                                                                                                                                              

2.                                                                                                                                              

3.                                                                                                                                               

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                      0        = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size:        15’                    ) 

1.    Eleocharis montevidensis                                                  80                Y            FACW

2.     Iva annua                                                                           8                N             FAC       

3.     Verbena brasiliensis                                                           5                 N            UPL  

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

6.                                                                                                                                               

7.                                                                                                                                               

8.                                                                                                                                               

9.                                                                                                                                               

10.                                                                                                                                             

                                                                                                   93        = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size:                               ) 

1.                                                                                                                                               

2.                                                                                                                                               

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum        7%                                     0        = Total Cover 

Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 
(excluding FAC-):           2                   (A) 

Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:            2                   (B) 

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:          100%           (A/B) 

Prevalence Index worksheet: 

       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        

OBL species                        x 1 =                       

FACW species                        x 2 =                       

FAC species                        x 3 =                       

FACU species                        x 4 =                       

UPL species                        x 5 =                       

Column Totals:                        (A)                          (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =                            

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

 X      Dominance Test is >50% 

         Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

       Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 
            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

       Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes      X          No              

Remarks:  (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)     

Hydrophytic vegetation was present at this sample point location. 



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Great Plains – Version 2.0 

SOIL Sampling Point:        wet8              

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)           Color (moist)            %           Color (moist)             %         Type1       Loc2           Texture                             Remarks                           

   0-16             Gley1 6/N                    100               none                                                                                      loamy clay                                    

1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

       Histosol (A1)        Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)        1 cm Muck (A9) (LRRI, J)

       Histic Epipedon (A2)        Sandy Redox (S5)        Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR F, G, H)

       Black Histic (A3)        Stripped Matrix (S6)        Dark Surface (S7) (LRR G)

       Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)        Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)        High Plains Depressions (F16) 

       Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR F)  X    Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) (LRRH outside of MLRA 72 & 73)

       1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR F, G, H)        Depleted Matrix (F3)        Reduced Vertic (F18) 

       Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)         Redox Dark Surface (F6)        Red Parent Material (TF2) 

       Thick Dark Surface (A12)        Depleted Dark Surface (F7)        Other (Explain in Remarks) 

       Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)        Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

       2.5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S2) (LRR G, H)        High Plains Depressions (F16)  wetland hydrology must be present, 

       5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR F) (MLRA 72 & 73 of LRR H)        unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if observed): 

     Type:                                                                  

     Depth (inches):                                                 Hydric Soil Present?     Yes    X           No            

Remarks: 

Hydric soils were present at this sample point location. 

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)                                                    Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required) 

  X   Surface Water (A1)        Salt Crust (B11)        Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 

       High Water Table (A2)        Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)        Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 

       Saturation (A3)        Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)        Drainage Patterns (B10) 

       Water Marks (B1)        Dry-Season Water Table (C2)        Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) 

       Sediment Deposits (B2)        Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)         (where tilled)

       Drift Deposits (B3) (where not tilled)        Crayfish Burrows (C8) 

       Algal Mat or Crust (B4)        Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)        Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

       Iron Deposits (B5)        Thin Muck Surface (C7)        Geomorphic Position (D2) 

       Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)        Other (Explain in Remarks)        FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

       Water-Stained Leaves (B9)        Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) (LRR F)

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes     X      No            Depth (inches):      2”

Water Table Present?  Yes            No            Depth (inches):                            

Saturation Present?    Yes            No            Depth (inches):                          
(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes      X          No             

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks:     

Wetland hydrology was present at this sample point location. 



US Army Corps of Engineers                      Great Plains – Version 2.0 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Great Plains Region 

Project/Site:   FM 2001   City/County:   Buda/Hays Co  Sampling Date:   September 29, 2016 

Applicant/Owner:   TxDOT   State:   TX   Sampling Point:   up9 

Investigator(s):   Darren Dodson, CP&Y, Inc.   Section, Township, Range:   N/A 

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):   None   Local relief (concave, convex, none):   None   Slope (%):   3 

Subregion (LRR):   J   Lat:   30.06   Long:   -97.804   Datum:   NAD 83 

Soil Map Unit Name:   Heiden clay, 5-8% slopes, eroded   NWI classification:   none 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes   X   No      (If no, explain in Remarks.)  

Are Vegetation     Soil    , or Hydrology     significantly disturbed?          Are “Normal Circumstances” present?   Yes   X   No    

Are Vegetation     Soil    , or Hydrology     naturally problematic?           (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes      X         No               

Hydric Soil Present?  Yes                 No      X        

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes                 No      X        

Is the Sampled Area 

within a Wetland?                   Yes                   No     X          

Remarks:   

This sampling point location lacked wetland hydrology and hydric soils; therefore, this area is not a wetland. 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.

                          Absolute    Dominant  Indicator 
Tree Stratum   (Plot size:       10’                     )                       % Cover    Species?     Status  

1.     Celtis occidentalis                                                                35              Y             FACU
2.      Ulmus crassifolia                                                                8                 N             FAC

3.                                                                                                                                               

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                     43       = Total Cover 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum   (Plot size:     10’                ) 

1.     Celtis occidentalis                                                              10               Y                FAC

2.                                                                                                                                                

3.                                                                                                                                               

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                                   10        = Total Cover 
Herb Stratum   (Plot size:        10’                    ) 

1.    Cynodon dactylon                                                               40                Y           FACU

2.     Ambrosia trifida                                                                 35               Y             FAC

3.     Smilax bona-nox                                                                 5                 N             UPL   

4.                                                                                                                                               

5.                                                                                                                                               

6.                                                                                                                                               

7.                                                                                                                                               

8.                                                                                                                                               

9.                                                                                                                                               

10.                                                                                                                                             

                                                                                                   80        = Total Cover 
Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size:                               ) 

1.                                                                                                                                               

2.                                                                                                                                               

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum        20%                                     0       = Total Cover 

Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species   
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 
(excluding FAC-):                             (A) 

Total Number of Dominant    
Species Across All Strata:            4                  (B) 

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:       5   %             (A/B) 

Prevalence Index worksheet: 

       Total % Cover of:                    Multiply by:        

OBL species                       x 1 =                       

FACW species                        x 2 =                       

FAC species                        x 3 =                       

FACU species                        x 4 =                       

UPL species                        x 5 =                       

Column Totals:                        (A)                          (B) 

         Prevalence Index  = B/A =                           

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

       Dominance Test is >50% 

       Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

       Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting 
            data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

       Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Hydrophytic  
Vegetation 
Present?                 Yes                No       X       

Remarks:  (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)     

2
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0 0
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3.64

Hydrophytic vegetation was not present at this sample point location.
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SOIL Sampling Point:        up9              

Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 

 Depth                    Matrix                                           Redox Features                              
 (inches)           Color (moist)            %           Color (moist)             %         Type1       Loc2           Texture                             Remarks                           

   0-16             10YR 3/2                     100               none                                                                                      clay                                    

1Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

       Histosol (A1)        Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)        1 cm Muck (A9) (LRRI, J)

       Histic Epipedon (A2)        Sandy Redox (S5)        Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR F, G, H)

       Black Histic (A3)        Stripped Matrix (S6)        Dark Surface (S7) (LRR G)

       Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)        Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)        High Plains Depressions (F16) 

       Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR F)        Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) (LRRH outside of MLRA 72 & 73)

       1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR F, G, H)        Depleted Matrix (F3)        Reduced Vertic (F18) 

       Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)         Redox Dark Surface (F6)        Red Parent Material (TF2) 

       Thick Dark Surface (A12)        Depleted Dark Surface (F7)        Other (Explain in Remarks) 

       Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)        Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

       2.5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S2) (LRR G, H)        High Plains Depressions (F16)  wetland hydrology must be present, 

       5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR F) (MLRA 72 & 73 of LRR H)        unless disturbed or problematic. 

