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I. Overview
The City of Fredericksburg and Gillespie County, acting through the Gillespie County 
Relief Route Task Force, and with support from the Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT), are conducting a feasibility study to explore a potential US 
290 relief route around Fredericksburg. The relief route would give people the option 
to travel around, rather than directly through, the city.
US 290 is an east-west highway that passes through downtown Fredericksburg and 
its Main Street tourist area. Discussions about a possible relief route have been 
ongoing in the Gillespie County area for many years. As traffic volumes and 
congestion continue to increase, the need for a relief route has become an important 
safety and quality-of-life issue for the community.
The Fredericksburg Relief Route Study will identify and evaluate route options in 
order to develop a locally preferred option that reflects community values and is 
consistent with the minimum requirements agreed to by TxDOT, the City of 
Fredericksburg, and Gillespie County. Once identified, the locally preferred option 
would be the starting point for any future phases of project development, including a 
detailed environmental study, should the project advance.
Workshop attendees were encouraged to provide written feedback about the 
possible relief route and the preliminary route options, as well as participate in an 
interactive online survey. A summary of the written comments received is included in 
Appendix A. A summary of the online survey results is included in Appendix B.

II. Workshop Information
The workshop was held from 2 p.m. to 7 p.m. on January 24, 2019, in the Sanctuary 
of the Pioneer Museum at the Gillespie County Historical Society at 312
W. San Antonio St. in Fredericksburg. The purpose of the workshop was to present 
information about the potential project and the process that led to the identification of 
the preliminary route options. In addition, the workshop provided attendees with an 
interactive opportunity to learn more about the relief route study and to view 
preliminary route options (developed from suggestions received at the previous 
workshops) and provide input regarding the preliminary route options.

Notices announcing the workshop were distributed beginning 30 days before the 
event. Copies of the notices are included in Appendix C. Notices included: 

• Fliers distributed through local businesses known to be frequented by area
residents
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• Social media posts
• Postcards sent to individuals on the project’s stakeholder mailing list
• Newspaper advertisements in the Fredericksburg Standard
• City of Fredericksburg and Gillespie County calendar events
• News release
• Fliers distributed by all Fredericksburg ISD schools (sent home with students)

Approximately 430 members of the public, including eight task force members and 
three media representatives, registered their attendance by signing in at the 
workshop. Sign-in sheets are included in Appendix D. 

Upon arrival, attendees were provided with a letter from Gillespie County Task 
Force Chairman Kory Keller, which outlined the purpose of the study and the goals 
of the public workshop. Attendees were also provided a fact sheet, frequently 
asked questions document, information about the right-of-way acquisition process, 
and a comment form. 

A presentation about the potential project and the process that led to the 
identification of the preliminary route options was given at the top of each hour 
beginning at 2:00 p.m.  

Copies of the written comments received in response to the workshop are included 
in Appendix E. 

Workshop materials included informational boards and maps displaying preliminary 
route options (developed from suggestions received at the previous workshops). 
Attendees were invited to draw suggested route modifications on the maps and use 
Post-It Notes to provide any additional comments and feedback on the maps. 
Copies of the workshop handouts, display boards, and maps are included in 
Appendix F.  

III. Comments and Responses
A total of 169 comments (letters, emails and comment forms) were submitted during
the comment period. Feedback included:

• "In theory, a relief route works, however, we need to consider the real
impact on our residents."

• "We would prefer B/D, D/C, for the reasons of it being that it gets it out of
town but yet not too close to town.”

• “This seems like a heavy burden to place on a rural community, especially
with what is being requested (400’ of ROW) would be nothing like any other
roads in the area.”



3 
 

• “It is our belief that the innermost routes E, F, G and H are the most logical 
choices and accomplish the stated objective.” 

•  “It’s been in the works for over 30+ years and it’s finally time to move 
forward.” 

IV. Survey 
A total of 1,298 people participated in the online survey, either while at the workshop 
or after the workshop. A full summary of the survey results is included in Appendix 
B. 

V. Post-Workshop Outreach and Project Modifications 
After the workshop, participants were sent an email thanking them for attending and 
explaining how they could submit a comment or take the online survey. In addition, 
participants received a notice that the deadline for the comment period was 
extended. 

See Appendix G for post-workshop outreach documents. 

 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix A 
Comment/Response Matrix 

  



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

1 Allen, Carla 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

“Thank you for letting us have an opportunity 
to participate in the process.  This ‘Relief 
Route’ is a necessity.” 

Comment noted. 

"I hope you will not use Rt A (Blue) or Rt B 
(Green). If you study flood planes in the area 
these routes encompass too many areas that 
are definitely flood planes and are often 
flooded. Many bridges and expensive drainage 
solutions would make these routes 
undesirable. Also, the length of these routes 
are too long and make their use much more 
expensive." 

Comment noted. 

"My choice would be Rt C or Rt D." Comment noted. 

2 Allen, Hattie 2/8/19 Letter 

Identified herself as a resident of 
Fredericksburg whose “home is located on the 
C and D routes being considered…on Upper 
Live Oak Road.” 

Comment noted. 

“I do not belief that the city is in need of relief 
route especially the magnitude that is being 
presented.  It is my understanding that the 
relief route will consist of four lanes as well as 
two lane access roads.  The option of a relief 
route to this magnitude sounds excessive.” 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   

"There are already some alternative cut 
throughs including Friendship lane which 
connects to Hwy 87 and Hwy 16, and Milam 
can be accessed from HWY 16 and will take 
you to 290 West and HWY 87 West.  These 
four lane roads seem to suit additional traffic 
just fine.” 

Comment noted. 

“I also have looked at the different options 
and the quality of the information on the 
routes provided is not clear on what roadways 
and areas will definitely be impacted.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“With the rapid population growth and home 
building that is going on in and around 
Fredericksburg and Gillespie County it makes 
sense that if it is determined that the 
city/county will move forward with a relief 
route, this route should impact the least 
amount of residents.  I belief Route B would 
be the rest route.  I am opposed to the routes 
C and D not only because my home and land 
will be impacted, but there are dozens of 
homes on the C and D route that will need to 
be destroyed.”  Stated that many of the 
families along these (C and D) routes, 
including her family, “have lived in these 
homes for decades if not over a century.” 

Comment noted. 

"In theory, a relief route works, however, when 
you consider the real impact. The impact of 
our local families being uprooted, having to 
relocate their homes and businesses, it just 
doesn’t seem right.  This is impacting the 
livelihood of our neighbors and separating our 
community.” 

Comment noted. 

"I ask that you reconsider the relief route and 
if it is totally necessary, that you settle on 
route B." 

Comment noted. 

3 Allen, Steve 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

“I believe Rt A & B are not feasible because 
they would require too many more miles of 
construction dollars & easement dollars. Also, 
Rt A & B are so far out that many drivers may 
avoid the loop for a shorter route through 
town." 

Comment noted. 

"Property values in the Loudon Rd area are 
not any cheaper than nearer town (think 
$28,000/A) so that will not be a savings." 

Comment noted. 

"Prefer the C/D route" Comment noted. 

4 Allen, Wes 
 

2/8/19 
 

Letter 
 

Identified himself as a resident of 
Fredericksburg whose “home is located on the 
C and D routes being considered…on Upper 
Live Oak Road.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“I do not believe that the city is in need of 
relief route the size that has been presented 
in the information sessions.  There is not need 
for the relief route to consist of four lanes as 
well as two lane access roads on each side.  
The option of a relief route to this magnitude 
is excessive.” 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   

"There are already some alternative cut 
throughs including Friendship lane which 
connects to Hwy 87 and Hwy 16, and Milam 
can be accessed from HWY 16 and will take 
you to 290 West and HWY 87 West.  These 
four-lane roads seem to be suitable for traffic 
needs.” 

Comment noted. 

“I have looked at the different options and the 
quality of the information on the routes 
provided is not clear on what roadways and 
areas will definitely be impacted.” 

Comment noted. 

“With the rapid population growth and home 
building that is going on in and around 
Fredericksburg and Gillespie County it makes 
sense that if it is determined that the 
city/county will move forward with a relief 
route, this route should impact the least 
amount of residents.  I belief Route B would 
be the rest route.  I am opposed to the routes 
C and D not only because my home and land 
will be impacted, but there are dozens of 
homes on the C and D route that will need to 
be destroyed.”  Stated that many of the 
families along these (C and D) routes, 
including his wife’s family, “have lived in these 
homes for decades if not over a century.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

"In theory, a relief route works, however, when 
you consider the real impact. The impact of 
our local families being uprooted, having to 
relocate their homes and businesses, it just 
doesn’t seem right.  This is impacting the 
livelihood of our neighbors and separating our 
community.” 

Comment noted. 

“I ask that you reconsider the relief route and 
if it is totally necessary, that you settle on 
Route B.” 

Comment noted. 

5 

 
 

Bannwolf, Timothy 
H. 
 

2/15/2019 Letter 

Mr. Bannwolf stated that he represents “a 
number of families who own property along 
serveral of the Preliminary Route Options 
proposed as part of the Fredericksburg Relief 
Route; namely those families along the 
Proposed A/B Routes where is now proposes 
to intersect Highway 87 northwest of 
Fredericksburg and those families along the 
Proposed B/D Route where it is now proposed  
to essentially follow the Pedernales River 
between Meusebach Creek and Highway 87 
southeast of Fredericksburg.”  Documentation 
provided by Mr. Bannwolf indicates that he 
represents several families and approximately 
100 individuals. 

Comment noted. 
 

“…the Texas Department of Transportation 
and all agencies involved with the 
Fredericksburg Relief Route owe the citizens 
of Gillespie County a moral duty to absolutely 
minimize the number of family farms and 
ranches affected by the new relief route, as 
well as a fiduciary duty to the taxpayers of 
Texas to minimize the cost of the new route.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“In addition, I submit that a third duty is owed 
to those who eventually will use the relief 
route.  The longer the route is, and the more 
circuitous path it takes from one end to the 
other end, the more time (in terms of travel) 
and money (in terms of gas) it will take to 
traverse it, not to mention the fact that the 
longer the route, the more fuel emissions 
emitted in Gillespie County (and  the more 
likely that, like  its neighboring counties to the 
south and in and around San Antonio , 
Gillespie County one day will find itself in non-
attainment under the Environmental 
Protection Agency’s clean air standards).” 

Comment noted. 

“Last, but certainly not least, the Texas 
Department of Transportation and the other 
agencies involved with the Fredericksburg 
Relief Route owe a duty to the citizens of 
Gillespie County and those who use the relief 
route to minimize grade crossings and 
intersections along the route.”  He stated, “the 
longer the route, the more grade crossings 
and intersections created” and “this poses an 
increased safety risk for those folks living in 
the path of the relief route, many of whom are 
senior citizens for whom driving to and from 
town already is a challenge.” 

Comment noted. 

“All of the above four factors, when taken into 
consideration, persuasively support making 
the route as short as possible and, by 
extension, locating the route as close to Main 
Street as possible; in other words, Proposed 
Routes E, F, G and H, or some combination 
thereof, as the shortest routes, would:” 
minimize the number of affected family farms 
and ranches, minimize construction cost, 
minimize travel times, and minimize the 
number of new grade crossings and 
intersections created by the facility. 

 
 
Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

Mr. Bannwolf provided an exhibit showing a 
“modified C/D to E/G route” that could be 
considered “in the event that the proposed 
segments E/F and G/H on the west end of 
town and the proposed segment F/H south of 
town are deemed to be too close  to town for 
whatever reason”.   Mr. Bannwolf indicated 
that the modified route would encourage 
utilization by local residents and enhance 
access to the Gillespie County airport 
(“presents the best chance to take advantage 
of  the economic development opportunity 
offered by the Gillespie County’s airport”). 

Comment noted; suggested modification will be 
considered as the Relief Route Study progresses and 
route options are further refined and evaluated. 

“The Proposed Routes A, B, and C, as the 
longest proposed relief routes, are the least 
satisfactory alternative…” 

Comment noted. 

“In addition, both Proposed Routes B and D, 
essentially following the Pedernales River 
between Highway 16 on the west and Highway 
290 on the east, almost certainly will draw 
very strong opposition from environmental 
groups for threatening sensitive riparian areas 
and endangered water habitat, not to mention 
the fact that both Proposed Routes B and D 
face a host of flood zone and flooding-related 
issues.” 

Comment noted. 

Mr. Bannwolf provided an exhibit showing a 
“alternative connection” between A/B and US 
87 and suggested it be considered should the 
A/B route be selected. 

Comment noted; suggested modification will be 
considered as the Relief Route Study progresses and 
route options are further refined and evaluated. 

Mr. Bannwolf provided  a written narrative 
summarizing the history of  the Stehling family 
(one of the families that  would  be  impacted 
by Routes A/B), photo documentation of 
existing residences associated with the 
Stehling Homestead, a letter from the 
Gillespie County Historical Commission Texas 
Historical Commission expressing concern 
about potential impacts to the Stehling 
homestead, and a letter from the Texas 
Historical Commission urging “careful 
consideration” of the Stehling Homestead as 
it has a “high potential for National Register 
eligibility”. 

The project team is aware of the Stehling Family 
Homestead.  That property, along with other historic-
age resources will be evaluated for National Register 
of Historic Places eligibility, during the historic 
resources survey to be performed in conjunction with 
the Relief Route Study. 
 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“The 100+ folks that I represent unequivocally 
oppose the proposed longer routes shown as 
Segments A/B, A/C and B/D; however, in the 
event that, for whatever reason, the  A/B 
segment intersecting Highway 87 is ultimately 
chosen as  part of the new route”  the 
modified connection to Highway 87 
[discussed above] “is the only route passing 
near the Stehling families’ original homestead 
which is considered acceptable (subject to 
final route selection and design criteria)”.  Mr. 
Bannwolf noted that not only would the 
modified route minimize the potential for 
impacts to the Stehling farmstead, but it 
would also reduce impacts on farm fields and 
creeks by “crossing near property lines and 
natural breaks”.  In addition, Mr. Bannwolf 
indicated that soils along the modified route 
are “more suitable for road construction due 
to their moderate shrink swell potential and 
traffic-supporting capabilities.” 

Comment noted; suggested modification will be 
considered as the Relief Route Study progresses and 
route options are further refined and evaluated. 

“Finally, evidence of significant and prolonged 
pre-historic human habitation exists on the 
path of the currently-proposed A/B route as it 
crosses Baron’s Creek and traverses the 
Amandus Stehling Homestead.”  He provided 
photographs of numerous artifacts that have 
been collected on the property by the family – 
primarily from a single area of the property.  
He noted that the suggested route 
modification (new connection to US 87) would 
avoid the area and “any issues with respect to 
pre-road construction archaeological 
digs.” 

Although an archeological survey is outside the scope 
of the current feasibility, a survey would be 
completed, and the results coordinated with the 
Texas Historical Commission during future phases of 
project development (assuming the project advances 
beyond the current study). 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“For all of the significant reasons noted 
above…the 89 citizens whose signatures 
appear on the attached Schedule 1 
respectfully submit that, should  the Texas 
Department  of  Transportation choose to 
ignore the four criteria noted at the top of 
page 2 of this letter and select the A/B 
segment connector to Highway 87 northwest 
of town as part of the new relief route, the 
alternative connection shown on the attached 
Exhibit B be used for that connector in lieu of 
the currently-proposed connector.” 

 
 
Comment noted; suggested modification will be 
considered as the Relief Route Study progresses and 
route options are further refined and evaluated. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6 Beck, Russell and 
Verla 2/5/19 Email 

“We moved to Fredericksburg 13 years ago to 
a manufactured community for or 55 and over 
off of Pyka road.  This community is filled up 
at the moment with senior citizens that could 
not afford any other housing in 
Fredericksburg.  Putting either one of these 
routes [F or H] in motion would affect all of us 
tremendously.  No only the noise, but risks to 
us getting in and out of park as well as heavy 
traffic.  All of the residents like the quiet, less 
traveled road that we live on and makes it 
easy for us to get to dr office down the road as 
well as the hospital.  There are very few 
affordable places to live in this town and at 
our age, trying to relocate is an extreme 
burden.  Please consider the route further out 
that would not displace so many residents on 
Pyka as well as the rv park, which 
Fredericksburg needs for the tourists.” 

Comment noted. 

7  
Behrends, Doris 1/24/19 Comment 

Form 

Noted the Kinder Morgan pipeline conflicts 
with the two outermost routes and expressed 
concern that the project team was not more 
aware of the plans for the pipeline. 