Restrictive Layer (if observed): 

     Type:                                                                  

     Depth (inches):                                                 Hydric Soil Present?     Yes               No     X      

Remarks: 

Hydric soils were not present at this sample point location. 

HYDROLOGY 

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)                                                    Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required) 

       Surface Water (A1)        Salt Crust (B11)        Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 

       High Water Table (A2)        Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)        Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 

       Saturation (A3)        Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)        Drainage Patterns (B10) 

       Water Marks (B1)        Dry-Season Water Table (C2)        Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) 

       Sediment Deposits (B2)        Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)         (where tilled)

       Drift Deposits (B3) (where not tilled)        Crayfish Burrows (C8) 

       Algal Mat or Crust (B4)        Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)        Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 

       Iron Deposits (B5)        Thin Muck Surface (C7)        Geomorphic Position (D2) 

       Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)        Other (Explain in Remarks)        FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

       Water-Stained Leaves (B9)        Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) (LRR F)

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes             No            Depth (inches):                           

Water Table Present?  Yes             No            Depth (inches):                           

Saturation Present?    Yes             No            Depth (inches):                          
(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes                No    X        

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 

Remarks:     

Wetland hydrology was present at this sample point location. 



 

 

Appendix K 

Species Impact Table  



Federally and State-Listed Species and State Species of Greatest Conservation Need of Potential 
Occurrence in Caldwell and Hays County, and Potential Effects/Impacts as a Result of the FM 2001 Project 

County Common Name Scientific Name 
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Description of Habitat 
Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Amphibians 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Austin Blind 

Salamander 

Eurycea 

waterlooensis 
E -- 

Mostly restricted to subterranean 

cavities of the Edwards Aquifer; 

dependent upon water flow/quality 

from the Barton Springs segment of 

the Edwards Aquifer; only known 

from the outlets of Barton Springs 

(Sunken Gardens (Old Mill) Spring, 

Eliza Spring, and Parthenia (Main) 

Spring which forms Barton Springs 

Pool); feeds on amphipods, 

ostracods, copepods, plant material, 

and (in captivity) a wide variety of 

small aquatic invertebrates. 

No – The proposed 

project does not occur 

over the Edwards 

Aquifer, and no springs 

are present within the 

project action area. 

No effect 

Hays 
Barton Springs 

salamander 
Eurycea sosorum E E 

Dependent upon water flow/quality 

from the Barton Springs pool of the 

Edwards Aquifer. Known from 

outlets of Barton Springs and 

subterranean water-filled caverns; 

found under rocks, in gravel, or 

among aquatic vascular plants and 

algae, as available. 

No – The proposed 

project does not occur 

over the Edwards 

Aquifer or near Barton 

Springs. 

No effect / 

No impact 

Hays 
Blanco blind 

salamander 
Eurycea robusta -- T 

Troglobitic; Water-filled subterranean 

caverns; may inhabit deep levels of 

Balcones aquifer to the north and 

east of the Blanco River. 

No – The proposed 

project occurs outside of 

the Balcones aquifer 

and the Blanco River 

drainage. 

No impact 



County Common Name Scientific Name 
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l 
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Description of Habitat 
Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Hays 

Blanco River 

Springs 

Salamander 

Eurycea pterophila -- SGCN 
Subaquatic; springs and caves in the 

Blanco River drainage 

No – The project area 

does not fall within the 

Blanco River drainage. 

No impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

San Marcos 

salamander 
Eurycea nana T T 

Known from the headwaters of the 

San Marcos River downstream to 

0.5 miles past IH 35; water over 

gravelly substrate characterized by 

dense mats of algae (Lyng bya) and 

aquatic moss (Leptodictym riparium), 

and water temperatures of 21° to 22° 

Celsius (C), and 30-40% of 

dissolved oxygen preferred. 

No – The San Marcos 

River does not flow 

through the project 

action area. 

No effect / 

No impact 

Hays 
Texas blind 

salamander 

Typhlomolge 

rathbuni 
E E 

Troglobitic; Water-filled subterranean 

caverns along a six mile stretch of 

the San Marcos Spring Fault, in the 

vicinity of San Marcos. 

No – The project area 

occurs approximately 15 

miles northeast of San 

Marcos. 

No effect / 

No impact 

Caldwell Houston Toad 
Anaxyrus 

houstonensis 
-- E 

Primary habitat is sandy soil which 

supports populations of Pinus taeda, 

water in pools, ephemeral pools, 

stock tanks; breeds in spring 

especially after rains; burrows in soil 

of adjacent uplands when inactive; 

breeds February-June; associated 

with soils of the Sparta, Carrizo, 

Goliad, Queen City, Recklaw, 

Weches, and Willis geologic 

formations. 

No – The project action 

area does not occur 

over sandy soils that 

support loblolly pine 

populations. In addition, 

the project area is 

outside the known range 

of this species. 

No effect / 

No impact 
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Description of Habitat 
Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Hays 
Texas 

salamander 
Eurycea neotenes -- T 

Troglobitic; springs, seeps, cave 

streams, and creek headwaters; 

often hides under rocks and leaves 

in waters, restricted to Helotes and 

Leon Creek drainages. 

No – The project does 

not contain drainages of 

Helotes or Leon Creek. 

No impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Strecker’s 

chorus frog 

Pseudacris 

streckeri 
-- SGCN 

Wooded floodplains and flats, 

prairies, cultivated fields and 

marshes. Likes sandy substrates. 

Yes – Wooded 

floodplains and prairies 

are present within the 

project area.  

May 

impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Woodhouse’s 

Toad 

Anaxyrus 

woodhoussii 
-- SGCN 

Extremely catholic up to 5000 feet, 

does very well (except for traffic) in 

association with man. 

Yes – There is suitable 

habitat in proximity to 

man within the project 

area. 

May 

impact 

Crustaceans 

Hays 
Balcones Cave 

amphipod 

Stygobromus 

balconis 
-- SGCN 

Subaquatic, subterranean obligate 

amphipod. 

No – No subterranean 

caves or aquifers are 

present within the 

project area.  

No impact 

Hays 
Ezell’s Cave 

amphipod 

Stygobromus 

flagellates 
-- SGCN Known only from artesian wells. 

No – No known artesian 

wells are present within 

the project area. 

No impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Peck’s Cave 

Amphipod 

Stygobromus 

(=Stygonectes) 

pecki 

E -- 
Currently only known from two 

springs in Comal County. 

No – The project action 

area does not occur 

within Comal County 

and there are no springs 

within the action area. 

No effect 
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Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Hays 
Texas troglobitic 

water slater 
Lirceolus smithii -- T 

Subaquatic, subterranean, obligate 

aquifer 

No – The project area 

does not occur over any 

aquifers. 

No impact 

Birds 

Caldwell, 

Hays 
Bald Eagle 

Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus 
-- T 

Found primarily near rivers and large 

lakes; nests in tall trees or on cliffs 

near water. 

No – Possible migrant 

through project area; no 

appropriate stopover 

habitat. 

No impact 

Caldwell Black rail 
Laterallus 

jamaicensis 
-- T 

Salt, brackish, and freshwater 

marshes, pond borders, wet 

meadows, and grassy swamps; 

nests in or along edge of marsh, 

sometimes on damp ground, but 

usually on mat of previous years 

dead grasses; nest usually in marsh 

grass or at base of Salicornia. 

No – There are no 

marshes present within 

the project area, and no 

suitable marshy or 

wetland areas. 

No effect / 

No impact 

Hays 
Black-capped 

Vireo 
Vireo atricapilla -- E 

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; deciduous and broad-

leaved shrubs and trees provide 

insects for feeding. 

No – No juniper-oak 

woodlands with a 

distinct patchy, two-

layered aspect exist 

within the project area. 

No impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 
Franklin’s Gull 

Leucophaeus 

pipixcan 
-- SGCN 

Habitat description is not available at 

this time by TPWD. Further research 

determined that this species prefers 

sandy beaches and shorelines.  

No – Sandy beaches 

and shorelines are not 

present within the 

project area. 

No impact 
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Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Hays 
Golden-cheeked 

Warbler 

Setophaga 

chrysoparia 
E E 

Ashe juniper in mixed stands with 

various oaks (Quercus spp.). Edges 

of cedar brakes. 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 breaks can provide the 

necessary nest material; forage for 

insects in broad-leaved trees and 

shrubs; nesting late March-early 

summer. 

No – No juniper-oak 

woodlands exist within 

the project action area. 

No effect / 

No impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Interior Least 

Tern 

Sternula antillarum 

athalassos 
E E 

Sand beaches, flats, bays, inlets, 

lagoons, islands. Subspecies is 

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. 

No – No suitable sandy 

habitats, braided 

streams, or rivers are 

present within the 

project action area. In 

addition, USFWS 

concern only extends to 

this species for wind 

energy projects. 

No effect / 

No impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 
Mountain Plover 

Charadrius 

montanus 
-- SGCN 

Breeding; nests on high plains or 

shortgrass prairie, on ground in 

shallow depression; nonbreeding: 

shortgrass plains and bare dirt 

(plowed) fields; primarily 

insectivorous. 

Yes – Bare and plowed 

fields were observed 

within the project area. 

May 

impact 
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Occur in Project Area 

Potential 
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Caldwell, 

Hays 
Piping Plover 

Charadrius 

melodus 
T T 

Beaches, sandflats, and dunes long 

Gulf Coast beaches and adjacent 

offshore islands. Also spoil islands in 

the Intracoastal Waterway. Algal 

flats appear to be the highest quality 

habitat. Sand flats often appear to 

be preferred over algal flats when 

both area available. Beaches serve 

as a secondary habitat to the flats 

associated with primary bays, 

lagoons, and inter-island passes. 

Beaches are rarely used on the 

southern Texas coast where bayside 

habitat is always available and are 

abandoned as bayside habitats 

become available on the central and 

extreme high tides that cover the 

flats. Optimal site characteristics 

appear to be large in area, sparsely 

vegetated, continuously available or 

in close proximity to secondary 

habitat, and with limited human 

disturbances.  

No – No beaches, 

sandflats, or dunes are 

present within the 

project action area. In 

addition, USFWS 

concern only extends to 

this species for wind 

energy projects. 

No effect / 

No impact 

Hays Tropical parula 
Setophaga 

pitiayumi 
-- T 

Semi-tropical evergreen woodland 

along rivers and resacas. Texas 

ebony, anacua, and other trees with 

epiphytic plants hanging from them. 

Dense or open woods, undergrowth, 

brush, and trees along edges of 

rivers and resacas; breeding April to 

July 

No – None of the 

vegetation observed 

within the project area 

had epiphytic plants 

hanging from trees. 

No impact 
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Occur in Project Area 
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Caldwell Rufa Red Knot 
Calidris canutus 

rufa 
T T 

Prefers the shoreline of coast and 

bays and also used mudflats during 

rare inland encounters. Wintering 

range includes Aransas, Brazoria, 

Calhoun, Cameron, Chambers, 

Galveston, Jefferson, Kennedy, 

Kleberg, Matagorda, Nueces, San 

Patricia, and Willacy. Primarily found 

on seacoasts on tidal flats and 

beaches, herbaceous wetlands, and 

tidal flat/shore. 

No – The project action 

area does not contain 

shorelines or mudflats. 

In addition, USFWS 

concern only extends to 

wind energy projects. 

No effect 

Caldwell Reddish Egret Egretta rufescens -- T 

Resident of the Texas Gulf Coast; 

brackish marshes and shallow salt 

ponds and tidal flats; nests on 

ground or in trees or bushed, on dry 

coastal islands in brushy thickets of 

yucca and prickly pear. 

No – The project area 

does not contain 

brackish marshes, 

shallow salt ponds, or 

tidal flats. 

No impact 

Caldwell 
Swallow-tailed 

kite 
Elanoides forficatus -- T 

Lowland forested regions, especially 

swampy area, ranging into open 

woodland; marshes, along rivers, 

lakes, and ponds; nests high in tall 

tree in clearing or on forest 

woodland edge, usually in pine, 

cypress, or various deciduous trees. 

No – The project area 

does not contain 

suitable nesting habitat. 

A migrating individual 

may be observed within 

the project area, but the 

proposed project is not 

likely to affect this 

species. 

No impact 
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Caldwell, 

Hays 

Western 

Burrowing Owl 

Athene cunicularia 

hypugaea 
-- SGCN 

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. 

Yes – The project area 

does contain open 

grasslands and open 

areas near human 

habituation. 

May 

impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 
White-faced ibis Plegadis chihi -- T 

Prefers freshwater marshes, 

sloughs, and irrigated rice fields, but 

will attend brackish and saltwater 

habitats; currently confined to near-

coastal rookeries in so-called hog-

wallow prairies. Nests in marshes, in 

low trees, on the ground in bulrushes 

or reeds, or on floating mats. 

No – There are no 

freshwater marshes, 

sloughs, irrigated rice 

fields, brackish, or 

saltwater habitat are 

present within the 

project area. 

No impact 
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Caldwell, 

Hays 

Whooping 

Crane 
Grus americana E E 

Potential migrant via plains 

throughout most of the state to 

coast; winters in coastal marshes of 

Aransas, Calhoun, and Refugio 

counties. 

Yes – There are areas 

of standing water and 

wetlands within the 

project action area that 

could provide suitable 

stopover habitat; 

however, due to the 

human presence in the 

area and availability of 

larger, more suitable 

reservoirs away from the 

project area, the species 

is not likely to utilize 

small ponds within the 

project area. Therefore, 

the proposed project 

would not affect the 

species.  

No effect / 

No impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 
Wood Stork Mycteria americana -- T 

Forages in prairie ponds, flooded 

pastures or fields, ditches, and other 

shallow standing water, including 

salt-water; roosts communally in tall 

snags. 

Yes – There are areas 

of standing water and 

wetlands within the 

project area that could 

provide suitable 

stopover habitat. 

May 

impact 
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Caldwell, 

Hays 

Zone-tailed 

Hawk 
Buteo albonotatus -- T 

Arid, open country including open 

deciduous or pine-oak woodland, 

mesa, or mountain country; often 

found near water courses, wooded 

canyons, and tree-lined rivers along 

middle-slopes of desert mountains; 

nests in sites ranging from small 

trees in lower desert, giant 

cottonwoods in riparian areas, and 

mature conifers in high mountain 

regions. 

No – There is no 

suitable nesting habitat 

within the project area, 

but the species is a 

potential migrant 

through the project area. 