Comment noted. 

Ms. Behrends stated that an individual had 
confronted her, stating that he had met with 
the “top man” from TxDOT and that the maps 
shown at the workshop were no longer 
accurate.  Ms. Behrends stated, “please 
address my concerns of the preferential 
treatment and information shared with only a 
select few.” 

The maps presented at the workshop depicted the 
then-current route options.  The maps were not made 
public or released to any member of the public prior 
to the workshop; thus, there was no preferential 
treatment.  It should be noted that one of the 
purposes of the workshop was to receive input on the 
route options.  In some cases, changes to the route 
options will occur as a result of this input. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

"On the map at the meeting on January 24th, I 
vehemently oppose A and C for the following 
reason: Too long; too expensive; pipeline 
being surveyed at same location; bad 
outbreak of live oak decline which we have 
managed to stop - this will surely exasperate 
the oak wilt; two living springs - the road will 
take both of them out.” 

 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 

 
Expressed concerns about the relief route 
proximity to the pipeline.  Stated, “In case of a 
leak with a highway adjacent to the pipeline, 
an explosion is more likely to happen.” 

Comment noted. 

“Question – what must the highway be built to 
interstate specification – width and excessive 
speed to 70 mph?” 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   

“On the map at the meeting on January 24th, I 
would prefer BD and CD for it avoids most of 
the floodplain and its not too close to town but 
not too far out of town.” 

Comment noted. 

8 Behrends, Elroy 
 1/24/19 

Comment 
Form 

 

Noted the Kinder Morgan pipeline conflicts 
with the two outermost routes and expressed 
concern that the project team was not more 
aware of the plans for the pipeline. 

 
 
 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

Mr. Behrends stated that an individual had 
confronted him, stating that he had met with 
the “top man” from TxDOT and that the maps 
shown at the workshop were no longer 
accurate.  Mr. Behrends stated, “please 
address my concerns of the preferential 
treatment and information shared with only a 
select few.” 

The maps presented at the workshop depicted the 
then-current route options.  The maps were not made 
public or released to any member of the public prior 
to the workshop; thus, there was no preferential 
treatment.  It should be noted that one of the 
purposes of the workshop was to receive input on the 
route options.  In some cases, changes to the route 
options will occur as a result of this input. 

"On the map at the meeting on January 24th, I 
vehemently oppose A and C for the following 
reason: Too long; too expensive; pipeline 
being surveyed at same location; bad 
outbreak of live oak decline which we have 
managed to stop - this will surely exasperate 
the oak wilt; two living springs - the road will 
take both of them out.” 

Comment noted. 

Expressed concerns about the relief route 
proximity to the pipeline.  Stated, “In case of a 
leak with a highway adjacent to the pipeline, 
an explosion is more likely to happen.” 

Comment noted. 

“Question – what must the highway be built to 
interstate specification – width and excessive 
speed to 70 mph?” 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   

“On the map at the meeting on January 24th, I 
would prefer BD and CD for it avoids most of 
the floodplain and it’s not too close to town 
but not too far out of town.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

9 Behrends, Sherry 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

Stated, "definitely oppose A & C vehemently 
for so many reasons” and explained that 
Routes A and C would impact her recently 
completed custom home and two natural 
springs that provide water for wildlife and 
cattle. She stated “this will exasperate oak 
wilt/oak decline for most of oak trees, many of 
which are hundreds of years old” and 
potentially impact historic and cultural sites. 

Comment noted. 
 
 
 

"This is also a huge safety issue in that both 
routes are adjacent to or on top of the Kinder 
Morgan 42 inch natural gas (can transport 
anything else in the future, which if leaks, an 
explosion will be a catastrophe which our 
county/city can't respond or contain." 

Comment noted. 

"Downtown Fredericksburg will become a 
ghost town with all the development out 290 
and people taking bypass routes not seeing 
the town.  The vineyards, restaurants, 
entertainment, B&B, plus hotels are being 
highly developed out 290 before town." 

An origin-destination study has been conducted as 
part of the on-going Relief Route Study.  The origin-
destination study indicates that approximately 70 
percent of personal (non-truck) trips entering 
Fredericksburg are “local” and not intending to 
bypass the city. 

"We would prefer B,D, D,C for the reasons of it 
being  it gets it out of town but yet not too 
close to town." 

Comment noted. 

10 Bennett, Annette 1/26/19 Email 

"I am strongly opposed to the proposed relief 
route that would run along our northern 
boundary of Heritage Hill Country between our 
property and the Industrial Center.  This route 
would increase road noise and traffic around 
housing developments that are within the city 
limits and increase traffic along 290 close to 
town.  The relief route needs to be further 
outside the city limits." 

Comment noted. 

11 Boerner, Charles 
III 2/1/19 Letter 

"My property is located on Old San Antonio 
Road at the Pedernales River. I am not looking 
forward to the noise and increased traffic at 
my place." 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Being a conservative community, I feel we 
should keep the expenses for this bypass as 
low as possible as well as considering the 
distance involved while shooting to keep drive 
time low for drivers.  Therefore, I recommend 
the following: 
First choice - Extend Friendship Lane 
Second choice – Relief Route H 
Third choice – Relief Route F 
Fourth Choice – Relief Route G 
Fifth choice – Relief Route E.” 

Comment noted. 

“The shorter distance will disturb the fewest 
landowners, keep taxes as low as possible 
and keep drive times low for drivers.  The 
longer routes will fail to divert as much traffic 
from downtown, the purported reason for this 
bypass.” 

 
Comment noted. 

12 Bonn, Garret 2/5/19 Email 

"My family owns property off of Hayden Ranch 
Road and US 290 W near Armory Rd. As a 
property owner of multiple tracts impacted by 
different routes, I strongly disapprove of 
routes A & B and strongly approve of route G. 
The outer routes are not feasible due to env. 
impacts to river/creek basins, too costly, and 
negatively impacts too many properties." 

Comment noted. 

13 Bonn, Garret and 
Valerie 1/24/19 Comment 

Form 

“We fully support the relief route project and 
feel it is important to the City of 
Fredericksburg and Gillespie County.  
However, …, we do not feel the community will 
support $50-60 million in ROW funding. This 
seems like a heavy burden to place on a rural 
community, especially when what is being 
requested (400' of ROW) would be nothing 
like any of the other roads in the area.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“We understand planning ahead but why not 
ask the city/county to cover the cost of a 
standard highway (100’ – 150’) and then 
TxDOT can cover the remainder?  Either that 
or only require the wider ROW at major 
intersections.” 

Prior to initiating the current Relief Route Study, 
TxDOT, the City of Fredericksburg and Gillespie 
County agreed upon a set of conditions to guide the 
planning effort.  Assuming the project advances 
beyond the current planning effort, the agreed upon 
conditions call for a four-lane controlled access 
roadway with the city/county providing the right-of-
way and contributing toward the cost of construction.  
In the future, when a final cost estimate is developed, 
TxDOT, the City and County will develop a plan for 
funding the project and establishing the local (City 
and County) contributions. 

“Ultimately, this project will benefit the TxDOT 
system more than residents of the city and 
county.  It may also provide an interim solution 
for E-W travel prior to construction of I-14.” 

Comment noted. 

14 Bonn, Valerie 2/6/19 Email 

"I am opposed to the outer routes (a,b,c,d).  I 
would prefer the route be inside the airport 
(e,f,g,h) to hopefully limit urban sprawl and 
promote consistent development on all sides 
of Fredericksburg.  A closer route will benefit 
the citizens of Gillespie Co. and 
Fredericksburg, not just ‘thru’ traffic." 

Comment noted. 

15  
Boos, Ricky n/a Letter 

Expressed concerns about routes B, D, and C.  
These routes would impact (go through) his 
property.  The property has been owned by his 
family (“one of the first families to settle in 
Fredericksburg”) since 1852.  He stated, “this 
farm has been a working farm for 167 years” 
and “I make my sole living from this farm”.  He 
stated that routes B, C, and C could cut “the 
main headquarters from 90% of my working 
farm” and expressed concern about the 
negative impact that this would have on his 
farm and cattle operations. 

Comment noted. 

“Personally, I think there should be NO relief 
route if family farms are being destroyed.  If I 
had to pick a route I would pick (E – G – F) 
because it would not divide family working 
farms.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

"Another concern I have is the route B-D-C are 
too close to the Pedernales River."   He 
expressed concern about tire particles, 
exhaust and pollutants ending up in the river 
as well as the potential for a hazardous 
materials spill impacting the river.  He also 
referenced the Central Texas Salamander 
(calling it a “newly identified species which 
lives between the hill country and Austin”) and 
indicated that if the relief route is located too 
close to the river, it may be “a threat to the 
newly discovered species.” 

If the current study leads to identification of a locally 
supported, locally preferred route option, TxDOT will 
work with the city and county to decide when and if 
the project would advance to future phases of project 
development.  Future phases would include 
opportunities to further refine and adjust the route, 
detailed environmental studies to assess potential 
environmental consequences (including potential 
impacts to water quality and threatened, endangered 
and candidate species), and identification of actions 
to avoid, minimize and mitigate environmental 
impacts.    

“The relief route E-G-F will be the fastest and 
easiest for trucks.  Also, locals and tourists will 
take it to get across town – relieving traffic on 
Main Street.  The shorter, the cheaper it can 
be built.  No river to build bridges over and 
much smaller than outer routes.  Cheaper and 
smaller means less taxes on county and city 
property owners.” 

Comment noted. 

Indicated that the City will benefit from the 
relief route and stated, “we are asking county 
land owners to give up their land – some still 
working historical farms, to give up land for a 
relief route that has absolutely no benefit to 
them.”  “Doesn’t make sense!!!” 
 
 

Comment noted. 

Noted that if the City annexes property within 
the route, “we will have to pay city taxes 
also!”. 

Comment noted. 

16 Brown, Jeanette 1/24/19 Comment 
Form  

“Routes A, B, C, D completely block access to 
property” Comment noted. 

"TxDOT statements that 290 does not function 
as a proper Hwy to move traffic, so restricted 
access must be used, is a false argument as it 
runs through Johnson City, Stonewall and that 
30-mile stretch has several wineries, 
businesses directly on highway." 

Prior to initiating the current Relief Route Study, 
TxDOT, the City of Fredericksburg and Gillespie 
County agreed upon a set of conditions to guide the 
planning effort.  Assuming the project advances 
beyond the current planning effort, the agreed upon 
conditions call for a four-lane controlled access 
roadway.  By controlling access (prohibiting driveways 
onto the main lanes and minimizing frontage roads), 
safety, mobility and long-term operation of the 
roadway would be enhanced.  



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“All proposed routes fall into a flood plain and 
a raised road bed will simply increase water 
flow issues.” 

If constructed in the future, the relief route would be 
designed in accordance with and comply with 
applicable floodplain regulations and requirements. 

"Wide loads are restricted on IH 10 and 
redirected to F'burg. Why are permitted trucks 
not directed onto service road instead of 
through Fredericksburg, Harper and back onto 
10" 

There are currently no low, narrow or otherwise 
restricted structures or bridges which have the effect 
of channeling oversize loads through Fredericksburg.  
When establishing routes for oversize/overweight 
loads, TxDOT uses the most efficient route available 
that can accommodate the load; thus, these loads 
may be routed through Fredericksburg en route to 
other destinations. 

“A, B, C, D will destroy historic bldgs” 
(specifically noted Guenthrer Flour Mill) 

As applied to the transportation planning process, 
“historic property” mean any prehistoric or historic 
district, site, building, structure, or object included in 
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior (National Park Service).  Study efforts, to date, 
have including reviewing records maintained by the 
Texas Historical Commission to identify study area 
properties currently listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places.  In addition, information from TxDOT’s 
files (collected through previous historic resources 
surveys conducted in or near Fredericksburg) has 
been reviewed to identify properties within the study 
area that have been determined eligible for listing on 
the National Register, but which are not currently 
listed.  A comprehensive historic resources survey 
would normally be conducted as part of the [future] 
environmental study should the relief route advance 
beyond the current study phase; however, because of 
the number of potentially-historic properties in the 
study area and the level of public interest in those 
properties, TxDOT has decided to conduct an historic 
resources survey in conjunction with the current 
Relief Route Study.  The historic resources survey will 
be conducted during the summer of 2019.  
 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

"City of Fredericksburg could remove all 
parking from downtown & allow tram/cable 
car services right lanes only; build parking 
garages and reconfigure lights timed 
improperly." 

Improvements to Main Street are beyond the scope of 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route Study; however, 
should the relief route be built in the future, at that 
time, it is anticipated that US 290 through 
Fredericksburg (Main Street) would be removed from 
the State Highway System and ownership transferred 
to the City of Fredericksburg.  With Main Street then 
under the jurisdiction of the City, 
improvements/concepts such as those suggested 
could be implemented as a City-sponsored project. 

"I have seen no documentation on 'safety' 
concerns.” 

U.S. Highway 87, U.S. Highway 290, and State 
Highway 16 converge in downtown Fredericksburg 
and funnel their traffic onto Main Street. This 
convergence of vehicular traffic combined with an 
ever-increasing amount of pedestrian traffic from the 
tourist industry creates congestion in the downtown 
area. This congestion is a safety issue for local 
residents and tourists. Unless something is done to 
address these issues, Main Street safety and mobility 
will continue to deteriorate, and congestion will 
continue to increase as a result of local and regional 
growth. 
 

“Public disclosure of compensation 
calculations should be made public." 

If the relief route is constructed in the future, any 
right-of-way would be acquired in accordance State 
and Federal laws, rules and regulations which require 
payment of fair market value. Fair market value would 
be determined by qualified and independent 
professional appraisers. 

17 Brunner, Gary 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

"I think a route which is farther out from the 
urban areas will be the most effective over the 
long term - as Fredericksburg grows. The 
shortest option for that is Route B. At 14.3 
miles, Route B is almost 4 miles shorter than 
Route A, and therefore most effective." 

Comment noted. 

"Routes G and H are just too close into the 
urban area to have a substantive and lasting 
benefit." 

Comment noted. 

“A closer-in alternative to Route B, but far less 
effective in the long term, would be Route E. 
At 8.6 miles, it is the third shortest route, but 
goes through less existing development. 
Although likely right of way acquisition costs 
will be higher than will be the case farther 
out." 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

18 Brunner, Sharon 
Joy 1/24/19 Comment 

Form 

"Prefer 'B' route strongly because it provides a 
route further out, which will serve this growing 
community longer & it won't create as many 
obstacles. Plus, it won't chop up neighborhood 
communities as much. Don't destroy our 
communities by choosing a closer in route." 

Comment noted. 

"'E' route would be my distant second choice 
because it provides a closer in route that 
doesn't cut up neighborhoods." 

Comment noted. 

"'G' & 'H' are just too close in & will 
unnecessarily chop up neighborhoods. Plus, 
they're too close to the ‘Y’ & triangle where 
convention center will be. That's a busy & 
growing area - don't bring high speed traffic 
near there." 

Comment noted. 

19 Bush, Bill 2/5/19 Email 

"It is our belief that the innermost routes E, F, 
G and H are the most logical choices and 
accomplish the stated objective.  These routes 
terminate on the northern end in the area of 
the trailer park on US 87, which is already a 
commercial area.  Only a very small part of the 
inside routes are actually within the city.  A 
and B are too long." 

Comment noted. 

20 Cake, Robert 2/2/19 Letter 

“This route needs to be out away from the city 
to avoid increasing traffic noise and pollution 
in our existing neighborhoods.  Placing it too 
close to the edge of town impacts the homes 
and neighborhoods that were built by people 
thinking they would have a quiet, close to 
town location.  Many of us relied on city zoning 
when making our choices; don’t pull the rug 
out from under us now that we are financially 
committed.” 

Comment noted. 

“Being walled off from town by what is 
essentially in interstate highway, also divides 
our small town in to ‘inside and outside the 
loop’.  These two distinctions will adversely 
impact property values and access.  Even the 
golf course, airport and LBJ Park will suffer by 
being noisier and more difficult to get to.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“The outer routes are less populated, and the 
tracts tend to be larger, both things would 
reduce the number of people impacted.  Land 
further out should be a bit less expensive and 
fewer building would have to be bought; this 
would help offset the cost of increased road 
length.” 

Comment noted. 

“A main argument for choosing a route further 
out is that it would allow the new development 
to proceed in an orderly and informed way. 

Comment noted. 