No impact 

Fishes 

Hays American Eel Anguilla rostrate -- SGCN 

Originally found in all river systems 

from the Red River to the Rio 

Grande. Aquatic habitats include 

large rivers, streams, tributaries, 

coastal watersheds, estuaries, bays, 

and oceans. Spawns in Sargasso 

Sea, larva move to coastal waters, 

metamorphose, and begin upstream 

movements. Females tend to move 

further upstream than males (who 

are often found in brackish 

estuaries). American Eel are habitat 

generalists and may be found in a 

broad range of habitat conditions 

including slow- and fast-flowing 

waters over many substrate types. 

Extirpation in upstream drainages 

No – There are no 

perennial waterbodies 

within the project area 

that could support this 

species. 

No impact 
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attributed to reservoirs that impede 

upstream migration. 

Caldwell, 

Hays 
Fountain darter 

Etheostoma 

fonticola 
E E 

Known only from the San Marcos 

and Comal rivers; springs and 

spring-fed streams in dense beds of 

aquatic plants growing close to 

bottom, which is normally mucky. 

No – The San Marcos 

and Comal Rivers do 

not flow through the 

project action area. 

No impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 
Guadalupe Bass Micropterus treculii -- SGCN 

Endemic to the streams of the 

northern and eastern Edwards 

Plateau including portions of the 

Brazos, Colorado, Guadalupe, and 

San Antonio basins; species also 

found outside of the Edwards 

Plateau streams in decreased 

abundance, primarily in the lower 

Colorado River; two introduced 

populations have been established 

in the Nueces River system. A pure 

population was re-established in a 

portion of the Blanco River in 2014. 

Species prefers lentic environments 

but commonly taken in flowing water; 

numerous smaller fish occur in 

rapids, many times near eddies; 

large individuals found mainly in riffle 

tail races; usually found in spring-fed 

streams having clear water and 

relatively consistent temperatures. 

No – There are no 

perennial waterbodies 

with flowing water 

present within the 

project area. In addition, 

there are no spring-fed 

streams with consistent 

temperatures within the 

project area. 

No impact 



County Common Name Scientific Name 

F
e
d

e
ra

l 

S
ta

tu
s

 

S
ta

te
 

S
ta

tu
s

 

Description of Habitat 
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Occur in Project Area 
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Caldwell, 

Hays 

Guadalupe 

Darter 
Percina apristis -- T 

Endemic to the Guadalupe River 

Basin; Found in riffles; most 

common under or around 25-30 cm 

boulders in the main current; seems 

to prefer moderately turbid water. 

No – No perennial 

streams with riffle 

habitats cross the 

project area. 

No impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Headwater 

catfish 
Ictalurus lupus -- T 

Originally throughout streams of the 

Edwards Plateau and the Rio 

Grande basin, currently limited to 

Rio Grande drainage, including 

Pecos River basin; springs, and 

sandy and rocky riffles, runs, and 

pools of clear creeks and small 

rivers. 

No – The project area 

does not overlap the 

Pecos River basin or 

include Rio Grande 

drainage. 

No impact 

Hays Ironcolor shiner 
Notropis 

chalybaeus 
-- SGCN 

Found only in northeastern streams 

from the Sabine to the Red River 

with the exception of an isolated 

population found in the San Marcos 

River headwaters. Found primarily in 

acidic, tannin-stained, non-turbid, 

sluggish Coastal Plain streams and 

rivers of low to moderate gradient. 

Occurs in aggregation, often at the 

upstream ends of pools, with a 

moderate to sluggish current and 

sand, mud, silt or detritus substrates. 

Usually associated with aquatic 

vegetation. 

No – The project area 

does not contain any 

headwaters of the San 

Marcos River. 

No impact 
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Caldwell, 

Hays 

San Marcos 

gambusia 
Gambusia georgei E -- 

Extinct; formerly known from upper 

San Marcos River; restricted to 

shallow, quiet, mud-bottomed 

shoreline areas without dense 

vegetation in thermally constant 

main channel. 

No – Project does not 

cross the San Marcos 

River and this species is 

extinct. 

No effect 

Caldwell, 

Hays 
Texas shiner Notropis amabilis -- SGCN 

In Texas, it is found primarily in 

Edwards Plateau streams from the 

San Gabriel River in the east to the 

Pecos River in the west. Typical 

habitat includes rocky or sandy runs, 

as well as pools. 

No – The project area 

does not contain 

streams with regularly 

flowing pools, deep 

runs, or deep pools. 

No impact 

Insects 

Hays A mayfly 
Procloeon 

distinctum 
-- SGCN 

Mayflies distinguished by aquatic 

larval stage; adult stage generally 

found in shoreline vegetation. 

Yes – Shoreline 

vegetation is present 

within the project area. 

May 

impact 

Hays 
Comal Springs 

dryopid beetle 

Stygoparnus 

comalensis 
E E 

Dryopids usually cling to objects in a 

stream; dryopids area sometimes 

found crawling on stream bottoms or 

along shores; adults may leave the 

stream and fly about, especially at 

night; most drypoid larvae are 

vermiform and live in soil or 

decaying wood. 

No – There are no 

known spring-fed 

streams within the 

project action area. The 

project action area does 

not encroach upon 

Comal Springs. 

No effect / 

No impact 

Hays 
Comal Springs 

diving beetle 

Comaldessus 

stygius 
-- SGCN 

Known only from the outflows at 

Comal Springs aquatic; diving 

beetles generally inhabit the water 

column. 

No – There are not 

outflows of Comal 

Springs within the 

project area. 

No impact 
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Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 
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Impact 

Hays 
Comal Springs 

riffle beetle 

Heterelmis 

comalensis 
E E 

Known only from Comal and San 

Marcos Springs. 

No – Comal and San 

Marcos Springs do not 

occur within the project 

action area. 

No effect / 

No impact 

Hays 
Edwards Aquifer 

diving beetle 

Haideoporus 

texanus 
-- SGCN 

Habitat poorly known; known from 

an artesian well in Hays County. 

No – There are no 

artesian wells within the 

project area. 

No impact 

Hays 

San Marcos 

saddle-case 

caddisfly 

Protoptila arca -- SGCN 

Known from an artesian well in Hays 

County; locally very abundant; swift. 

Well-oxygenated warm water about 

1-2m deep; larvae and pupal cases 

abundant on rocks. 

No – There are no 

artesian wells within the 

project area. 

No impact 

Hays 

Texas 

austrotinodes 

caddisfly 

Austrotinodes 

texensis 
-- SGCN 

Appears endemic to the karst 

springs and spring runs of the 

Edwards Plateau region; flow in type 

locality swift but may drop 

significantly during periods of little 

drought; substrate coarse and 

ranges from cobble and gravel to 

limestone bedrock; many limestone 

outcroppings also found along the 

streams 

No – The project area is 

not located within any 

karst zones and does 

not include any spring 

runs. 

No impact 

Mammals 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

American 

Badger 
Taxidea taxus -- SGCN 

Habitat description is not available at 

this time by TPWD. Further research 

into this species determined that it 

requires open pastureland. 

Yes – Open pastureland 

if present within the 

project area.  

May 

impact 
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Caldwell 
Aransas short-

tailed shrew 

Blarina hylophaga 

plumbea 
-- SGCN 

Excavates burrows in sandy soils 

underlying mottes of live oak trees or 

in areas with little to no ground 

cover; 2-3 litters of 4-6 young per 

year. 

No – No sandy soils or 

live oak mottes are 

present within the 

project area. 

No impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 
Big Brown Bat Eptesicus fuscus -- SGCN 

Any wooded areas or woodlands 

except south Texas. Riparian areas 

in west Texas. 