“We have a chance to put the route out far 
enough to allow planned growth for the 
commercial and industrial traffic and 
development to create.  Let’s do that, instead 
of forcing it along the edge of town where it 
would be detrimental to so many family 
homes and existing small businesses.” 

Comment noted. 

21 Carnes, Thomas P 1/30/19 Letter 

Identified himself/his wife as the owners of a 
property (containing a home, two guest homes 
and law office) that would be impacted by 
Routes A-C and B-D.  “We are concerned that 
Routes A-C and B-D both cross many old 
family farms and ranches in Fredericksburg.”  
"While our primary concern is with our ranch, 
we have a fundamental concern for the 
preservation of these farms and ranches 
along both sides of the Pedernales River. 
Many of these properties have been in the 
same families since the 1800s.  The bypass 
through them would destroy an important part 
of the history of Gillespie County.” 

As applied to the transportation planning process, 
“historic property” mean any prehistoric or historic 
district, site, building, structure, or object included in 
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior (National Park Service).  Study efforts, to date, 
have including reviewing records maintained by the 
Texas Historical Commission to identify study area 
properties currently listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places.  In addition, information from TxDOT’s 
files (collected through previous historic resources 
surveys conducted in or near Fredericksburg) has 
been reviewed to identify properties within the study 
area that have been determined eligible for listing on 
the National Register, but which are not currently 
listed.  A comprehensive historic resources survey 
would normally be conducted as part of the [future] 
environmental study should the relief route advance 
beyond the current study phase; however, because of 
the number of potentially-historic properties in the 
study area and the level of public interest in those 
properties, TxDOT has decided to conduct an historic 
resources survey in conjunction with the current 
Relief Route Study.  The historic resources survey will 
be conducted during the summer of 2019.  
 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“We also have concerns for the wildlife that 
calls the Pedernales River and these farms 
and ranches home.  There are migratory birds 
along the River, in particular, that one does 
not see anywhere else in Gillespie County.” 

If the current study leads to identification of a locally 
supported, locally preferred route option, TxDOT will 
work with the city and county to decide when and if 
the project would advance to future phases of project 
development.  Future phases would include 
opportunities to further refine and adjust the route, 
detailed environmental studies to assess potential 
environmental consequences (including potential 
impacts to migratory birds and other wildlife), and 
identification of actions to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate environmental impacts.    

“We would, of course, prefer that the bypass 
run through areas that have already been 
subject to development.  A new scar across 
the area concerns us very much, particularly if 
the impacted area is along the river." 

Comment noted. 

"The stated goal of this project is to divert 
through truck traffic to get it off of Main 
Street/290 through Fredericksburg. This is a 
laudable goal that we support. But this goal 
must not be forgotten, and the competing 
goals of preserving remaining farmsteads and 
wildlife along the river must be considered." 

As adopted by the Gillespie County Relief Route Task 
Force and presented at all three public workshops, 
the Relief Route Study’s objectives include: reducing 
the volume of trucks using Main Street to travel 
through downtown; helping to reduce congestion on 
Main Street; accommodating projected increases in 
traffic’.  One of the stated goals is to protect and 
preserve environmental resources (such historic 
resources/farmsteads and wildlife).  The Task Force, 
TxDOT, the City and County are committed to 
achieving the goals and objectives in a manner that 
addresses the project’s purpose and reflects the 
community’s values and priorities.  

“In addition, the route must be a short one, 
navigable in just a few minutes, in order to 
serve its intended purpose. A twenty-mile 
bypass route would have little traffic on it 
indeed, and might only be utilized during peak 
periods of congestion in town. The more 
compact the route, the more likely it is to be 
utilized and fulfill its stated purpose.  We 
understand that this goal must be balanced 
by building a bypass route that will fulfill its 
function for many years as the city continues 
its growth. But we cannot conceive of growth 
in the foreseeable future that would justify the 
building of either route A-C or B-D.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

"Ironically, because of our location, we receive 
virtually no local government services. The 
county abandoned Braeutigam Road, which 
runs one mile. As a result, we have to 
maintain this road ourselves, and we have to 
drive a mile to our mailbox and we cannot 
arrange any trash pickup. This despite paying 
both property taxes and hotel/motel taxes.  
Now our local government, which provides us 
almost no services, wants to impact our ranch 
with a four-lane highway. The irony is not lost 
on us." 

Comment noted. 

22 Christensen, Jerry 1/29/19 Email 
"I want the route to stay East of the Industrial 
Loop.  Preferably outside of town around the 
South side of town." 

Comment noted. 

23 Christensen, Linda 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

"F & H routes would dissect properties that 
can be developed for community service 
between Good Samaritan and the police 
station. I prefer D & G.” “This is way too close 
to traffic in town. Other routes further out 
would be less disruptive”. 

Comment noted. 
 
 

24 Church, Mark and 
Susan 1/24/19 Comment 

Form 

"A & C are too far out. Cost would be 
prohibitive. Bridge across Pedernales would 
be great. Closer to town would be less 
expensive (less distance)." 

Comment noted. 

25 Colvin, Ruth 2/14/19 Email 

"Based on the current information that I have, 
I do not support a relief route as substantial 
as TxDot is proposing.  It does not make sense 
for the relief route to be larger than the 
current highways feeding into Fredericksburg. 
I think the bypass should only be as wide 
and/or equal to our current highways entering 
Fredericksburg.  Kill the expressway." 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   
 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

26 Conn, Robert and 
Jeanette 2/12/19 Email 

“We have lived on our family land at 130 
Leyendecker Road for 4 generations over 115 
years.  We have Leyendecker family lineage 
back to 1846.  We love Gillespie County and 
the Fredericksburg area.  We are extremely 
bothered by the concept of putting a 400’ 
right of way and an I-10 class road anywhere 
near Fredericksburg.  Please revisit the type of 
road needed and find a solution that is less of 
a scare to the area. A 140’ right of way as 
discussed some years ago is a much better 
solution.” 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   

“We are most bothered by the A/B routes that 
cross Leyendecker Rd…as it directly impacts 
land in the extended family and will add noise 
and light pollution from the bypass.” 

Comment noted. 

“most of the routes are too long (high cost, 
many acres consumed, and unlikely to be 
used by the taxpayers).  The options closer to 
Fredericksburg, make more sense to us, if 
implemented in a 140’ right of way.” 

Comment noted. 

“How will you make sure the trucks actually 
use the route?  Will delivery trucks on Main 
Street need a special permit?  Who will 
enforce this?” 

U.S. 290 (Main Street) through Fredericksburg is part 
of the State Highway System.  TxDOT does not have 
the legal authority to prohibit the use of any highway 
by any class of vehicle (such as trucks), provided the 
vehicle complies with weight and size limits, and 
other provisions established by law.  If, in the future, 
the Relief Route comes to fruition and is constructed, 
at that time, it is anticipated that Main Street would 
be removed from the State Highway System and 
transferred to the City of Fredericksburg.  With that 
action, the City would have greater ability to limit 
truck traffic via local ordinances and enforce those 
restrictions.  

Stated, “we are not happy with the way this 
set of choices are being presented to the 
senior citizens.  The information needs to be 
more clearly laid out and all decisions 
explained in plain English and explained as to 
why the options presented are the right 
options for Fredericksburg, not just the 
location options.” 

The study team is committed to ensuring that all 
interested stakeholders have opportunities to 
participate in the planning process in a meaningful 
way.  Although the process and issues can be 
complex, we always strive to make the information as 
clear as possible.  This feedback is appreciated and 
will be considered as materials are developed for 
future workshops and/or presentation to the public.   



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

27 Connelly, Robert n/a Email 

Indicated that he owns property off of Tivydale 
Road.  The property, which has been in his 
family for three generations, would be 
impacted by routes A/B and C/D.  Stated, “my 
bottom-line is that I have great reservations 
and very skeptical about the complexity and 
all of the unknowns associated with the 
current FRRS process underway.” 

Comment noted. 

Expressed concern about the lack of cost 
information available.  “I have reviewed the 
RFFS website and discovered little information 
on the cost of the project.  It seems totally 
illogical from decision process to look at the 
number of bypass options and then down-
select options without considering cost as a 
variable, even if estimates are used.” 

The eight preliminary route options presented at 
public workshop #3 will be refined to reflect input 
received from the public.  The next step will be to 
develop cost estimates and evaluate the route 
options.  Cost will be a factor in the evaluation 
process.  The cost estimates and the evaluation 
results will be presented for public review at the next 
public workshop (expected to be held during the 
summer of 2019). 

“Has the FRRS planning committee 
considered the loss of revenue that will occurs 
as a result of building a bypass corridor 
around Fredericksburg?  How does county and 
city plan to shore up or replace the revenue 
stream? 

An economic impact analysis is beyond the scope of 
the current Fredericksburg Relief Route study. 

“Has the FRRS planning committee 
considered the cost of this project and the 
additional revenue that will be required as a 
result of building a bypass corridor around 
Fredericksburg?  How much will country and 
city taxes will have to be raised to cover the 
bond expense?” 

Because the City and/or County would be responsible 
for right-of-way costs (and possibly some portion of 
the construction cost), it is anticipated that prior to 
construction local voters would decide whether to 
approve the sale of bonds.  At that time, an 
assessment of property-tax ramifications would be 
made.   It should be noted that future construction of 
the Relief Route is contingent upon the completion of 
environmental studies (which have not yet been 
initiated) as well as funding for those studies and 
other phases of the project development process.      

"Why were routes North/East of the city ever 
not considered?" 

A preliminary computer-based traffic analysis 
conducted early in the study process showed that 
twice as many vehicles would use a relief route 
connecting US 87 north of Fredericksburg to US 290 
east of Fredericksburg if the route is located south 
(rather than north) of town; thus, a southern route 
would provide the most relief for Main Street traffic. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

Explained that Routes A/B will cross four 
parcels of his land -bisecting two of the 
parcels.  The end result would be a triangular 
remainder (isolated from other parcels) that 
has no water for livestock.  Asked, “will the 
FRRS project fund the establishment of a new 
well to restore water access on the West part 
of my land?” 

If the relief route is constructed in the future, any 
right-of-way would be acquired in accordance State 
and Federal laws, rules and regulations which require 
payment of fair market value. Fair market value would 
be determined by a qualified and independent 
professional appraiser.  When establishing the offer 
price, the appraiser will also take into consideration 
the cost of any improvements to the property and 
damages to any remaining property. 

"How will the FRRS project monetize the loss 
incurred by landowners if their remaining 
property values are decreased by a route thru 
their property?" 

Federal regulations prohibit any approach to value 
which reflects project influence on market values for 
affected properties. 

"The FRRS website makes no mention of 
establishing/building new fences and gates 
for land owners along the purposed routes?  
When and where will this be addressed." 

The offer price of any right-of-way would take into 
consideration the cost of any existing improvements 
and the replacement of gates and fences. 

"If a landowner is forced to sell property to 
accommodate the ROW needed for a route 
will it be a Federal taxable event?  Since a lot 
of property around Fredericksburg has been 
held for generations the partial basis for the 
portion being sold will like be very low 
resulting in a 25 to 30% Federal tax on their 
sale price.  This item that should be presented 
and advertised in fair disclosure of this project 
to the community and the landowners." 

 
Tax laws and the IRS code are very complex. Any 
property owner who is concerned about the tax 
implications of right-of-way acquisition is advised to 
seek advice from a tax professional.  
 
 

“The FRRS Committee needs to be sensitive 
that as long as properties have the cloud of a 
possible route traversing them, the 
landowners will have problems selling their 
properties.” 

Comment noted. 

28 Cox, Debbie 
Eckhardt 1/24/19 Email 

“I am writing on behalf of my family that owns 
118.57 acres that could be potentially 
impacted by Relief Route #8 south of 
Fredericksburg.”  

Comment noted. 

“Our family has owned the property for 
multiple generations and operates on the 
oldest premiere peach orchards in Gillespie 
County at the location.”   

Comment noted. 

"The proposed relief route location would 
severely impact the peach orchard by dividing 
our property in half, limiting access, and 
ultimately destroying the feasibility of all 
future operations."  

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Our livelihood, a vital contributor of Gillespie 
County’s peach production would be at stake 
with the placement of the relief route on our 
prime orchard property in Fredericksburg.”   

Comment noted. 

“We are asking for consideration at this time 
as our property has already been severely and 
negatively impacted by two projects in the 
past fifteen years that have supported the 
growth of our community, one being a 
neighboring City drainage pond with a channel 
through our property and the other a LCRA 
substation.”   

Comment noted. 

“The consideration of this project will be highly 
regard by our family, our customers, and many 
in the community.”   

Comment noted. 

"The impact is not only on property, but also 
on future production of peaches in our state." Comment noted. 

29 Crenwelge, Kermit 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

Mr. Crenwelge owns property that would be 
impacted by Routes B & D.  He indicated that 
he opposes Routes B & D, and the relief route 
in general.  He indicated that there are many 
Indian sites on his property. 

Comment noted.   Although an archeological survey is 
outside the scope of the current feasibility, a survey 
would be completed, and the results coordinated with 
the Texas Historical Commission during future phases 
of project development (assuming the project 
advances beyond the current study). 

30 Crenwelge, Kermit n/a Letter 

“Of all the location available to locate a 
bypass you found it necessary to build right 
through the middle of my property; thereby 
making it useless for further ag use”.  “This 
property has been in ag use since the 1850s 
and in our family for over 90 years.”  “The 
division of the field would make neither side 
suitable to grazing, crops or harvesting hay.” 

Comment noted. 

“The proposed road goes through the most 
fertile part of my field and is where I planted 
oats for grazing.  The road is so close to my 
pens and barns it would spook them [animals] 
and make it hard to pen them there.” 

Comment noted. 

“The closeness of the proposed road to our 
residence would create an unacceptable 
amount of noise and pollution.  It will also 
prevent having pets such as a working dog 
which I have.” 

Comment noted. 

“The bypass would also a bad effect on 
wildlife, especially deer.  This would also 
prevent doing hunting leases resulting in a 
loss of our $3,000 yearly.” 

Comment noted. 
 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

Stated, “If Hollmig Lane is closed for traffic it 
would make me follow an access road to the 
San Antonio Hwy to depart our property” and 
indicated that his route to town would 
increase from 4 miles to 10 miles. 

Access to and from adjacent properties would be 
evaluated in conjunction with development of the 
preliminary design schematic.  The schematic will be 
developed as part of the on-going Relief Route Study 
but will not be initiated until after a locally-preferred 
route option is identified.  At this point, we anticipate 
initiating schematic design in the Fall of 2019.  In 
anticipation of the schematic design, an Access 
Workshop will be held.  The Workshop, which is 
tentatively scheduled for August 2019, will allow the 
public to provide input regarding access needs.   

 “The runoff from this road will pollute the 
fields, planted crops, and haying area.  This 
situation makes growing crop and haying 
impossible.  It would also effect water wells.” 

If the current study leads to identification of a locally 
supported, locally preferred route option, TxDOT will 
work with the city and county to decide when and if 
the project would advance to future phases of project 
development.  Future phases would include 
opportunities to further refine and adjust the route, 
detailed environmental studies to assess potential 
environmental consequences (including potential 
impacts to farmland and agriculture), and 
identification of actions to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate environmental impacts.    

“Once construction starts and until the 
necessary lanes are built which will take years 
we are unable to graze large areas.  This leave 
insufficient grazing for livestock and force us 
to sell most of our animals.” 

Comment noted. 

This construction will cause much rerouting of 
the water which will cause much erosion, 
especially in the areas of the field.  it will also 
pollute the Pedernales River, this proposed 
route is close to it.” 

Comment noted.  Should the potential Relief Route 
advance to construction, a construction-phase Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan would be developed 
and implemented.  The plan would incorporate the 
use of temporary construction and sediment control 
best management practices to ensure that 
construction-phase water quality impacts are 
minimized. 

“With the numerous arrow heads found in the 
area, there is a good possibility there are old 
Indian camps or even burial grounds.” 

Although an archeological survey is outside the scope 
of the current feasibility, a survey would be 
completed, and the results coordinated with the 
Texas Historical Commission during future phases of 
project development (assuming the project advances 
beyond the current study). 

Indicated that the relief route “will make [his] 
property significantly less valuable.” Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Conclusion, if the bypass actually goes 
through our property you will have created so 
many problems that we will be out of 
business.  I didn’t know that this road was 
that important.” 

Comment noted. 

“Please find another route, like A and B” Comment noted. 

31 Crenwelge, Kermit n/a Letter 

Stated, “I don’t think this by-pass should be 
built” and cited several reasons for his 
position (including cost; impacts to rural 
properties/people, rural businesses and 
agriculture; potential closure/rerouting of 
smaller roads). 

Comment noted 

“The story that 18-wheelers cause accidents 
is false.  No 18-wheeler was responsible for 
any accidents on Main Street.”  “There 
apparently have been five deaths on major 
roads in the city in recent times, but none 
involved a trucker. “ 

Comment noted. 

“Business still have to have trucks deliver 
items regardless how many traffic problems 
they create.” 

Comment noted. 

“Tourist complain about noise and too much 
traffic.  It’s amazing how much noise some 
eating places make, but that appears to be 
OK.”  “The traffic problems can be solved in 
two ways.  Have the tourists park at the fair 
grounds and truck them to town.”  His other 
suggestion was to increase law enforcement 
on Main Street.  He indicated that because 
tourists cross the street when they shouldn’t 
(crossing against the light), it makes it “almost 
impossible to make a right turn at some 
intersections”). 

Comment noted. 

“Another story was that these trucks were 
impact some of the buildings.  Could not find 
one city official that could provide data … to 
verify this statement.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

Stated, “one of the proposed routes is close to 
the Pedernales River” and expressed concern 
about potential pollution from the roadway 
entering the river.  Stated, “this water will wind 
up in Lake Travis and Austin.  Hopefully, it 
would not create a Flint Michigan situation.” 

If the current study leads to identification of a locally 
supported, locally preferred route option, TxDOT will 
work with the city and county to decide when and if 
the project would advance to future phases of project 
development.  Future phases would include 
opportunities to further refine and adjust the route, 
detailed environmental studies to assess potential 
environmental consequences (including potential 
impacts to the river and water quality), and 
identification of actions to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate environmental impacts.    

“With all of the arrow heads that have been 
found there is a possibility Indian camps 
exist…” 
 

Although an archeological survey is outside the scope 
of the current feasibility, a survey would be 
completed, and the results coordinated with the 
Texas Historical Commission during future phases of 
project development (assuming the project advances 
beyond the current study). 

“If you took a survey of city people, 40% would 
know nothing of the by-pass, 40% don’t care 
which leaves 20 percent that are knowledge 
and those who benefit from the route are in 
this category.” 

Comment noted. 

“Fredericksburg and Gillespie are too small to 
justify such a large expense which will result in 
a huge debt and then huge tax increases for 
individuals and residents.”  “Those individuals 
working this project should rethink the actual 
costs and hardships created for these 
individuals…” 

Comment noted. 

“There are a large number of individuals non-
local that do not have a chance to attend the 
meetings.  There are many people who would 
be required to pay the extra tax increases this 
would incur.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

32 Crenwelge-
Nedbalek, Melissa 2/8/19 Email 

“I am writing to express my opposition to 
routes B and D.  Both of which cross may 
family’s property.  Our family farm and ranch 
has been in operation for over 90 years and 
parts of the acreage are qualified to be a 
century farm.  From what I can tell of the 
proposed routes the easement would pass 
very close to my parents’ home and directly 
thru our field.  Dividing our property in half 
and ruining the field operation that supplies 
our farm animals with grazing and hay 
production.  Both of which are relied upon 
heavily each year.  What makes the 
businesses on Friendship lane or Main Street 
more important than the farming operations 
that has been in families more than a 
century? Three adjoining neighbors are also in 
this position – with family farming operations 
that have been in continuous operations for 
more than 3 generations!” 

Opposition to Route Options B and D is noted.  As 
adopted by the Gillespie County Relief Route Task 
Force and presented at all three public workshops, 
the Relief Route Study’s goals include: protecting and 
preserving property; supporting economic 
development; and protecting and preserving 
environmental resources (including historic 
resources/farmsteads.  The Task Force, TxDOT, the 
City and County are committed to achieving and 
balancing the Study’s goals and objectives in a 
manner that addresses the project’s purpose and 
reflects the community’s values and priorities. 

“The proposed route also will impact the 
watershed of the creeks that flow in the upper 
portion of the property.  What will the route do 
to the runoff downstream?  Environmental 
impact will be significant if this change is 
made.  Additionally – where will the wildlife go 
that have escaped the city’s growth already?  
This will be destroying habitat that has 
become scarce close to town already.” 

If the current study leads to identification of a locally 
supported, locally preferred route option, TxDOT will 
work with the city and county to decide when and if 
the project would advance to future phases of project 
development.  Future phases would include 
opportunities to further refine and adjust the route, 
detailed environmental studies to assess potential 
environmental consequences (including potential 
impacts to wildlife, wildlife habitat and water quality), 
and identification of actions to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate environmental impacts.    

“I object to the overall project. The few 
taxpayers of Gillespie county should not be 
burdened by the tremendous debt that this 
project will impose on our community!” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“From my conversations with neighbors – this 
project has only been advertised in the 
newspaper.  How many working taxpayers are 
reading the Fredericksburg paper regularly?  
Public input has not been sought via a 
referendum that would have gauged the 
support for this project.  Plus, only a handful 
of city and county leaders have provided input 
on the project!” 

The Study Team is committed to engaging all 
interested stakeholders in a meaningful way.  To that 
end, in addition to publishing display ads (announcing 
public workshops) in the local newspaper, email 
notices were distributed to those on the Study mailing 
list, flyers announcing the workshops were distributed 
to parents through the Fredericksburg Independent 
School District, flyers were placed (for distribution) at 
several local businesses known to be frequented by 
local residents, notice was posted on the City, County 
and TxDOT websites, and notices were distributed via 
social media.   

“This project is only going to pit city vs rural 
landowners against each other.  Is a little bit 
of truck traffic really worth the cost?” 

Comment noted. 

“My extended family has had experience with 
what by-passes can do to a small-town 
economy.  Sinton, TX was once a thriving 
small town – until the bypass rerouted traffic.  
There are very few businesses left anymore!   
Fredericksburg is currently a destination – but 
that is not guaranteed in the future either!” 

Comment noted. 

33 Cullison, Judith 
Hoffmann 1/24/19 Comment 

Form 

"G route goes through historic property and 
also close to school." Comment noted. 

"D route would be best of all" Comment noted. 

34 Davenport, 
Rebecca 2/5/19 Email 

“The use of the vague term ‘hazardous’ while 
describing ‘dump truck, grain truck, bulk 
material carrier, etc’ is both inaccurate and a 
fear tactic to control the public’s opinion 
under false pretenses.  When was the study 
done, where, what was the duration and time? 
Was it during a major holiday and include 
holiday or heavy tourist traffic?"  “Such a 
document should have been made available.” 

It is not clear what study is being referenced in this 
comment.  A hazardous materials-related study has 
not been conducted for the Relief Route Study.   

"Why not withdraw all parking on Main Street, 
correct the timing of the lights and adjust the 
‘S’ for State Highway 16 in the middle of 
town? The problem of parking can be resolved 
with parking lots/garages and a bus system. 
This alone could alleviate the ‘congestion’ of 
Main St." 

Improvements to Main Street are beyond the scope of 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route Study; however, 
should the relief route be built in the future, at that 
time, it is anticipated that US 290 through 
Fredericksburg (Main Street) would be removed from 
the State Highway System and ownership transferred 
to the City of Fredericksburg.  With Main Street then 
under the jurisdiction of the City, 
improvements/concepts such as those suggested 
could be implemented as a City-sponsored project. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“…Fredericksburg has always been proud of 
its historical value to Texas, and ability to 
show off to visitor from all over the world.  
Destroying the marked sites and 
farms/ranches that have remained 
operational over 100 years is a stain on that 
reputation.  It even goes against 
Fredericksburg’s own mission statement of 
‘always doing what is right and 
accountability’”. 

As applied to the transportation planning process, 
“historic property” mean any prehistoric or historic 
district, site, building, structure, or object included in 
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior (National Park Service).  Study efforts, to date, 
have including reviewing records maintained by the 
Texas Historical Commission to identify study area 
properties currently listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places.  In addition, information from TxDOT’s 
files (collected through previous historic resources 
surveys conducted in or near Fredericksburg) has 
been reviewed to identify properties within the study 
area that have been determined eligible for listing on 
the National Register, but which are not currently 
listed.  A comprehensive historic resources survey 
would normally be conducted as part of the [future] 
environmental study should the relief route advance 
beyond the current study phase; however, because of 
the number of potentially-historic properties in the 
study area and the level of public interest in those 
properties, TxDOT has decided to conduct an historic 
resources survey in conjunction with the current 
Relief Route Study.  The historic resources survey will 
be conducted during the summer of 2019.  
 

“The fourth issue is the damaging effect this 
would have on local wildlife and habitats that 
contain some of the endangered species 
including but not limited to the Whooping 
Crane, Peregrine Falcon, 2 Tailed Hawk, 
Guadalupe Bass, Hill Country Wild Mercury, 
Big Red Safe and the Texas Horned Lizard.”  
The proposed routes would destroy precious 
areas and could set some animals/plants 
back decades which some can ill afford.  I 
have also noted from the fact sheet no 
coordinated efforts or documentation with 
Texas Parks and Wildlife has been made to 
insure the endangered species are protected.” 

If the current study leads to identification of a locally 
supported, locally preferred route option, TxDOT will 
work with the city and county to decide when and if 
the project would advance to future phases of project 
development.  Future phases would include 
opportunities to further refine and adjust the route, 
detailed environmental studies to assess potential 
environmental consequences (including potential 
impacts to threatened and endangered species), and 
identification of actions to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate environmental impacts.    



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“While I understand Fredericksburg wants to 
thrive and grow economically, the wants of 
those in town, should not infringe on the rights 
of those outside of town.  Fredericksburg 
should not rely on the state to bail them out of 
a situation that has been known of for years 
and can be fixed within the limits of town.  If 
the project is to move forward, Fredericksburg 
should be forced to be financially responsible 
for any and all costs of the relief route.” 

 
Comment noted. 

35 Day, Daniel and 
Katie 2/5/19 Email 

"We appreciate the process so far of getting 
the public involved. We are landowners along 
HWY 87 and support the 2 more northerly 
routes 1 and 2. We believe these routes would 
cause the least disruption of property and 
businesses along HWY 87 and provide a 
larger loop for future residential development 
to the north, hopefully more affordable 
housing." 

Comment noted. 

36 Dolezal, Dale and 
May Susan 2/3/19 Comment 

Form 

“The landowners (Loudon Road) are opposed 
to the outermost route.  We believe that this is 
an environmentally sensitive area affecting 
two major creeks: 1) Live Oak Creek 2) Honey 
Creek” 

If the current study leads to identification of a locally 
supported, locally preferred route option, TxDOT will 
work with the city and county to decide when and if 
the project would advance to future phases of project 
development.  Future phases would include 
opportunities to further refine and adjust the route, 
detailed environmental studies to assess potential 
environmental consequences (including potential 
impacts to creeks, streams, and other sensitive 
areas), and identification of actions to avoid, 
minimize and mitigate environmental impacts.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

37 Durham, Oscar R. n/a Email 

"This is the time to look into the Future and 
embrace the Relief Route and all that it brings 
to Fredericksburg, starting with taking most of 
the Heavy Duty Hauling 18 Wheelers off of our 
Main Street corridor for the safety and 
protection of the People, our Tourist, the CBD 
& the Market Platz. It’s been in the works for 
over 30+ years and it’s finally time to move 
forward. Say ‘Yes’ to the Relief Route in 
cooperation with TxDOT." 

 
 
Comment noted. 

38 
Eckhardt, Dianne 
and Donald and 

Carol 
2/8/19 Email 

"The proposed orange route F and maroon 
route H would bisect our family farm and 
commercial peach orchard.  This farm has 
been in profitable production that provides our 
family’s income since the 1920s." “The 
Eckhardt family orchards are the eldest 
consecutively producing orchards in Gillespie 
county.” “We strongly oppose proposed relief 
routes F and H for the impact it would have on 
our business and livelihoods. In addition, 
these routes appear to be far too close to 
current city limits and are in the ETJ.  The 
trend of current expansion of the city currently 
outpace the feasibility of proposed F and H 
routes.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

39 Eggleston, 
Cherilynn 2/6/19 Email 

Stated, "I second what Hugh Jons wrote” and 
provided a copy of Mr. Jons’ comments.  Mr. 
Jons’ indicated that he previously expressed 
support for the relief route “IF AND ONLY if it 
was positioned farther outside of town 
(outside the airport).  Mr. Jons went on to 
explain “the more I go through this process I 
believe the objectives of the relief route are 
not balanced with concerns of the community 
nor the apparent need.  It seems folks do not 
want such a large highway and do not see the 
need.  I agree it seems like overkill.”  Mr. Jons’ 
also stated, “I am no longer in favor of the 
proposed highway options. At this time, a 
more balanced relief route would seem to be 
Friendship Lane extension to Tivydale, then to 
Upper Live Oak Road.”  Mr. Jons’ concluded 
his comments by saying, “My vote…cancel 
existing relief route options or identify a true 
’outer loop’ (outside the airport) area working 
specifically and individually with outer 
landowners to identify and acquire a suitable 
ROW alignment for future growth...buildout 
the outer loop roadway as growth demands 
and in proportion to the  need…and extend 
Friendship Lane to Tivydale then to Upper Live 
Oak Road but maintain the character of 
Friendship in size and speed” 

Comment noted. 
 
 
 

40 Ellebracht, Harvey 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

"I like Route AB as long as it does not get 
closer to town. Do not move it closer to Settler 
Ridge." 

Comment noted. 

41 Elliott, Danny 2/6/19 Email 

“Such a large relief route is not needed at the 
current growth rates of our county.  I feel that 
we should be utilizing current roads i.e 
Friendship Lane, Tivy and Upper Live Oak to 
accommodate the trucks and thru traffic.  A 
large relief route proposed through Kerr Road 
or close to town does not achieve the desired 
results but only adds to the issues that come 
with reasonable city expansion.  I am open to 
sitting down to have a constructive 
conversation." 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

42 Engel, Cynthia 2/10/19 Email 

"I believe now that the longer route farthest 
out of town is preferred. Before the one 
crossing the city limits south of town could be 
completed, that area will be so built up it 
would be entirely in the city limits. The 
proposed construction would be 
inappropriate." 

Comment noted. 

43 Ernst, Marilyn and 
Kermit 2/14/19 Email 

"We are not currently directly affected by any 
of the proposed routes but see insufficient 
cause for the excessive costs and would 
certainly vote against this project." 

Comment noted. 

44 Estes, David 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

Identified himself as a property owner and 
business owner.  Stated, “I firmly oppose your 
relief study routes labeled “AC” for numerous 
reasons.” 

Comment noted. 
 

“Costs – ‘AC’ looks to me to be twice as long 
as ‘BD’ and must cross the Pedernales River 
when you already have a bridge on 290 
approximately 3 miles from ‘AC’ entrance.” 

Comment noted. 

“Disruption to my property – noise!” Comment noted. 
“Lack of potential use by locals.  Routes ‘BD’, 
‘EG’, and ‘FH’ would be much more available 
for use by our local public." 

Comment noted. 

45 Farley, Jerry 1/24/19 Comment 
Form “Route G seems to be my pick. “ Comment noted. 

46 Feuge, Virginia 2/10/19 Email 

“How many trucks coming into town are there 
for business?” 

An origin-destination study has been conducted as 
part of the on-going Relief Route Study.  The origin-
destination study indicates that approximately 1,000 
trucks per weekday and 500 trucks per weekend day 
are “local” trips meaning they are making stops in 
Fredericksburg. 

“Why does TxDOT route large loads through 
Fbg?  (None of those extra-large loads travel 
without TxDOT’s ok).” 

When establishing routes for oversize/overweight 
loads, TxDOT uses the most efficient route available 
that can accommodate the load.  In addition to 
serving local traffic in Fredericksburg, US 290, US 87 
and FM 16 are also regionally-significant roadways.  
As such, these roadways are important for the 
transportation of freight and other cargo.     

“Say trucks need 70 mph (can’t use 
Friendship Lane, too slow) so guess none are 
coming into town from 290E?” 

Comment noted. 

“Yes I am one of those Germans who watch 
their money and what is being talked about 
seems a little too much to ask of this 
community.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

47 Fileccia, 
Annemarie 2/6/19 Email 

“I imagine I am not the only FB homeowner 
concerned and against these proposed 
routes.”  “It is unacceptable we should pay for 
something we do not welcome, do not agree 
with and serves no purpose to the 
community.” 

Comment noted. 
 