Yes – Scattered wooded 

areas are present within 

the project area. 

May 

impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Big free-tailed 

Bat 

Nyctinomops 

macrotis 
-- SGCN 

Habitat data sparse but records 

indicate that species prefers to roost 

in crevices and cracks in high 

canyon walls, but will use buildings, 

as well; reproduction data sparse, 

gives birth to single offspring late 

June-early July; females gather in 

nursery colonies; winter habits 

undetermined, but may hibernate in 

the Trans-Pecos; opportunistic 

insectivore. 

Yes – Buildings are 

present within the 

project area. 

May 

impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 
Cave Myotis Bat Myotis velifer -- SGCN 

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; 

opportunistic insectivore. 

Yes – The project area 

contains old buildings 

and culverts that could 

contains Cliff Swallow 

nests. 

May 

impact 
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Caldwell, 

Hays 
Eastern Red Bat Lasiurus borealis -- SGCN 

Found in a variety of habitats in 

Texas. Usually associated with 

wooded areas. Found in towns 

especially during migration. 

Yes – Scattered wooded 

areas are present within 

the project area. 

May 

impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Eastern Spotted 

Skunk 
Spilogale putorius -- SGCN 

Catholic; open fields prairies, 

croplands, fence rows, farmyards, 

forest edges &amp; woodlands. 

Prefer wooded, brushy areas &amp; 

tallgrass prairies. S.p. ssp. interrupta 

found in wooded areas and tallgrass 

prairies, preferring rocky canyons 

and outcrops when such sites are 

available. 

Yes – Open fields, 

croplands, and fence 

rows are present within 

the project area. 

May 

impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 
Hoary Bat Lasiurus cinereus -- SGCN 

Known from montane and riparian 

woodland in Trans-Pecos, forests, 

and woods in east and central 

Texas. 

No – The project area 

does not contain any 

montane woodlands or 

sufficient riparian 

habitat. 

No impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Long-tailed 

Weasel 
Mustela frenata -- SGCN 

Includes brushlands, fence rows, 

upland woods, and bottomland 

hardwood forests, forest edges & 

rocky desert shrub. Usually lives 

close to water. 

Yes – The project area 

contains brushlands and 

fence row vegetation 

near stock ponds that 

would provide a 

constant source of 

water. 

May 

impact 
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Caldwell, 

Hays 

Mexican free-

tailed bat 

Tadarida 

brasiliensis 
-- SGCN 

Roosts in buildings in east Texas. 

Largest maternity roosts are in 

limestone caves on the Edwards 

Plateau. Found in all habitats, forest 

to desert. 

Yes – The project area 

contains suitable 

roosting structures. 

May 

impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Mexican long-

tongued bat 

Choeronycteris 

Mexicana 
-- SGCN 

Only Texas record is from riparian 

forest; in general--neotropical 

nectivorous species roosting in 

caves, mines, and large crevices 

found in deep canyons along the Rio 

Grande ; also found in buildings and 

often associated with big-eared bats 

(Plecotus spp.); single TX record 

from Santa Ana NWR. 

No – The project area 

does not contain deep 

canyons. In addition, the 

single record of this 

species does not occur 

within the vicinity of the 

project area. 

No impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 
Mink Neovison vison -- SGCN 

Intimately associated with water; 

coastal swamps & marshes, wooded 

riparian zones, edges of lakes. 

Prefer floodplains. 

No – The project area 

does not contain marshy 

habitat, and the only 

reliable sources of water 

are small stock ponds. 

No impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 
Mountain Lion Puma concolor -- SGCN Rugged mountains & riparian zones. 

No – The project area 

does not contain 

suitable wooded riparian 

zones for this species. 

No impact 

Caldwell 
Southern short-

tailed shrew 
Blarina carolinensis -- SGCN 

Habitat description is not available at 

this time by TPWD. Further research 

determined that this species prefers 

sandy soils. 

No – The project area 

does not contain sandy 

soils. 

No impact 
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Description of Habitat 
Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 
Swamp rabbit 

Sylvilagus 

aquaticus 
-- SGCN 

Habitat description is not available at 

this time from TPWD. Further 

research determined that this 

species prefers swampy habitats 

and bottomland forests. 

No –  Swampy habitat 

and bottomland forests 

are not present within 

the project area. 

No impact 

Caldwell 
Thirteen-lined 

ground squirrel 

Ictidomys 

tridecemlineatus 
-- SGCN 

Habitat description is not available at 

this time from TPWD. Further 

research determined that this 

species prefers well-grazed pastures 

and roadsides. 

Yes – Grazed pastures 

are present within the 

project area. 

May 

impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 
Tricolored bat 

Perimyotis 

subflavus 
-- SGCN 

Forest, woodland, and riparian areas 

are important. Caves are very 

important to this species. 

Yes – Scattered 

woodlands and riparian 

areas are present within 

the project area. 

May 

impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Western hog-

nosed skunk 

Conepatus 

leuconotus 
-- SGCN 

Habitats include woodlands, 

grasslands,and deserts to 7200 feet, 

most common in rugged, rocky 

canyon county; little is known about 

the habitat of the ssp. Telmalestes. 

Yes – Open grasslands 

are present within the 

project area. 

May 

impact 

Hays 
Western spotted 

skunk 
Spilogale gracilis -- SGCN 

Habitat description is not available at 

this time by TPWD. Further research 

determined that this species prefers 

rocky bluffs and brush-bordered 

canyon stream beds. 

No – No rocky bluffs or 

brush-bordered canyon 

stream beds are present 

within the project area. 

No impact 
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Description of Habitat 
Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Hays Woodland Vole Microtus pinetorum -- SGCN 

Include grassy marshes, swamp 

edges, old-field/pine woodland 

ecotones, tallgrass fields; generally 

sandy soils. 

No – There are no 

grassy marshes, swamp 

edges, woodland 

ecotones, or tallgrass 

fields on sandy soils. 

No impact 

Mollusks 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

False spike 

mussel 
Fusconaia mitchelli -- T 

Possibly extirpated in Texas; 

probably medium to large rivers; 

substrates vary from mud through 

mixtures of sand, gravel, and cobble; 

formerly known from Rio Grande, 

Brazos, Colorado, and Guadalupe 

(historic) river basins. 

No – There are no large 

or medium rivers within 

the project area. 

No impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 
Golden orb Quadrula aurea -- SGCN 

Sand and gravel in some locations 

and mud at others; found in lentic 

and lotic; Guadalupe, San Antonio, 

Lower San Marcos, and Nueces 

River basin. 

No – This species is no 

longer considered a 

valid species by TxDOT. 

No impact 

Caldwell Guadalupe Orb Cyclonaias necki -- T 

Species’ distribution is limited to the 

Guadalupe River basin. Occurs in 

both mainstem and tributary 

habitats. Often found in substrates 

composed of sand, gravel, and 

cobble, including mud-silt or gravel-

filled cracks in bedrock slabs. 

Considered intolerant of reservoirs 

but are known to occur in them 

(Howells 2010m; Randklev et al. 

2017b.) [Mussels of Texas 2019] 

No – There are no 

perennial streams within 

the project area. 

No impact 
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Description of Habitat 
Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Texas 

Fawnsfoot 
Truncilla macrodon C -- 

Appears to prefer rivers and larger 

streams, intolerant of impoundment. 

Probably prefers sand, gravel, and 

perhaps sandy-mud bottoms in 

moderate flows. 

No – There are no 

perennial streams within 

the project area. 