“Why should County residents sacrifice their 
bucolic, rural environmental to relieve 
Fredericksburg of truck traffic and have to pay 
for it?” 

Comment noted. 
 

“Shouldn’t TxDOT first determine where the 
trucks on Main Street are headed before 
determining a relief route?  The feeling is that 
most trucks head up 87N and not US 290W.  
Will they take a lengthy relief route around the 
southern part of town to eventually hook in 
with 87N or will they continue to take Main 
Street to 87N?” 

An origin-destination study has been conducted as 
part of the on-going Relief Route Study.  Three 
scenarios were evaluated through the origin-
destination study.  The study indicated that a route, 
south of Fredericksburg, connecting US 87 (north and 
south of town), US 290 (east and west of town), and 
SH 16 (southwest of town), captures the greatest 
amount of “through” traffic.   
 
More detailed analysis of traffic operations and the 
effects of the potential relief route will be conducted 
as the Relief Route Study progresses. 
   

“Are there other obstacles over which TxDOT 
has control, e.g. underpasses or obstructions 
requiring trucks and oversized loads to detour 
through Fredericksburg?” 

There are currently no low, narrow or otherwise 
restricted structures or bridges which have the effect 
of channeling oversize loads through Fredericksburg.  
When establishing routes for oversize/overweight 
loads, TxDOT uses the most efficient route available 
that can accommodate the load; thus, these loads 
may be routed through Fredericksburg en route to 
other destinations.   
-   

“Why is cost not a consideration for the Relief 
Route at this juncture?” 

The eight preliminary route options presented at 
public workshop #3 will be refined to reflect input 
received from the public.  The next step will be to 
develop cost estimates and evaluate the route 
options.  Cost will be a factor in the evaluation 
process.  The cost estimates and the evaluation 
results will be presented for public review at the next 
public workshop (expected to be held during the 
summer of 2019). 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“What about topography (hills and streams 
increase construction cost a factor) at this 
juncture?” 

 
Topography was considered durng development of 
the route options; however, given the hill country 
setting, total avoidance of hills and streams cannot 
be achieved.. 
 

“What about noise and light pollution from 
trucks on this route as they negotiate the 
topography through our area?” 

If the current study leads to identification of a locally 
supported, locally preferred route option, TxDOT will 
work with the city and county to decide when and if 
the project would advance to future phases of project 
development.  Future phases would include 
opportunities to further refine and adjust the route, 
detailed environmental studies to assess potential 
environmental consequences (including those 
resulting from increased noise and light), and 
identification of actions to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate environmental impacts.    

“This project would be a huge disservice to the 
people who live, work and contribute to 
Fredericksburg’s beautiful culture and history. 
Do not ruin it with these proposed plans.  
Preserve Fredericksburg!” 

 
Comment noted. 

48 Franer, Jim and 
Susan 1/24/19 Comment 

Form 

“Having resided in Houston, one mile away 
from I-10 West, we comprehend the bi 
products of a super-highway and are 
concerned about the environmental impact of 
the noise, light and tremendous footage of 
cement that would be used into the area if 
either proposed Route A/B is adopted.” 

Comment noted. 

"It is inconceivable that such an extensive, 
costly road that would need several bridges 
over the waterways coupled with topography 
issues, would be warranted in a town of 
11,000 in population, located 22 miles from 
the closest interstate highway." 

Comment noted. 

“The data illustrating a daily usage of 6,000 
vehicles does not seem to support such a 
massive outlay of TxDOT and local tax dollars.  
Moreover, the order of selecting a route and 
then studying issues seems out of sequence.” 

Comment noted. 

"We believe the A/B Routes would be the least 
effective and the most environmentally 
harmful option to relieve the traffic issue on 
Main Street, thus defeating your stated goal." 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

49 Frantzen, Henry 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

"Looks like the route north of the river makes 
the most sense." Comment noted. 

50 Frantzen, Lester 1/29/19 Email 

“First, to provide full disclosure and 
transparency, I have property that would be 
affected by Routes A and C”. 

Comment noted. 

“Without more information showing how many 
properties would be affected, how many 
homes would be within 250 feet of the route 
and other parameters that were presented at 
the January 24, 2019 meeting, it is impossible 
to make a valid preferred route 
recommendation.  Is that information 
available on the website?” 

Evaluation of the preliminary route options will be 
conducted between Public Workshop #3 (conducted 
January 24, 2019) and the next public meeting 
(tentatively scheduled for Summer 2019).  The 
evaluation results will be available for public review at 
the Summer 2019 meeting. 

"Based on the eight proposed routes posted 
on the City of Fredericksburg website, I would 
recommend option A and option C be 
eliminated based simply on the fact they 
would require construction of a bridge over 
the Pedernales River.  They also would require 
more right of way acquisitions.  If the afore 
mentioned information is made available, I 
may come up with a preferred route – even 
Route A or Route C. " 

Comment noted. 

“Thank you for your efforts to make this 
project a reality after 50 plus years.” 

Comment noted. 
 

51 Fritz, Daniel and 
Verna Ann 1/24/19 Comment 

Form 

“As landowners in Gillespie Co, yet not 
affected by any of the potential relief routes, 
we feel we can give a fair unbiased opinion.  
Daniel is a Gillespie Co native, and I have lived 
here for almost 50 years.  Needless to say, we 
have seen many changes, exp. with the 
amount of Main Street traffic.  Fredericksburg 
is now a ‘destination tourist attraction’.  Main 
Street merchants no longer have to fear a 
‘relief route’ steering visitors away from our 
unique town.” 

Comment noted. 

“Studying all the possible routes at the recent 
meeting, we see one that seems to be the 
most practical in terms of length, landowners 
affect, and cost.  We know this route will not 
please everyone and do hope that 
homesteads are not involved.  This is the one 
on the map designated as EG/EF. Fortunately 
this route bypasses the Pedernales River and 
the need to build a major bridge.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“This relief route has been discussed for over 
50 years.  Waiting longer will only see more 
business development, subdivisions, 
increased cost of land and construction.  We 
are in favor of a relief route due to increasing 
traffic congestion & public safety.” 

Comment noted. 

52 Fritz, Glenda and 
Gerald 1/24/19 Comment 

Form 

Owns property off of US 290 West that would 
be impacted by four of the eight route options.  
Stated that their house and property “are very 
significant to Gillespie County history because 
the house was built circa 1956” and the 
property includes “10 or so different very 
small lots, which supposedly were original 
town lots established when Fredericksburg 
was settled.  Please do not destroy this vital 
part of Fredericksburg history! Do not destroy 
this historical house on this property." 

As applied to the transportation planning process, 
“historic property” mean any prehistoric or historic 
district, site, building, structure, or object included in 
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior (National Park Service).  Study efforts, to date, 
have including reviewing records maintained by the 
Texas Historical Commission to identify study area 
properties currently listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places.  In addition, information from TxDOT’s 
files (collected through previous historic resources 
surveys conducted in or near Fredericksburg) has 
been reviewed to identify properties within the study 
area that have been determined eligible for listing on 
the National Register, but which are not currently 
listed.  A comprehensive historic resources survey 
would normally be conducted as part of the [future] 
environmental study should the relief route advance 
beyond the current study phase; however, because of 
the number of potentially-historic properties in the 
study area and the level of public interest in those 
properties, TxDOT has decided to conduct an historic 
resources survey in conjunction with the current 
Relief Route Study.  The historic resources survey will 
be conducted during the summer of 2019.  
 

“There are cedar brakes there now that have 
undisturbed wildlife too.” 

Comment noted. 
 

“The route, in my opinion, should be much 
further out of town…” Comment noted. 

“The route thru our place also significantly 
impacts our neighbors…” Comment noted. 

“Please sincerely consider seeking another 
routes further out of town and further west of 
us.” 

Comment noted. 

Asserts route should be further out of town Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

53 Fritz, Kevin 2/13/19 Email 

“My greatest concerns are Route C-D and E-F 
as they cross US Hwy 290 West.  My storage 
business, ABC Self Storage lies between these 
2 routes and is in jeopardy of either route 
shifting.  This business and properties is one 
of my sole sources of income and is my 
retirement.  I am 60 years old and do not have 
the time and energy to build another 
business.  Being self-employed my entire life I 
rely on the income from this business to 
survive, and plan to live off the income of 
these units through my golden years.” 

Comment noted. 

“I feel if Fredericksburg builds a relief route it 
needs to be the outside loop.  This will move 
traffic out past the ETJ as it skirts around town 
allowing for future growth of Fredericksburg 
and preventing the need for another loop in 
years to come.” 

Comment noted. 

54 Fritz, Susan 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

“It is a shame that a group of people will have 
to sacrifice their lands and lively hoods for this 
loop.  However, if this loop must be built then I 
propose you take the quickest route and 
utilize the inner loop at F, G, H – this would 
still bring people close to town and at the 
same time give them an option to avoid town.” 

Comment noted. 
 

“If you truly want to eliminate congestion and 
take into consideration the future growth of 
Fredericksburg, then move out to the ABC 
loop.” 

Comment noted. 

“The middle loops tend to infringe on too 
many existing businesses as well as homes.” Comment noted. 

55 Gann, Linda 
Meyer 1/28/19 Letter 

“The problem you are trying to solve is to 
relieve congestion on Main Street.  This does 
not necessarily mean that a ‘truck bypass’ 
must be built.” 

As adopted by the Gillespie County Relief Route Task 
Force and presented at all three public workshops, 
the Relief Route Study’s objectives include: reducing 
the volume of trucks using Main Street to travel 
through downtown; helping to reduce congestion on 
Main Street; accommodating projected increases in 
traffic’.   Although truck traffic is a subset of the 
overall problem, the potential relief route would be 
intended to serve a broader need; thus, the route is 
not intended solely as a “truck bypass”. 

“Utilization of this relief route should be dual 
purpose for truckers as well as local citizens.” 

As indicated above, the Relief Route would serve 
trucks and passenger vehicles (both local and 
passing through).   



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

"Citizens also need to facilitate safe intra-city 
trips and avoid the tourists crowds on Main 
Street. Interior route alternatives are more 
likely to be used by local citizens than those 
outside the Airport/Park/Fairgrounds as 
demonstrated by the usage of Friendship 
Lane and Milam Street since those projects 
have been completed." 

 
Comment noted. 
 

“Since the citizens are going to have to pay for 
a new roadway, there should be a benefit for 
them also.” 

Comment noted. 
 

“Shorter, closer in routes that help alleviate 
downtown congestion are what the community 
is more likely to vote for.” 

Comment noted. 
 

"Utilizing existing roadways and expanding 
them (i.e. The Friendship Lane extension - 
NEW 15 project) would require much less 
right-of-way to be purchased thus having a 
minimal negative effect on the property 
owners." 

Prior to initiation of the current Fredericksburg Relief 
Route Study, TxDOT, the City of Fredericksburg and 
Gillespie County agreed upon a set of design 
parameters to guide relief route planning efforts. 
Those parameters include planning for a higher 
speed, controlled access facility. The roadway would 
consist of four main lanes (two in each direction) with 
frontage roads, where needed, to maintain local 
access. Applying that vision to Friendship Lane would 
require total reconstruction of the roadway, 
construction of frontage roads, and the need to 
acquire a significant amount of additional ROW. In 
fact, the existing 100-foot ROW could quadruple in 
width which would result in a large number of 
residential and commercial displacements. Although 
Friendship Lane is not considered a viable location for 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route, it is an important 
element of the local transportation system. 
Improvements to Friendship Lane may be undertaken 
in the future as part of the city’s transportation 
improvement plan. Future improvements to 
Friendship Lane would be separate and distinct from 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route. 

"City/County concern is that if the route 
doesn't go far enough out then it will receive 
no state funds. If the NEW 15 project- 
Friendship Lane extension from Tivydale Rd to 
Highway 87 were constructed with only 
City/County funds, it would save voters 
$20,000,000.” 
 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“The shorter the route, the lower the cost, the 
more likely it would pass a bond election.” Comment noted. 

“The Friendship Lane project could be 
completed in two or three construction 
projects, each with a separate bond if 
necessary." 

Comment noted. 

"Research shows that 40-50% of the trucks 
coming through Fredericksburg need to 
access the downtown area to make deliveries 
and would not utilize a long bypass route. As 
Fredericksburg continues to grow, so will 
businesses that need truck deliveries in the 
downtown area.” 

Comment noted. 

“A shorter interior route would give these 
truckers the option of using a portion of the 
route and then entering the business sector. 
(For example a HEB truck from 290 W takes 
new loop (Friendship Lane) to Hwy 16 then 
travels to HEB, rather than driving down Main 
and turning on Hwy 16.) If a longer route is 
chosen for the loop, delivery trucks will not 
see using the new loop as a viable option and 
will continue using Main Street the entire 
way.” 

Comment noted. 

“All gas and propane trucks will still need to 
access the downtown area. The bypass will 
not solve this problem but short interior 
arteries off the Friendship Loop would help.” 

Comment noted. 

“Only 50% of the remaining trucks and very 
few citizens would use the $40,000,000 
bypass. Forty-five percent of the money that 
would get spent would not go to achieving the 
objective that it was intended for.” 

Comment noted. 

“A bypass that adds too much distance and 
time to a truck's route will not be used by the 
trucker. He will continue to use Main Street." 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

"A bypass with limited access (no driveway 
access) so the truckers can drive 70 miles per 
hour makes no sense. The connecting 
highways that the bypass will connect (290, 
87, and 16) all have 70 miles per hour speed 
limits with driveway access. This highway 
should be no different." 
 
 
 

Comment noted. 

“Limited access will not allow the property 
owners affected to recoup losses.  It will 
decrease the value of the land they have 
remaining.  This is not a minimally invasive 
approach.” 

Comment noted. 

“Money is the driving force of what is feasible.  
Any of the interior routes from the 
Airport/Park/Fairgrounds would be the more 
cost efficient and more viable routes because 
of the shorter distance.  The shorter the route, 
the lower the cost, the more likely it would 
pass a bond election.” 

Comment noted. 

“On a personal note – I am asking that Route 
8 not be chosen.  It would divide my historic, 
three generation (soon to be four) property 
into two parcels… The by-pass, as drawn, is 
not on a property line and would take out the 
water well that serves our cattle and our 104-
year-old home… Our family property has 
already had property taken four different 
times for eminent domain...  I believe that my 
family has given their part.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

56 Gewinner, Jim 2/1/19 Email 

“The premise behind all 8 proposals is that 
the route should support 70 mph traffic on a 
highway style road whether it be divided 4 
lanes or divided 8 lanes incorporating feeder 
roads.  This seems to be an incredible 
overreach.  Do traffic studies suggest the type 
of volumes that would require a major 
highway?  And why is 70 mph important if you 
are going to have stop lights at both 290 
locations as well as 87 and 16.  Or, are you 
planning on overpasses and clover leaves? 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.  Although a 70-mph design speed is being 
used for planning purposes, actual posted speed 
would be determined during a future phase of project 
development. The potential Fredericksburg Relief 
Route would be a controlled access facility.  Direct 
connectors (“flyovers”) would be constructed at US 
290 east and east and US 87 (north).  Grade 
separations (overpasses or underpasses) would be 
provided at US 87 (south), SH 16 (south), FM 2093 
and possibly other locations.  Traffic signals, when 
warranted, would be limited to intersections of 
frontage roads/ramps with cross streets.   



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“If the premise was relaxed  to a more realistic 
road design, such as a 5-lane road (4 lanes + 
center turning lane), this would  open up the 
discussion about Friendship Lane which 
currently  is already about 60% of the required 
distance, could be easily widened by one lane 
and could easily be extended to Highway 87 
(the City already has planned for this 
extension).” 

Prior to initiation of the current Fredericksburg Relief 
Route Study, TxDOT, the City of Fredericksburg and 
Gillespie County agreed upon a set of design 
parameters to guide relief route planning efforts. 
Those parameters include planning for a higher 
speed, controlled access facility. The roadway would 
consist of four main lanes (two in each direction) with 
frontage roads, where needed, to maintain local 
access. Applying that vision to Friendship Lane would 
require total reconstruction of the roadway, 
construction of frontage roads, and the need to 
acquire a significant amount of additional ROW. In 
fact, the existing 100-foot ROW could quadruple in 
width which would result in a large number of 
residential and commercial displacements. Although 
Friendship Lane is not considered a viable location for 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route, it is an important 
element of the local transportation system. 
Improvements to Friendship Lane may be undertaken 
in the future as part of the city’s transportation 
improvement plan. Future improvements to 
Friendship Lane would be separate and distinct from 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route. 