No effect 

Hays 
Texas 

Fatmucket 
Lampsilis bracteata C T 

Streams and rivers on sand, mud, 

and gravel substrates; intolerant of 

impoundment; broken bedrock and 

course gravel or sand in moderately 

flowing water; Colorado and 

Guadalupe River basins. 

No – There are no 

perennial streams within 

the project area. 

No effect / 

No impact 

Hays 
Texas 

pimpleback 
Quadrula petrina C T 

Mud, gravel and sand substrates, 

generally in areas with slow flow 

rates; Colorado and Guadalupe river 

basins. 

No – There are no 

perennial streams within 

the project area. 

No effect / 

No impact 

Reptiles 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Cagle’s map 

turtle 
Graptemys caglei -- T 

Guadalupe River System; shallow 

water with swift to moderate flow and 

gravel or cobble bottom, connected 

by deeper pools with slower flow rate 

and silt or mud bottom; gravel bar 

riffles and transition areas between 

riffles and pools especially important 

in providing insect prey items; nests 

on gently sloping sand banks within 

ca. 30 feet of waters edge. 

No – Streams within 

project area are part of 

Guadalupe River 

System. However, 

streams within project 

area are listed as 

intermittent. Streams 

observed during field 

surveys were narrow, 

shallow, and slow 

moving. No gravel bars 

or riffle areas were 

observed. 

No impact 
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Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Eastern Box 

Turtle 
Terrapene carolina -- SGCN 

Eastern box turtles inhabit forests, 

fields, forest-brush, and forest-field 

ecotones. In some areas they move 

seasonally from fields in spring to 

forest in summer. They commonly 

enters pools of shallow water in 

summer. For shelter, they burrow 

into loose soil, debris, mud, old 

stump holes, or under leaf litter. 

They can successfully hibernate in 

sites that may experience 

subfreezing temperatures. In 

Maryland bottomland forest, some 

hibernated in pits or depressions in 

forest floor (usually about 30 cm 

deep) usually within summer range; 

individuals tended to hibernate in 

same area in different years (Stickel 

1989). Also attracted to farms, old 

fields and cut-over woodlands, as 

well as creek bottoms and dense 

woodlands. Egg laying sites often 

are sandy or loamy soils in open 

areas; females may move from 

bottomlands to warmer and drier 

sites to nest. In Maryland, females 

used the same nesting area in 

different years (Stickel 1989). 

Yes – Farms, cut-over 

woodlands and creek 

bottoms are present 

within the project area. 

May 

impact 
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Description of Habitat 
Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Hays 
Keeled earless 

lizard 

Holbrookia 

propinqua 
-- SGCN 

Coastal dunes, barrier islands, and 

other sandy areas; eats insects and 

likely other small invertebrates; eggs 

laid underground March-September 

(most May-August). 

No – No coastal dunes, 

barrier islands, or other 

sandy areas were 

observed within the 

project area. 

No impact 

Hays 

Northern spot-

tailed earless 

lizard 

Holbrookia lacerata 

lacerata 
-- SGCN 

Habitat description is not available at 

this time from TPWD. Upon further 

research it was determined that this 

species prefers disturbed areas and 

fairly flat areas free of vegetation. 

Yes – Disturbed and 

fairly flat areas free of 

vegetation area present 

within the project area. 

May 

impact 
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Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Slender glass 

lizard 

Ophisarus 

attenuatus 
-- SGCN 

Prefers relatively dry microhabitats, 

usually associated with grassy 

areas. Habitats include open 

grassland, prairie, woodland edge, 

open woodland, oak savannas, 

longleaf pine flatwoods, scrubby 

areas, fallow fields, and areas near 

streams and ponds, often in habitats 

with sandy soil. This species often 

appears on roads in spring. During 

inactivity, it occurs in underground 

burrows. In Kansas, slender glass 

lizards were scarce in heavily grazed 

pastures, increased as grass 

increased with removal of grazing, 

and declined as brush and trees 

replaced grass (Fitch 1989). Eggs 

are laid underground, under cover, 

or under grass clumps (Ashton and 

Ashton 1985); in cavities beneath flat 

rocks or in abandoned tunnels of 

small mammals (Scalopus, Microtus) 

(Fitch 1989). 

No – While fallow fields 

and areas near ponds 

are present within the 

project area, no sandy 

soils are present. In 

addition, the majority of 

the project area is 

heavily grazed pastures 

and regularly disturbed 

ground. 

No impact 

Hays 
Spot-tailed 

earless lizard 
Holbrookia lacerata -- SGCN 

Central and southern Texas and 

adjacent Mexico; moderately open 

prairie-brushland; fairly flat areas 

free of vegetation or other 

obstructions, including disturbed 

areas; eats small invertebrates; eggs 

laid underground. 

Yes – Disturbed areas 

and fairly flat areas free 

of vegetation were 

observed within the 

project area. 

May 

impact 
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Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Hays 
Texas garter 

snake 

Thamnophis sirtalis 

annectens 
-- SGCN 

Irrigation canals and riparian-corridor 

farmlands in west; marshy, flooded 

pastureland, grassy or brushy 

borders of permanent bodies of 

water; coastal salt marshes.  Wet or 

moist microhabitats are conducive to 

the species occurrence but is not 

necessarily restricted to them; 

hibernates underground or in or 

under surface cover; breeds March-

August. 

Yes – Riparian-corridor 

farmlands and grassy 

borders around sources 

of water are present 

within the project area. 

May 

impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Texas horned 

lizard 

Phrynosoma 

cornutum 
-- T 

Occurs to 6000 feet, but largely 

limited below the pinyon-juniper 

zone on mountains in the Big Bend 

area. 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. 

No – Appropriate habitat 

found in open areas 

throughout project area. 

However, no sign of 

harvester ants, their 

primary prey species, 

were observed during 

field surveys. 

No impact 

Hays 
Texas map 

turtle 
Graptemys versa -- SGCN 

Rivers with moderate current, 

abundant aquatic vegetation, and 

basking logs; also associated 

oxbows and lakes (Barlett and 

Bartlett 1999). 

No – No perennial rivers 

are present within the 

project area. 

No impact 
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Description of Habitat 
Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Caldwell 
Timber/Canebrake
rattlesnake  

Crotalus horridus -- SGCN 

Swamps, floodplains, upland pine 

and deciduous woodlands, riparian 

zones, abandoned farmland; 

limestone bluffs, sandy soil, or black 

clay; prefers dense ground, i.e., 

grapevines or palmetto. 

Yes – Riparian areas, 

floodplain, and 

abandoned farmland do 

occur within the project 

area. 

May 

impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Western Box 

turtle 
Terrapene ornata -- SGCN 

Ornate or western box turtles inhabit 

prairie grassland, pasture, fields, 

sandhills, and open woodland. They 

are essentially terrestrial but 

sometimes enter slow, shallow 

streams and creek pools. For 

shelter, they burrow into soil (e.g., 

under plants such as yucca) 

(Converse et al. 2002) or enter 

burrows made by other species; 

winter burrow depth was 0.5-1.8 

meters in Wisconsin (Doroff and 

Keith 1990), 7-120 cm (average 

depth 54 cm) in Nebraska (Converse 

et al. 2002). Eggs are laid in nests 

dug in soft well-drained soil in open 

area (Legler 1960, Converse et al. 

2002). Very partial to sandy soil. 

Yes – Prairie 

grasslands, pasture, 

and fields are present 

within the project area. 