“If Friendship Lane was extended it would 
probably represent 10% the cost of the 8 
options and could be easily delivered in ½ the 
time of those other options. No one seems to 
be discussing schedule but waiting for a 
solution in 10 years seems very prolonged for 
a current problem.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“There is no discussion about cost.  Will City of 
Fredericksburg and Gillespie County be 
picking up some of the expenses, and if so 
how much.  Will there be a tax increase 
implication, and should this not be on the 
table for people to understand?” 

Prior to initiating the current Relief Route Study, 
TxDOT, the City of Fredericksburg and Gillespie 
County agreed upon a set of conditions to guide the 
planning effort (assuming the project advances 
beyond the current study and ultimately comes to 
fruition).  One of the agreed upon conditions is that 
the City and County will provide 100% of any needed 
right-of-way.  In addition, the City and County will 
contribute toward the cost of construction.  
Preliminary cost estimates are being developed as 
part of the Relief Route Study.  The cost will be 
refined, over time, as more detail about the design 
and construction is developed.  In the future, when a 
more final construction estimate is developed, TxDOT, 
the City and the County will develop a plan for funding 
the project and establishing the local (City and 
County) contributions.   

“Because I believe truckers will not be forced 
to use the relief route, do we practically 
believe they will travel 20 miles (in the case of 
route proposals A & B) to bypass Main 
Street?” 

Comment noted. 

“All the relief routes are only on the south side 
of Main Street which means any trucks going 
north of Highway 16 will not use 1 linear foot 
of the relief route.” 

Comment noted. 

57 Glasscock, 
Patricia 1/24/19 Comment 

Form 

"Route A - C length is prohibitive - more 
bridges run more flood plains area - the longer 
it is the more pristine land is destroyed - when 
it’s gone - it's gone. Cost of living is already 
high - most expensive place to live in the 
state. The higher this cost, the higher the cost 
of living will be - if we all have to help pay for 
it." 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

"There are shorter - less expensive options, 
less pristine land destroyed. Serves the same 
purpose for less expense. Would county 
residents want to pay more unnecessarily? 
The land on the east side at 290 runs 
$50,000 - $100,000 an acre. The 
compassionate approach is to make sure all 
of us that stand to lose our homes would be 
able to get that price since they would have to 
totally relocate elsewhere, & that's what land 
there is currently worth - paying anything less 
is unethical." 

If the relief route is constructed in the future, any 
right-of-way would be acquired in accordance State 
and Federal laws, rules and regulations which require 
payment of fair market value. Fair market value would 
be determined by qualified and independent 
professional appraisers. 

58 Graham, Jim 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

"Great work and presentations! I appreciate all 
you are doing to make this by-pass the best 
compromise possible as it is needed and very 
necessary! (I'm just an interested citizen with 
no conflicts what-so-ever)." 

Comment noted. 

59 Grinke, W. 2/5/19 Email 

"Routes A, B, C, D appear to be way too long 
requiring too much acquisition/cost. The 
southern portion of route E & G appear longer 
then the southern portion of F & H. I believe 
route H and southern part of F and northern 
part of G would be best. Shortest route, least 
acquisition, least cost. Most likely to be 
approved by citizens.” 

Comment noted. 

60 Grosenbacher, 
Irene 1/24/19 Comment 

Form 

"It is wrong to go route C D E F G H. There are 
too many historic homes that will cost more 
than if you would go route A & B and it would 
go and finish fast & less cost." 

Comment noted. 

61 Gross, Carolyn 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

"Route A is the longest of all the routes & 
therefore seems to be more expensive to 
purchase all the property.  The maroon route 
would be the best.  It is only 6.7 miles, not 
near as expensive as Route A.” 

Comment noted. 

62 Gross, Carolyn 1/29/19 Letter 

Stated, I live on 23 acres which routes A and B 
will basically leave uninhabitable because of 
the noise that the route will bring to the 
property and the impact caused by the 
physical assets required for these routes.”  
Provided a list of property improvements that 
she “will not be able to utilize if routes A and 
B, as presently designed, for the 
Fredericksburg Relief Route are adopted”.  
The list included her home, a rent house, a 
barn, garages, and much more. 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Routes A and B will also destroy numerous 
other houses in this area.  I respectfully 
request that another route be found that does 
not destroy this area.” 

Comment noted. 

63 
Gurrola, Celia 

Kothmann 
Ottmers 

1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

Stated, “Route A and B will destroy my home 
… and my daughter’s home … “ and asked, 
“how do you compensate enough to move two 
families?” 

If the relief route is constructed in the future, any 
right-of-way would be acquired in accordance State 
and Federal laws, rules and regulations which require 
payment of fair market value. Fair market value would 
be determined by qualified and independent 
professional appraisers.  In addition, relocation 
assistance would be provided to qualified residents. 

“How will wildlife be affected?” 

Assuming the project advances beyond the current 
feasibility study, future project-related studies and 
investigations will include an assessment of potential 
impacts on wildlife (including state- and federally-
listed threatened and endangered species) and 
habitat.  The results of these studies and 
investigations would be reported in an environmental 
document (environmental assessment or 
environmental impact statement) prepared in 
accordance with applicable environmental laws, rules 
and regulations.   

“Will the city lose its small-town ambience?” 

If the potential Relief Route is constructed in the 
future, ownership of the existing US 290 (Main Street) 
through town would be transferred to the City of 
Fredericksburg.  It is expected that the City would 
manage and operate the roadway in a manner that 
preserves and promotes the character of 
Fredericksburg. 

“Why does A & B bisect so many properties?” 

During the route identification and development 
process, efforts were made to minimize impacts to 
existing properties.  However, because the relief route 
would be on new location, it is not possible to totally 
avoid bisecting or otherwise impacting properties.  
The length of Route Options A and B (the longest of 
all of the route options) further contributes to the 
number of impacted parcels.   



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“How will it impact travel since it crosses so 
many minor roads?” 

The current Relief Route Study will include 
development of a preliminary design schematic.  The 
schematic development process will include an 
assessment of how the Relief Route most effectively 
interacts with the local roadway network while 
maintaining local access and mobility. The range of 
possibilities includes grade-separated interchanges 
(with access to/from the relief route), overpasses and 
underpasses (allowing cross streets to continue 
without access to the relief route), consolidation of 
cross streets, and frontage roads to carry traffic to the 
nearest cross-over point.  Other options may also be 
considered.   
 
Schematic development will be initiated once a 
locally-preferred route option is identified.  At this 
point, we anticipate initiating schematic design in the 
Fall of 2019.  In anticipation of the schematic design, 
an Access Workshop will be held.  The Workshop, 
which is tentatively scheduled for August 2019, will 
allow the public to provide input regarding access 
needs. 

“A 4 lane, 70 mph road – it sounds like an 
interstate rather than a road.” Comment noted. 

“Will the city and county hold a Q&A session 
on this issue?” 

To date, three public workshops and a Downtown 
Merchants’ Meeting have been held to solicit input 
and answer questions.  Two additional public open 
houses are planned (Summer 2019 and Fall 2019).  
City, TxDOT and consultant team staff will be 
available at the public open houses to answer 
questions and provide information. 

“How many Main Street business lose trade?” 

Under current conditions, all US 290 traffic is 
channeled through downtown Fredericksburg.  This 
means that local traffic and tourist traffic is co-
mingled with those vehicles that are not destined for 
Fredericksburg itself.  As Fredericksburg’s economy 
and tourism has grown, congestion has become an 
issue on Main Street.  The intent of the potential 
Relief Route is to give people (not destined for 
Fredericksburg) the option to travel around, rather 
than directly through, the City.  This in turn frees-up 
existing roadway capacity to serve local trips and 
tourists making it easier for drivers to patronize Main 
Street businesses.   



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“How expensive will A or B be to build vs a 
short route?” 

Preliminary cost estimates are now being developed.  
The preliminary cost estimates will be used during the 
route evaluation process to compare and contrast the 
options.  A more detailed cost estimate will be 
developed once a locally-preferred option is 
identified. 

“Have any routes to the north of the city been 
considered?” 

A preliminary computer-based traffic analysis 
conducted early in the study process showed that 
twice as many vehicles would use a relief route 
connecting US 87 north of Fredericksburg to US 290 
east of Fredericksburg if the route is located south 
(rather than north) of town; thus, a southern route 
would provide the most relief for Main Street traffic. 

“Has each and every person/properties that 
are impacted by any of these routes been 
contacted?” 

The Study Team is committed to engaging all 
interested stakeholders in a meaningful way.  To that 
end, in addition to publishing display ads (announcing 
public workshops) in the local newspaper, email 
notices were distributed to those on the Study mailing 
list, flyers announcing the workshops were distributed 
to parents through the Fredericksburg Independent 
School District, flyers were placed (for distribution) at 
several local businesses known to be frequented by 
local residents, notice was posted on the City, County 
and TxDOT websites, and notices were distributed via 
social media.  As route options are eliminated and the 
focus narrows, owners of properties adjacent to the 
final set of route options (the “primary route options”) 
will be notified. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Eminent Domain will be used as needed?” 

The City and County are years away from talking to 
property owners about purchasing property for  a 
relief route.  Generally, right-of-way acquisition does 
not occur until after required environmental studies 
are complete and “environmental clearance” is 
secured.  At this time, the study team anticipates 
identification of a locally preferred route option and 
completion of the Relief Route Study in late 2019 or 
early 2020.  Upon completion of the study, TxDOT and 
the community will determine if and when to initiate 
the required environmental study.  Once started, it is 
expected that the environmental process (which will 
include additional opportunities for the public to 
provide input) will take two to three years to 
complete.  During the environmental study, the 
design and location of the relief route may be further 
refined and modified.  Not until the environmental 
study is complete will the City and County know what 
property will be needed to construct the relief route.  
The goal would be to reach an agreement with 
affected landowners.  Acquisition of right-of-way 
through the eminent domain process would be a last 
resort when an agreement cannot be reached.   

“What about noise pollution?” 
 

Noise studies are not within the scope of the current 
Relief Route Study.  The purpose of the current study 
is to identify a locally preferred route option that will 
address the traffic and safety issues on Main Street.  
If the community and TxDOT decide to take the locally 
preferred route option to the next phase of project 
development, a traffic noise analysis will be 
conducted as part of the federal environmental study.  
Although noise impacts will not be evaluated in the 
current study, the number of residences located with 
250 feet of a route is one of the criteria that will be 
used to evaluate the options.  This number provides 
an indication of the number of homes that could 
potentially be impacted by noise and other conditions 
associated with being close to the roadway. 

“Fourteen families and/or property owners are 
impacted by Routes A & B.  This does not 
include anyone on 16 south or 2093.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Were Milam and Friendship Lane build for 
this use?” 

No; Milam and Friendship Lane are local streets 
which serve local traffic.  US 290 (Main Street) is part 
of the State Highway System and the U.S. highway 
network.  It carries interstate and intrastate traffic 
(both passenger and freight).   

“It would have to be made bigger and would 
affect residents, businesses – anywhere you 
build this those people will have the same 
issues.” 

Comment noted. 

64 Gurrola, Val 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

Stated, “My wife’s family lived here since 
1943.  Both routes A and B will run right 
through the two houses she has – one we live 
in & our daughter lives in the other” and 
asked, “how do you come close to 
compensate a person to be able to move 2 
families?” 

If the relief route is constructed in the future, any 
right-of-way would be acquired in accordance State 
and Federal laws, rules and regulations which require 
payment of fair market value. Fair market value would 
be determined by qualified and independent 
professional appraisers.  In addition, relocation 
assistance would be provided to qualified residents. 

“A & B bisect many properties – why?” 

During the route identification and development 
process, efforts were made to minimize impacts to 
existing properties.  However, because the relief route 
would be on new location, it is not possible to totally 
avoid bisecting or otherwise impacting properties.  
The length of Route Options A and B (the longest of 
all of the route options) further contributes to the 
number of impacted parcels 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Impact since so many minor roads are 
crossed?” 

The current Relief Route Study will include 
development of a preliminary design schematic.  The 
schematic development process will include an 
assessment of how the Relief Route most effectively 
interacts with the local roadway network while 
maintaining local access and mobility. The range of 
possibilities includes grade-separated interchanges 
(with access to/from the relief route), overpasses and 
underpasses (allowing cross streets to continue 
without access to the relief route), consolidation of 
cross streets, and frontage roads to carry traffic to the 
nearest cross-over point.  Other options may also be 
considered.   
 
Schematic development will be initiated once a 
locally-preferred route option is identified.  At this 
point, we anticipate initiating schematic design in the 
Fall of 2019.  In anticipation of the schematic design, 
an Access Workshop will be held.  The Workshop, 
which is tentatively scheduled for August 2019, will 
allow the public to provide input regarding access 
needs. 

“How many businesses will be lost on Main 
Street?” 

Under current conditions, all US 290 traffic is 
channeled through downtown Fredericksburg.  This 
means that local traffic and tourist traffic is co-
mingled with those vehicles that are not destined for 
Fredericksburg itself.  As Fredericksburg’s economy 
and tourism has grown, congestion has become an 
issue on Main Street.  The intent of the potential 
Relief Route is to give people (not destined for 
Fredericksburg) the option to travel around, rather 
than directly through, the City.  This in turn frees-up 
existing roadway capacity to serve local trips and 
tourists making it easier for drivers to patronize Main 
Street businesses. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Why a 4 lane, 70 mph highway – basically an 
interstate?” 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.  Although a 70 mph design speed is being 
used for planning purposes, actual posted speed 
would be determined during a future phase of project 
development. 

“How bad will it affect wildlife?” 

Assuming the project advances beyond the current 
feasibility study, future project-related studies and 
investigations will include an assessment of potential 
impacts on wildlife (including state- and federally-
listed threatened and endangered species) and 
habitat.  The results of these studies and 
investigations would be reported in an environmental 
document (environmental assessment or 
environmental impact statement) prepared in 
accordance with applicable environmental laws, rules 
and regulations.   

“How much of its ‘charm’ will Fredericksburg 
lose?” 

If the potential Relief Route is constructed in the 
future, ownership of the existing US 290 (Main Street) 
through town would be transferred to the City of 
Fredericksburg.  It is expected that the City would 
manage and operate the roadway in a manner that 
preserves and promotes the character of 
Fredericksburg. 

“Will the city hosts a question and answer 
session?’ 

To date, three public workshops and a Downtown 
Merchants’ Meeting have been held to solicit input 
and answer questions.  Two additional public open 
houses are planned (Summer 2019 and Fall 2019).  
City, TxDOT and consultant team staff will be 
available at the public open houses to answer 
questions and provide information. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Aren’t A & B going to be very expensive to 
build?” 

Preliminary cost estimates are now being developed.  
The preliminary cost estimates will be used during the 
route evaluation process to compare and contrast the 
options.  A more detailed cost estimate will be 
developed once a locally-preferred option is 
identified. 

“Isn’t it too far out of the way to use?” 

The southern limit of the study area reflects the 
approximate point at which it would become less 
efficient (due to longer drive time) for trucks and 
other vehicles to travel on the relief route rather than 
remain on existing US 290 and contend with the 
traffic, lights, and congestion on Main Street; thus, all 
routes within the study area would provide travel time 
benefit to drivers. 

“Forcing families to give up their life long 
home is wrong.” Comment noted. 

“Every route will impact someone in a bad 
way.” Comment noted. 

“A shorter route would be more cost 
effective.” Comment noted. 

“Eminent domain will be used if needed??” 

The City and County are years away from talking to 
property owners about purchasing property for a relief 
route.  Generally, right-of-way acquisition does not 
occur until after required environmental studies are 
complete and “environmental clearance” is secured.  
At this time, the study team anticipates identification 
of a locally preferred route option and completion of 
the Relief Route Study in late 2019 or early 2020.  
Upon completion of the study, TxDOT and the 
community will determine if and when to initiate the 
required environmental study.  Once started, it is 
expected that the environmental process (which will 
include additional opportunities for the public to 
provide input) will take two to three years to 
complete.  During the environmental study, the 
design and location of the relief route may be further 
refined and modified.  Not until the environmental 
study is complete will the City and County know what 
property will be needed to construct the relief route.  
The goal would be to reach an agreement with 
affected landowners.  Acquisition of right-of-way 
through the eminent domain process would be a last 
resort when an agreement cannot be reached.   



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Has every property that will be impacted 
been made aware of this situation?” 