May 

impact 
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Description of Habitat 
Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Hays 
Western 

Hognose Snake 
Heterodon nasicus -- SGCN 

Habitat consists of areas with sandy 

or gravelly soils, including prairies, 

sandhills, wide valleys, river 

floodplains, bajadas, semi 

agricultural areas (but not intensively 

cultivated land), and margins of 

irrigation ditches (Degenhardt et al. 

1996, Hammerson 1999, Werler and 

Dixon 2000, Stebbins 2003). Also 

thornscrub woodlands and chaparral 

thickets. Seems to prefer sandy and 

loamy soils, not necessarily flat. 

Periods of inactivity are spent 

burrowed in the soil or in existing 

burrows. Eggs are laid in nests a few 

inches below the ground surface 

(Platt 1969). 

No – The project area 

does not occur over 

sandy, gravelly, or 

loamy soils. 

No impact 

Plants 

Hays 
Bigflower 

cornsalad 

Valerianella 

stenocarpa 
-- SGCN 

Usually along creek beds or in 

vernally moist grassy open areas 

(Carr 2015). 

No – No vernally moist 

areas are present within 

the project area. 

No impact 
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Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Hays 
Bracted 

twistflower 

Streptanthus 

bracteatus 
C SGCN 

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 Rode, and Walnut geologic 

formations; populations fluctuate 

widely from year to year, depending 

on winter rainfall; flowering mid April-

late May, fruit matures and foliage 

withers by early summer. 

No – There are no oak-

juniper woodlands within 

the project area. 

No effect / 

No impact 

Hays Buckley tridens 
Tridens 

buckleyanus 
-- SGCN 

Occurs in juniper-oak woodlands 

and on rocky limestone slopes; 

Perennial; Flowering/Fruiting April-

Nov 

No – There are no oak-

juniper woodlands or 

rocky limestone slopes 

within the study area. 

No impact 

Hays 
Canyon mock-

orange 

Philadelphus 

texensis var. 

ernestii 

-- SGCN 

Usually found growing from 

honeycomb pits on outcrops of 

Cretaceous limestone exposed as 

rimrock along mesic canyons, 

usually in the shade of mixed 

evergreen-deciduous canyon 

woodland; flowering April-June, fruit 

dehiscing September-October. 

No – No honeycomb 

pits are present within 

the project area. 

No impact 
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Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Engelmann’s 

bladderpod 

Physaria 

engelmannii 
-- SGCN 

Grasslands and calcareous rock 

outcrops in a band along the eastern 

edge of the Edwards Plateau, 

ranging as far north as the Red River 

(Carr 2015). 

No – No Calcareous 

rock outcrops are 

present within the 

project area and the 

project area is not 

located on the Edwards 

Plateau. 

No impact 

Hays 
Glass mountain 

coral-root 
Hexalectris nitida -- SGCN 

Apparently rare in mixed woodlands 

in canyons in the mountains of the 

Brewster County, but encountered 

with regularity, albeit in small 

numbers, under Juniperus ashei in 

woodlands over limestone on the 

Edwards Plateau, Callahan Divide 

and Lampasas Cutplain; Perennial; 

Flowering June-Sept; Fruiting July-

Sept. 

No – No juniper-oak 

woodlands are present 

within the project area. 

No impact 

Hays 
Gravelbar 

brickellbush 
Brickellia dentata -- SGCN 

Essentially restricted to frequently-

scoured gravelly alluvial beds in 

creek and river bottoms; Perennial; 

Flowering June-Nov; Fruiting June-

Oct  

No – There are no 

frequently-scoured 

gravelly alluvial beds in 

the project area. 

No impact 

Hays 
Hall’s prairie 

clover 
Dalea hallii -- SGCN 

In grasslands or eroded limestone or 

chalk and in oak scrub on rocky 

hillsides; Perennial; Flowering May-

Sept; Fruiting June-Sept. 

Yes – There are 

grasslands within the 

project area.  

May 

impact 
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Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Hays 
Heller’s 

beardtongue 

Penstemon triflorus 

ssp. integrifolius 
-- SGCN 

Occurs sparingly on rock outcrops 

and in grasslands associated with 

juniper-oak woodlands (Carr 2015).  

No – There are no rock 

outcrops or juniper-oak 

woodlands within the 

project area. 

No impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Heller’s 

marbleseed 

Onosmodium 

helleri 
-- SGCN 

Occurs in loamy calcareous soils in 

oak-juniper woodlands on rocky 

limestone slopes, often in more 

mesic portions of canyons; 

Perennial; Flowering March-May   

No – There are no oak-

juniper woodlands within 

the project area. 

No impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Hill Country 

wild-mercury 

Argythamnia 

aphoroides 
-- SGCN 

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; 

Perennial; Flowering April-May with 

fruit persisting until midsummer 

No – There are no live 

oak or oak-juniper 

woodlands within the 

project area. 

No impact 

Hays 
Narrow-leaf 

brickellbush 

Brickellia 

eupatorioides var. 

gracillima 

-- SGCN 

Moist to dry gravelly alluvial soils 

along riverbanks but also on 

limestone slopes; Perennial; 

Flowering/Fruiting April-Nov 

No – There are no 

riverbanks or limestone 

slopes in the project 

area. 

No impact 

Hays 
Net-leaf 

bundleflower 

Desmanthus 

reticulatus 
-- SGCN 

Mostly on clay prairies of the coastal 

plain of central and south Texas; 

Perennial; Flowering April-July; 

Fruiting April-Oct 

Yes – The project area 

occurs over clay prairies 

in central Texas. 

May 

impact 
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Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Hays 
Osage Plains 

false foxglove 
Agalinis densiflora -- SGCN 

Most records are from grasslands on 

shallow, gravelly, well-drained, 

calcareous soils; Prairies. Dry 

limestone soils; Annual; Floweing 

Aug-Oct 

No – There are no 

shallow soils in the 

project area. 

No impact 

Hays 
Plateau 

loosestrife 
Lythrum ovalifolium -- SGCN 

Banks and gravelly beds of perennial 

(or strong intermittent) streams on 

the Edwards Plateau, Llano Uplift 

and Lampasas Cutplain; Perennial; 

Flowering/Fruiting April-Nov 

No – There are no 

perennial streams in the 

project area. The project 

area does not occur in 

the Edwards Plateau, 

Llano Uplift, or 

Lampasas Cutplain. 

No impact 

Hays Plateau milkvine 
Matelea 

edwardsensis 
-- SGCN 

Occurs in various types of juniper-

oak and oak-juniper woodlands; 

Perennial; Flowering March-Oct; 

Fruiting May-June 

No – There are no oak-

juniper woodlands within 

the study area. 

No impact 

Hays 
Scarlet leather-

flower 
Clematis texensis -- SGCN 

Usually in oak-juniper woodlands in 

mesic rocky limestone canyons or 

along perennial streams;  Perennial; 

Flowering March-July; Fruiting May-

July. 

No – There are no oak-

juniper woodlands or 

rocky limestone canyons 

within the study area. 

No impact 

Hays 
Spreading 

Leastdaisy 

Chaetopappa 

effuse 
-- SGCN 

Limestone cliffs, ledges, bluffs, steep 

hillsides, sometimes in seepy areas, 

oak-juniper, oak, or mixed deciduous 

woods, 300-500 m elevation; 

Perennial; Flowering (May) July-Oct. 

No – The project area 

does not contain 

limestone cliffs, ledges, 

bluffs, steep hillsides, or 

seepy areas. 