The Study Team is committed to engaging all 
interested stakeholders in a meaningful way.  To that 
end, in addition to publishing display ads (announcing 
public workshops) in the local newspaper, email 
notices were distributed to those on the Study mailing 
list, flyers announcing the workshops were distributed 
to parents through the Fredericksburg Independent 
School District, flyers were placed (for distribution) at 
several local businesses known to be frequented by 
local residents, notice was posted on the City, County 
and TxDOT websites, and notices were distributed via 
social media.  As route options are eliminated and the 
focus narrows, owners of properties adjacent to the 
final set of route options (the “primary route options”) 
will be notified. 

“Please reconsider this plan.  Routes A & B 
will impact 14 different families on 
Leyendecker Road alone – this does not 
include families/properties involved on 2093 
or on 16 South.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

65 Harper, Kathryn 2/3/19 Email 

“I recently learned that the property my 
siblings and I own is part of the relief route.  
I’m concerned because it will go thru our 
historic house which is located at 1120 Upper 
Live Oak Road.”  “The house and property has 
belonged to my family for 166 years”.  “This 
house served as the community bakery and 
the spring on the property was the 
community’s drinking water”.   
“Fredericksburg is known for its German 
heritage.  This house is part of that heritage.  
Please do not destroy it.” 

As applied to the transportation planning process, 
“historic property” mean any prehistoric or historic 
district, site, building, structure, or object included in 
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior (National Park Service).  Study efforts, to date, 
have including reviewing records maintained by the 
Texas Historical Commission to identify study area 
properties currently listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places.  In addition, information from TxDOT’s 
files (collected through previous historic resources 
surveys conducted in or near Fredericksburg) has 
been reviewed to identify properties within the study 
area that have been determined eligible for listing on 
the National Register, but which are not currently 
listed.  A comprehensive historic resources survey 
would normally be conducted as part of the [future] 
environmental study should the relief route advance 
beyond the current study phase; however, because of 
the number of potentially-historic properties in the 
study area and the level of public interest in those 
properties, TxDOT has decided to conduct an historic 
resources survey in conjunction with the current 
Relief Route Study.  The historic resources survey will 
be conducted during the summer of 2019.  
 

66 Hartman, Darlene 2/13/19 Letter 

“First of all, it’s been stated that this project is 
‘community driven’.  In actuality, citizens are 
being asked their opinion about things 
(building a highway) that most are not 
educated to know about or to understand.  
I’ve attended all three of the workshops and 
have never witness anyone, whose land might 
be affected by the route, saying ‘yes’ to this 
project.  The only thing I noticed is that the 
liens on the maps were drawn as far away as 
possible from their own personal property.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Secondly, surveys are being tallied by 
headcount.  When considering the population 
density, responders living on the inner route 
options (subdivisions) drastically outnumber 
the responders (farmers) living on the outer 
route options.” 

The project team is dedicated to ensuring that the 
route option selected reflects community values, 
address traffic and safety on Main Street, and 
minimizes the impacts to residents and the 
environment.  The survey results along with e-mails, 
letters and comment forms received in response to 
the Public Workshop will be considered as the route 
options are evaluated.  Public input is just one of 
many factors to be considered during the evaluation 
process.  It’s notable that Route Options A and B, 
located in the more rural areas of the county, 
received more comments than most of the inner 
routes.   
 

“Also, people are being allowed to voice an 
opinion on these routes when they don’t have 
anything at stake in this project – like their 
home/land. 

The transportation system affects everyone that it 
serves; thus, all interested stakeholders are 
encouraged to participate in the planning process.  It 
should be noted that efforts are made throughout the 
planning process to minimize the potential for 
adverse effects.  Unfortunately, it is not possible to 
totally avoid impacts.   

“With Fredericksburg being listed as one of 
the least affordable places to live, how do you 
proposed to find comparable properties for 
the people being displaced?  Especially, when 
right-of-way offers have been proven, 
repeatedly, to be severely undervalued.” 

If the relief route is constructed in the future, any 
right-of-way would be acquired in accordance State 
and Federal laws, rules and regulations which require 
payment of fair market value. Fair market value would 
be determined by qualified and independent 
professional appraisers.  Those same laws, rules and 
regulations also provide that no person will be 
displaced until decent, safe and sanitary housing, 
within the person’s financial means, is available. 

“How much will taxes increase to fund this 
project?  What happens to farmers who’ll be 
losing their ag exemption status due to the 
route?  Will they be offered a reprieve on their 
taxes since it was not their option, in the first 
place, to lose their ability to raise livestock or 
crops?” 

Assuming the project comes to fruition, prior to 
construction it is anticipated that the City of 
Fredericksburg and Gillespie County would seek voter 
approval to use bonds to purchase the required right-
of-way and other construction expenses.  At that time 
the City and County will determine the property tax 
implications.   Questions concerning agricultural 
exemptions should be directed to the Gillespie County 
Central Appraisal District.  



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Several months ago, there was a comment 
mentioned in the newspaper that it was time 
to ‘develop’ the west side of Fredericksburg.  
Could this be an underlying focus of our 
city/county leaders?”  “When I asked about 
this, I was told that this would give farmers an 
opportunity to earn some money by selling a 
corner of their land to business.  This totally 
misses the point – residents don’t want the 
sell ‘any’ of their land for ‘any’ reason!” 

The goals and objectives of the Fredericksburg Relief 
Route Study, as adopted by the Relief Route Task 
Force and presented at all public workshops, are to 
Protect and Preserve Property, Enhance Accessibility 
and Mobility, Accommodate Existing and Projected 
Traffic Volumes, Enhance Safety, Support Economic 
Development, Preserve the Unique Character of 
Downtown and Protect and Preserve Environmental 
Resources. The project team and task force are 
committed to preserving property, thus only that land 
required for right-of-way would be obtained if the 
Relief Route advances to construction in the future.   

“Finally, not sure what’s the driving the choice 
to have a 400-foot wide and 70 mph route.  
Surely, these parameters weren’t ‘community 
driven’.  It seems that truckers would be 
content to have a route similar to the current 
55-60 mph highways that lead into the city …” 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   
 

"Please put the residents of the 
historical/peaceful/proud community first and 
foremost when making decisions that will 
affect us all." 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

67 Hartmann, Laurie 2/7/19 Letter 

“I am a citizen of Gillespie County who will be 
affected if the decision is made to go with the 
proposed AB route.  The land we live on is my 
husband’s family heritage property.  This land 
has been in the Hartmann family since the 
mid-1800s.” It is currently owned by and 
occupied by three bothers.  “This is historical 
farm land that we are farming, my husband’s 
father farmed, as well as a great uncle before 
him.  We have worked hard to improve the 
land and have built our forever homes (i.e. a 
lot of sweat equity). 

As applied to the transportation planning process, 
“historic property” mean any prehistoric or historic 
district, site, building, structure, or object included in 
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior (National Park Service).  Study efforts, to date, 
have including reviewing records maintained by the 
Texas Historical Commission to identify study area 
properties currently listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places.  In addition, information from TxDOT’s 
files (collected through previous historic resources 
surveys conducted in or near Fredericksburg) has 
been reviewed to identify properties within the study 
area that have been determined eligible for listing on 
the National Register, but which are not currently 
listed.  A comprehensive historic resources survey 
would normally be conducted as part of the [future] 
environmental study should the relief route advance 
beyond the current study phase; however, because of 
the number of potentially-historic properties in the 
study area and the level of public interest in those 
properties, TxDOT has decided to conduct an historic 
resources survey in conjunction with the current 
Relief Route Study.  The historic resources survey will 
be conducted during the summer of 2019.  
 

Stated that the route would be located 
between her and her husband’s property and 
her husband’s bother’s property.  “If this route 
is built between us, we will no longer be able 
to share grazing for our cattle, we will no 
longer be able to walk back and forth from 
each other’s homes, and the noise a truck 
route would bring would be devastating, our 
peace and quiet that we enjoy in the country 
would become the hustle and bustle of a busy 
interstate.  Our small piece of property would 
diminish to very little land if you take a 400’ 
strip from us, not to mention the value of our 
land would plummet.” 

Comment noted. 

“You have asked us to suggest alternative 
routes, but that puts neighbor against 
neighbor and that is not okay.”  “It appears 
that no matter which route you choose, 
someone will lose.” 

Comment noted. 
 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“We have been told that our property would be 
bought at fair market value.  The way I see it, 
you will have to purchase our entire 11 acres 
if route AB is used because not much will be 
left by taking 400’.”   

Comment noted. 

 
"I am not in favor of this truck route. Go back 
and review the initial proposed route on 
Friendship Lane, this would be less impactful. 
We do not need an expensive interstate type 
route with a speed limit of 70 mph for those 
passing through. We only need a way to 
reroute trucks. Friendship Lane could be that 
resolution." 

Prior to initiation of the current Fredericksburg Relief 
Route Study, TxDOT, the City of Fredericksburg and 
Gillespie County agreed upon a set of design 
parameters to guide relief route planning efforts. 
Those parameters include planning for a higher 
speed, controlled access facility. The roadway would 
consist of four main lanes (two in each direction) with 
frontage roads, where needed, to maintain local 
access. Applying that vision to Friendship Lane would 
require total reconstruction of the roadway, 
construction of frontage roads, and the need to 
acquire a significant amount of additional ROW. In 
fact, the existing 100-foot ROW could quadruple in 
width which would result in a large number of 
residential and commercial displacements. Although 
Friendship Lane is not considered a viable location for 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route, it is an important 
element of the local transportation system. 
Improvements to Friendship Lane may be undertaken 
in the future as part of the city’s transportation 
improvement plan. Future improvements to 
Friendship Lane would be separate and distinct from 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route. 

68 Heiner, Kenneth 2/8/19 Letter 

“We have family property that we farm on 
which is located on routes C and D which are 
being considered for the Relief Route located 
on Upper Liveoak Road.  This property has 
been in my family for 100 plus years.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“I do not believe that the city is in need of 
relief route as large as is being proposed.”  
“The option of a relief route to this magnitude 
sounds excessive.” 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   

"There are already some alternative cut 
throughs including Friendship lane which 
connects to Hwy 87 and Hwy 16, and Milam 
can be accessed from HWY 16 and will take 
you to 290 West and HWY 87 West."  “These 
four-lane roads seem to meet the needs of 
this additional traffic.” 

Comment noted. 

Stated that the quality of the information on 
the routes was not clear regarding what 
roadways and areas will be impacted. 

The City, County, TxDOT and the study team are 
committed to providing timely, quality information and 
to engaging the public in a meaningful way.  We 
appreciate the feedback and will strive to improve.  It 
should be noted that at the January 24 public 
workshop, computer stations were set-up.  Staff was 
available at the computer stations to assist the public 
in identifying specific properties or areas which could 
then be zoomed in to see additional route detail.  
Computer stations will be available at the two 
remaining open houses (tentatively planned for 
Summer 2019 and Fall 2019).  You are encouraged 
to utilize the computer stations to explore the route 
options in more detail.     

"If we have to settle for a route, I believe 
Route B would be the best route." Comment noted. 

"I am opposed to the routes C and D not only 
because my farmland will be impacted, but 
there are dozens of homes on the C and D 
routes that will need to be destroyed." 

Comment noted 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“There are multiple generations in our family 
alone that would be forced to relocate… 
Where would we go?  We all have humble 
means and would not be able to afford to 
relocated in Fredericksburg where my great 
grandparents settled and help build this 
community.” 

If the relief route is constructed in the future, any 
right-of-way would be acquired in accordance State 
and Federal laws, rules and regulations which require 
payment of fair market value. Fair market value would 
be determined by qualified and independent 
professional appraisers.  Those same laws, rules and 
regulations also provide that no person will be 
displaced until decent, safe and sanitary housing, 
within the person’s financial means, is available.  
Please understand that during the planning process a 
concerted effort is made to minimize the number of 
displacements that would occur; however, the size 
and scope of the project prevents total avoidance of 
existing homes. 

"In theory, a relief route works, however, we 
need to consider the real impact on our 
residents." "I ask that you reconsider the relief 
route and if it is totally necessary, that you 
settle on route B." 

Comment noted. 

69 Heiner, Rita 2/8/19 Letter 

“We have family property that we farm on 
which is located on routes C and D which are 
being considered for the Relief Route located 
on Upper Liveoak Road.  This property has 
been in my husband’s family for 100 plus 
years.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“I do not believe that the city is in need of 
relief route as large as is being proposed.”  
“The option of a relief route to this magnitude 
sounds excessive.” 
 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   

"There are already some alternative cut 
throughs including Friendship lane which 
connects to Hwy 87 and Hwy 16, and Milam 
can be accessed from HWY 16 and will take 
you to 290 West and HWY 87 West.  These 
four-lane roads seem to meet the needs of 
this additional traffic.” 

Comment noted. 

Stated that the quality of the information on 
the routes was not clear regarding what 
roadways and areas will be impacted. 

The City, County, TxDOT and the study team are 
committed to providing timely, quality information and 
to engaging the public in a meaningful way.  We 
appreciate the feedback and will strive to improve.  It 
should be noted that at the January 24 public 
workshop, computer stations were set-up.  Staff was 
available at the computer stations to assist the public 
in identifying specific properties or areas which could 
then be zoomed in to see additional route detail.  
Computer stations will be available at the two 
remaining open houses (tentatively planned for 
Summer 2019 and Fall 2019).  You are encouraged 
to utilize the computer stations to explore the route 
options in more detail.     

"If we have to settle for a route, I believe 
Route B would be the best route." Comment noted. 

"I am opposed to the routes C and D not only 
because my farmland will be impacted, but 
there are dozens of homes on the C and D 
routes that will need to be destroyed." 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“There are multiple generations in our family 
alone that would be forced to relocate… 
Where would we go?  We all have humble 
means and would not be able to afford to 
relocated in Fredericksburg where my great 
grandparents settled and help build this 
community.” 

If the relief route is constructed in the future, any 
right-of-way would be acquired in accordance State 
and Federal laws, rules and regulations which require 
payment of fair market value. Fair market value would 
be determined by qualified and independent 
professional appraisers.  Those same laws, rules and 
regulations also provide that no person will be 
displaced until decent, safe and sanitary housing, 
within the person’s financial means, is available.  
Please understand that during the planning process a 
concerted effort is made to minimize the number of 
displacements that would occur; however, the size 
and scope of the project prevents total avoidance of 
existing homes. 

"In theory, a relief route works, however, we 
need to consider the real impact on our 
residents." "I ask that you reconsider the relief 
route and if it is totally necessary, that you 
settle on route B." 

Comment noted. 

70 Heiner, Roy n/a Letter 

Expressed concern about the planning 
process.  Stated, “this is the most back 
stabbing way to do this operation I have ever 
seen here in Fredericksburg” and “who in their 
right mind would want this coming through 
their property or even close, so you have 
people just trying to push it to another route.” 

Comment noted. 

“We just got 290 East to 55 & 60 miles per 
hours.  One killer slowed down and now they 
want to build another.  Just doesn’t make 
sense.” 

Comment noted. 

"I don't support any of these routes because 
we don't have any I-10 type routes around 
here now and we don't need one now." 

Comment noted. 

“I really don’t like this being called a relief 
route… To me Fredericksburg Loop would be 
better.” 

Comment noted. 

“To me there didn’t seem to be much effort 
put into not running right over houses and 
businesses.  Some places no effort at all.  
Really sad.” 

The route options were developed based on 
input/suggestions from the public.  When laying-out 
the route options, the Study Team attempted to stay 
true to the public’s suggestions while also applying 
required design criteria. Although a concerted effort 
was made to avoid existing homes and businesses, 
some impacts were unavoidable. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“They said Friendship Lane wouldn’t work.  It 
would work if the people pushing this didn’t 
want a I-10 around town.” 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   

“All I hope is that someone can come up with 
a more sensible solution.” Comment noted. 
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Henke, Mabel 
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Jepson, Matthew; 

Jepson, Avery 

2/8/19 Letter 

Questioned how the proposed facility “would 
improve safety concerns and quality of life 
those affected by Main Street traffic.”  Stated 
that “both of these points are vague and 
unsubstantiated by any representatives that 
have been at meetings attended by 
community members.” 