No impact 



County Common Name Scientific Name 

F
e
d

e
ra

l 

S
ta

tu
s

 

S
ta

te
 

S
ta

tu
s

 

Description of Habitat 
Potential for Habitat to 

Occur in Project Area 

Potential 

Impact 

Caldwell 
Sandhill 

woolywhite 

Hymenopappus 

carrizoanus 
-- SGCN 

Disturbed or open areas in 

grasslands and post oak woodlands 

on deep sands derived from the 

Carrizo Sand and similar Eocene 

formations; flowering April-June. 

No – The project area 

does not contain deep 

sands. 

No impact 

Caldwell 
Shinner’s 

sunflower 

Helianthus 

occidentalis ssp. 

plantagineus 

-- SGCN 

Mostly in prairies on the Coastal 

Plain, with several slightly disjunct 

populations in the Pineywoods and 

South Texas Brush County. 

No – The project area is 

not located on the 

Coastal Plain, 

Pineywoods, or South 

Texas Brush Country. 

No impact 

Caldwell, 

Hays 

Sycamore-leaf 

snowbell 

Styrax platanifolius 

ssp. plantanifolius 
-- SGCN 

Rare throughout range, usually in 

oak-juniper woodlands on steep 

rocky banks and ledges along 

intermittent or perennial streams, 

rarely far from some reliable source 

of moisture; Perennial; Flowering 

April-May; Fruiting May-Aug. 

No – The project area 

does not contain steep 

rocky banks or ledges 

with oak-juniper 

woodlands. 

No impact 

Hays Texas amorpha 
Amorpha 

roemeriana 
-- SGCN 

Juniper-oak woodlands or 

shrublands on rocky limestone 

slopes, sometimes on dry shelves 

above creeks; Perennial; Flowering 

May-June; Fruiting June-Oct 

No – The project area 

does not contain rocky 

limestone slopes or 

juniper-oak woodlands. 

No impact 
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Hays Texas barberry Berberis swaseyi -- SGCN 

Shallow calcareous stony clay of 

upland grasslands/shrublands over 

limestone as well as in loamier soils 

in openly wooded canyons and on 

creek terraces; Perennial; 

Flowering/Fruiting March-June This 

species is also known to be endemic 

to the Edwards Plateau. 

No – This species is 

endemic to the Edwards 

Plateau. The project 

area does not occur on 

the Edwards Plateau. 

No impact 

Caldwell Texas beebalm 
Monarda 

viridissima 
-- SGCN 

Endemic perennial herb of the 

Carrizo Sands; deep, well-drained 

sandy soils in openings of post oak 

woodlands; flowers white. 

No – The project area 

does not occur on 

Carrizo sands. 

No impact 

Hays Texas fescue Festuca versuta -- SGCN 

Occurs in mesic woodlands on 

limestone-derived soils on stream 

terraces and canyon slopes but 

sometimes on rock outcrops in 

shaded canyons; Annual; Flowering 

May-Nov; Fruiting July-Nov 

No – No mesic 

woodlands along stream 

terraces or canyon 

slopes are present 

within the project area. 

No impact 

Caldwell Texas sandmint Rhododon ciliates -- SGCN 

Open sandy areas in the Post Oak 

Belt of east-central Texas; Annual; 

Flowering April-Aug; Fruiting May-

Aug 

No – The project area is 

not located within a Post 

Oak Belt. 

No impact 

Hays Texas seymeria Seymeria texana -- SGCN 

Found primarily in grassy openings 

in juniper-oak woodlands on dry 

rocky slopes but sometimes on rock 

outcrops in shaded canyons; Annual; 

Flowering May-Nov; Fruiting July-

Nov 

No – The project area 

does not contain 

juniper-oak woodlands 

or dry rocky slopes. 

No impact 
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Caldwell Texas tauschia Tauschia texana -- SGCN 

Occurs in loamy soils in deciduous 

forests or woodlands on river and 

stream terraces; Perennial; 

Flowering/Fruiting Feb-April 

No – There are no 

deciduous forests on 

river and stream 

terraces within the 

project area. 

No impact 

Hays Texas wild-rice Zizania texana E E 

Texas endemic; spring-fed rivers, in 

clear, cool, swift water mostly less 

than 1 meter deep, with coarse 

sandy soils rather than finer clays. 

No – No spring-fed 

rivers exist within the 

project action area. 

No impact 

Hays 
Threeflower 

penstemon 

Penstemon triflorus 

ssp. triflorus 
-- SGCN 

Occurs sparingly on rock outcrops 

and in grasslands associated with 

juniper-oak woodlands (Carr 2015). 

No – There are no rock 

outcrops within the 

project area. 

No impact 

Hays Tree dodder Cuscuta exaltata -- SGCN 

Parasitic on various Quercus, 

Juglans, Rhus, Vitis, Ulmus, and 

Diospyros species as well as Acacia 

berlandieri and other woody plants; 

Annual; Flowering May-Oct; Fruiting 

July-Oct. 

Yes – The project area 

contains trees that could 

serve as a host to this 

species. 

May 

impact 

Hays 
Turnip-root 

scurfea 

Pediomelum 

cyphocalyx 
-- SGCN 

Grasslands and openings in juniper-

oak woodlands on limestone 

substrates on the Edwards Plateau 

and in north-central Texas (Carr 

2015). 

No – The project area 

does not contain 

grasslands in juniper-

oak woodlands on 

limestone substrates. 

No impact 
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Hays 
Warnock’s 

coral-root 

Hexalectris 

warnockii 
-- SGCN 

In leaf litter and humus in oak-juniper 

woodlands on shaded slopes and 

intermittent, rocky creekbeds in 

canyons; in the Trans Pecos in oak-

pinyon-juniper woodlands in higher 

mesic canyons (to 2000 m [6550 ft]), 

primarily on igneous substrates; in 

Terrell County under Quercus 

fusiformis mottes on terraces of 

spring-fed perennial streams, 

draining an otherwise rather xeric 

limestone landscape; on the 

Callahan Divide (Taylor County), the 

White Rock Escarpment (Dallas 

County), and the Edwards Plateau in 

oak-juniper woodlands on limestone 

slopes; in Gillespie County on 

igneous substrates of the Llano 

Uplift; flowering June-September; 

individual plants do not usually 

bloom in successive years. 

No – The project area 

does not contain any 

limestone slopes or 

canyon creek beds. 

No impact 

Note: All federal status determinations are based only on the USFWS Official Species List. All state status determinations are based of the TPWD RTEST Lists, 

originally accessed November 2019. State T&E Species were re-evaluated based off the April 2020 County RTEST lists. 

E – Endangered, T – Threatened, C – Candidate (Federal Only), SGCN – Species of Greatest Conservation Need (State Only) 
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Environmental Planning and Permitting
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13809 Research Boulevard, Suite 300
Austin, TX 78750
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lraderschadt@cpyi.com | www.cpyi.com

























From: Matthew Pickle

To: Leigh Raderschadt; "Scarth, Justin"

Cc: John Steib; Nadine Hodges; Amy Esguerra

Subject: RE: 2001 Indirect Impacts Questionaire

Date: Thursday, October 24, 2019 1:17:48 PM

Attachments: image014.png

Leigh Raderschadt
Environmental Planning and Permitting



Chase Bank Building | Tower of the Hills
13809 Research Boulevard, Suite 300
Austin, TX 78750
Direct: 512.492.6813 | P: 512.349.0700 | F: 512.349.0727
lraderschadt@cpyi.com | www.cpyi.com

Connect with us:



John Steib
General Manager
Creedmoor Maha WSC
12100 Laws Road
Buda TX, 78610

Office: 512.243.2113
jsteib@creedmoorwsc.com
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