U.S. Highway 87, U.S. Highway 290, and State 
Highway 16- converge in downtown Fredericksburg 
and funnel their traffic onto Main Street. This 
convergence of vehicular traffic combined with an 
ever-increasing amount of pedestrian traffic from the 
tourist industry creates congestion in the downtown 
area. This congestion is a safety issue for local 
residents and tourists. Unless something is done to 
address these issues, Main Street safety and mobility 
will continue to deteriorate, and congestion will 
continue to increase as a result of local and regional 
growth. 
 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

"We would want to see actual data from law 
enforcement records showing that the 
majority of traffic accidents, both fatal and 
non-fatal, in the last ten years (at least) are 
specifically due to an error on the part of the 
large truck or its operator.  The fault would 
obviously have to be attributed to a 
mechanical malfunction or operator error, not 
just that a large truck was involved, as that 
would include errors from personal vehicle 
operators and would obviously not 
substantiate a safety concern related to the 
trucks or their operators.  If there is not a 
majority of cases in which the accident fault 
would be attributed to the trucks or their 
operators, then how would changing the route 
for the trucks change the safety concern at 
all?  If that were the case, then all of the 
efforts and taxpayer resources would be 
unfortunately mishandled…" 

As adopted by the Gillespie County Relief Route Task 
Force and presented at all three public workshops, 
the Relief Route Study’s objectives include: reducing 
the volume of trucks using Main Street to travel 
through downtown; helping to reduce congestion on 
Main Street; accommodating projected increases in 
traffic’.   Although truck traffic is a subset of the 
overall problem, the potential relief route would be 
intended to serve a broader need; thus, the route is 
not intended as solely as a truck route. 
 

“Additionally, if the problem would be traffic 
accidents, wouldn’t it make more financial 
sense to hire more law enforcement officials 
(providing jobs to more community members) 
and adjust the speed limit rather than spend 
millions of dollars on a new highway…” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

"The second vague point is that large truck 
traffic seems to somehow impose on the 
quality of life of the majority of the members 
of the community. This would seem to be a 
valid concern specifically to business owners 
or families owning property/homes near Main 
Street. The question is where is the data from 
a validated survey with non-leading questions 
showing that the majority of citizens from 
Fredericksburg have a significant 
impingement on their quality of life, 
specifically due to large truck traffic?"  
Indicated that if such a survey has been 
conducted, the results should be made public. 

On average, there are approximately 16,000 vehicles 
and 1,600 trucks per day traveling on Main Street. If 
a relief route is not built, it is expected that traffic on 
Main Street would continue to increase over the next 
20 years, with a corresponding increase in truck 
traffic.  
Based on existing traffic volumes, a relief route would 
divert approximately 6,500 vehicles away from Main 
Street per day. Of the 6,500 vehicles from Main 
Street, approximately 1,000 would be trucks (about 
60% of existing truck traffic). Of the trucks that are 
traveling through Fredericksburg,  
A more detailed traffic analysis will be conducted as 
part of a future phase of the Relief Route Study. 
 

Stated "…actual data shows that a significant 
amount of traffic from large trucks deliver 
goods to businesses either on or just off of 
Main Street, such that they would be required 
to come into town regardless of the presence 
of a separate route option."  Also stated, 
“what about the trucks coming from and going 
to 16N? 

Per the origin-destination study conducted as part of 
this project, approximately 35 percent of truck traffic 
entering the Fredericksburg area via SH 16, US 290, 
and US 87 are “local” and would likely not use a relief 
route. Approximately 40 percent of truck traffic 
entering Fredericksburg from northeast SH 16 is 
“local.” A more detailed traffic analysis will be 
conducted as part of a future phase of the Relief 
Route Study. 

“If all of the above points are addressed 
thoroughly, the question would then be where 
and how long would the route need to be to be 
cost-effective?  Arguably the best option would 
have to be the shortest route to get the task 
accomplished…  by that reasoning, it would be 
the most logical to choose a small route which 
would costs less taxpayer dollars and allow 
truck drivers to get back to complete their jobs 
in an efficient manner.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

Stated that “Friendship Ln needs to be 
considered” and indicated that the homes and 
businesses along Friendship Lane are no 
more important than rural homes and 
businesses. 

Prior to initiation of the current Fredericksburg Relief 
Route Study, TxDOT, the City of Fredericksburg and 
Gillespie County agreed upon a set of design 
parameters to guide relief route planning efforts. 
Those parameters include planning for a higher 
speed, controlled access facility. The roadway would 
consist of four main lanes (two in each direction) with 
frontage roads, where needed, to maintain local 
access. Applying that vision to Friendship Lane would 
require total reconstruction of the roadway, 
construction of frontage roads, and the need to 
acquire a significant amount of additional ROW. In 
fact, the existing 100-foot ROW could quadruple in 
width which would result in a large number of 
residential and commercial displacements. Although 
Friendship Lane is not considered a viable location for 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route, it is an important 
element of the local transportation system. 
Improvements to Friendship Lane may be undertaken 
in the future as part of the city’s transportation 
improvement plan. Future improvements to 
Friendship Lane would be separate and distinct from 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route. 

“How will you make sure the trucks actually 
use the route?  Will they be ticketed if they do 
not?  Who will enforce this?  Why not simply 
employ more law enforcement officials? 

US 290 (Main Street) through Fredericksburg is part 
of the State Highway System.  As such, it falls under 
TxDOT’s jurisdiction to maintain and operate.  TxDOT 
does not have the legal authority to prohibit the use 
of any highway by any class of vehicles (such as 
trucks) provided the vehicle complies with weight and 
size limits and other provisions established by law.  
When and if the Relief Route is constructed and Main 
Street is transferred to the City of Fredericksburg, the 
City could then explore a City Ordinance to limit trucks 
on the facility.  Local law enforcement would be 
responsible for enforcing such an ordinance. 

“How can you have routes picked out without 
any environmental studies on the area?” 

The route evaluation criteria will include 
environmental factors such as the amount of right-of-
way required, the number of residential and 
commercial displacements, number of creek 
crossings, wetland impacts, historic structure 
concerns, impacts to sensitive species, and more.  
Detailed environmental studies would be conducted 
during future phases of project development 
assuming the Relief Route project advances beyond 
the current study. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“…A, B, C, & D go over a historical 
marker…nobody at the meeting on the 24th, 
knew anything about the markers.” 

Comment noted. 
 

“Kory Keller should not be on the Task Force 
since his family business stands to gain a lot 
from the new construction.  It is simply a 
Conflict of Interest.” 

Comment noted. 

Stated that “everyone was against” a large 
transmission line and wind generators 
“because they would ruin our beautiful 
county…. Why is a 70 mph highway OK??” 

Comment noted. 

“Routes A&B completely dissect our 40 acres 
diagonally on Leyendeck Rd.  The 
Leyendecker families have own this property 
for 6 generations.  There has been family 
living on this land for over 100 years.”  “While 
A&B directly affects our property, along with 
completely displacing 2 neighboring families 
off Dragon Lane, we are not for any of the 
routes.” 

Comment noted. 

“…the residents of rural Gillespie County are 
ultimately the ones to pay the prices, not only 
by losing land owned by the same family for 
generations, but also by being forced to 
contribute financially when a bond is passes 
or taxes are raised to pay for construction or 
purchase of land.” 

Comment noted. 

“We have watched from the sidelines as 
Fredericksburg has turned into a tourist 
destination, all the while trying to hang on to 
our family heritage as the taxes skyrocket, 
thankful that we do not live in the city limits.  
Now, however, we are being forced to ‘fix’ the 
City’s problem.” 

Comment noted. 

“Safety did not seem to be a concern when 
city leaders were in the process of building 
Fredericksburg into a tourist destination.  
Now, safety seems to be the scapegoat; it’s a 
good argument.  However, we can’t help 
thinking that the tourists are probably the 
ones complaining about the truck traffic, and 
when tourists complain, city leaders sit up and 
take notice.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“No matter which route is picked, it will 
displace families from 100+ year 
homesteads.  That is simply, not right.” 

Comment noted. 

"There is a simple solution that needs to at 
least be considered before anything else is 
done. Drop the speed limit from the Y at 87N 
& 290W all the way to the traffic light at the 
University Center. ENFORCE the speed. If the 
trucks don’t like it, they will find alternate 
routes." 

Comment noted. 

72 Hoban, Patty 2/5/19 Email 

Stated, “I am very concerned about the relief 
route being placed anywhere near the 
Pedernales River” and listed four specific 
concerns:  “wildlife sensitivity” (“the river 
basin features a high level of biodiversity” and 
is listed as a “conservation priority” by the 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department); “Indian 
Artifacts” (“it is a known fact that Indians 
camped along the river and further back for 
hundreds of  years”); “price” (“acreage along 
the river is much more expensive than 
acreage without water frontage”); and 
“flooding” (“It does not make sense to me that 
a road  of this magnitude and cost would be 
considered anywhere near the river.”) 

If the current study leads to identification of a locally 
supported, locally preferred route option, TxDOT will 
work with the city and county to decide when and if 
the project would advance to future phases of project 
development.  Future phases would include 
opportunities to further refine and adjust the route, 
detailed environmental studies to assess potential 
environmental consequences, and identification of 
actions to avoid, minimize and mitigate 
environmental impacts.    

“Any route near the river will require more 
studies (hence, time) than any of the other 
ones.  Everyone seems to agree that a relief 
route is critical, urgent, and important; 
therefore, why not choose a route that will 
take the least amount of time to get started 
with the least amount of risk associated with 
it?” 

Comment noted.  

“I am asking you to take routes B, C, and D off 
the table for the above reasons.” 

Comment noted. 
 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

73 Hoban, Richard W. 2/2/19 Email 

“The best option continues to be the route 
furthest out from town with the least amount 
of disruption to existing businesses and 
residences.” 

Comment noted. 

“The ‘yellow/C’ route is a fairly direct route 
which would provide the most room for growth 
by the City of FBG…  The only downside to this 
option is cost since it is the longest route.” 

Comment noted. 

Stated, "the next best option is the ‘orange/F’ 
route" and cited proximity to town, directness, 
and length/cost as the basis for this opinion. 

Comment noted. 

“The third best option would be the ‘gray/E” 
route.  It is still close to town… and is very 
direct with the least amount of ‘twists and 
turns’”. 

Comment noted. 

“The worst choice, by a wide margin is the 
‘purple/green’ – ‘B/D’ route.  This route not 
only does nothing well, it would cause 
irreparable harm.”  Specifically, he expressed 
concern about impacts to the Pedernales 
River, wildlife and artifacts along the river, and 
flooding. 

Comment noted. 

74 Honig, Paul 2/11/19 Comment 
Form 

“We wholeheartedly support a traffic bypass 
around the south, southwest and western part 
of Fredericksburg, especially for bypassing 
trucks”. 

Comment noted. 

“The original route 1 (now route A/B) would 
cut our ranch into two pieces… Fair 
compensation would be required and an 
easement would be required to get to our 
western part of our ranch.  This bypass route 
cannot cut ranches into two without access to 
the divided part.” 

If the relief route is constructed in the future, any 
right-of-way would be acquired in accordance State 
and Federal laws, rules and regulations which require 
payment of fair market value. Fair market value would 
be determined by qualified and independent 
professional appraisers.  The effects of bisecting 
properties would be considered during the appraisal 
process.  

Stated “I feel that route AB makes a lot of 
sense north of Hwy 290 west through fields 
and cross the Live Oak Creek at a much better 
place than the old route 3 making it much 
more desirable to build a bridge or bridges” 
and cited several reasons for his position. 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

Provided a copy of an article published in the 
Fredericksburg Standard on January 30, 
2019, and asked “Why is TxDOT trying to build 
a bypass resembling Interstate Highway 10 
rather than something like Hwy 87, 16, or 
290?  We only need a Ford or Chevy – not a 
Cadillac or Mercedes.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   

“Friendship Lane is a beautiful Street (a 
highway).  Model the bypass route after it”.  
Stated, “a four lane road with a continuous 
left turn lane makes a great amount of sense.  
Ranches cut in two would have access to their 
divided part, less footprint for the project, and 
easier to build one large bridge.  The cost of a 
project like this would be considerably less 
than the TxDOT proposal.  Even if you had a 
traffic light at all intersections you would only 
have 5 traffic lights to contend with rather 
than the many traffic lights on Main Street.” 

Comment noted. 
 

“Smart people think outside the box.” Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

75 Hutton, Tom 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

"Old overpasses west of Kerrville (? Goat 
Creek) prevent oversized loads from passing, 
shunting traffic through Fbg to 290W. Should 
not TxDOT first fix these burdening 
overpasses? What percent of truck traffic 
would this reduce? Please clarify this." 

No; there are currently no low, narrow or otherwise 
restricted structures or bridges which have the effect 
of channeling oversize loads through Fredericksburg.  
When establishing routes for oversize/overweight 
loads, TxDOT uses the most efficient route available 
that can accommodate the load; thus, these loads 
may be routed through Fredericksburg en route to 
other destinations 

76 Itz, Clayton and 
Janell 2/13/19 Email 

 

Stated that they own a business that would be 
impacted by Routes C/D and E/F.  Their 
business has been in operation for over 20 
years and consistently employees 10-15 
people. “it would be obvious we hate the idea 
of route CD and EF that would be coming right 
through our plan that covers 6 acres.”  “If you 
choose route CD or EF, it appears it will take 
out a number of established businesses…” 

Comment noted. 

“If they take our place by imminent domain (or 
whatever it is called), do they buy our 
business, equipment, employee 
compensation?”  “If you take only part of it, 
the rest would be useless." 

The City and County are years away from talking to 
property owners about purchasing property for a relief 
route.  Generally, right-of-way acquisition does not 
occur until after required environmental studies are 
complete and “environmental clearance” is secured.  
At this time, the study team anticipates identification 
of a locally preferred route option and completion of 
the Relief Route Study in late 2019 or early 2020.  
Upon completion of the study, TxDOT and the 
community will determine if and when to initiate the 
required environmental study.  Once started, it is 
expected that the environmental process (which will 
include additional opportunities for the public to 
provide input) will take two to three years to 
complete.  During the environmental study, the 
design and location of the relief route may be further 
refined and modified.  Not until the environmental 
study is complete will the City and County know what 
property will be needed to construct the relief route.  
The goal would be to reach an agreement with 
affected landowners.  Acquisition of right-of-way 
through the eminent domain process would be a last 
resort when an agreement cannot be reached.  



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Is there really a need for a by-pass?  Or who 
actually thinks there is a need?” 
 

Current Main Street congestion and projected traffic 
growth support the need for a Fredericksburg Relief 
Route.  In response, the City of Fredericksburg and 
Gillespie County requested TxDOT’s participation in 
the Relief Route Study.   
 

“Most trucks that go thru our town have some 
sort of business in town.”  “Will this really 
alleviate trucks going thru our town?” 

Per the origin-destination study conducted as part of 
the Relief Route Study, approximately 35 percent of 
truck traffic entering the Fredericksburg area via SH 
16, US 290, and US 87 are “local” and would likely 
not use a relief route. A southern relief route that 
connects to US 87 north of town, however, has the 
potential to capture 90-95 percent of “through” (non-
local) truck trips. More detailed analysis via travel 
demand modeling will be conducted at a later phase 
of the Study. 
 

“Is there a study that has proven the effects of 
this route and if needed?” 

U.S. Highway 87, U.S. Highway 290, and State 
Highway 16 converge in downtown Fredericksburg 
and funnel their traffic onto Main Street. This 
convergence of vehicular traffic combined with an 
ever-increasing amount of pedestrian traffic from the 
tourist industry creates congestion in the downtown 
area. This congestion is a safety issue for local 
residents and tourists. Unless something is done to 
address these issues, Main Street safety and mobility 
will continue to deteriorate, and congestion will 
continue to increase as a result of local and regional 
growth.  The current Fredericksburg Relief Route 
Study was initiated in recognition of the need to 
improve safety and mobility on Main Street.  The 
route options, which were developed based on public 
input and suggestions, are now being evaluated to 
identify a group of “primary route options” to study 
further. An operational analysis of the primary route 
options will be conducted to evaluate the effects of 
each.   
 

77  
Jenkins, Dan 1/24/19 Comment 

Form 

"Routes A & B are the only viable routes that 
allow for growth in the city and county.  
Remember this has got to work for the next 
50 years." 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

"Routes C, D, E, F, G, H are too close to town 
for a bypass. These routes will impact 
businesses and commercial properties as well 
as homes." 

Comment noted. 

78 Jobe, Dave  Letter 

Stated, “For historical context, my name is 
Dave Jobe and I come from the Basse family.  
My great, great, great grandfather was Pastor 
Henry Basse, the first pastor at the Vereins 
Kirche in the late 1840s”.  He provided 
additional information about this family, its 
roots to Fredericksburg, and their 420-acre 
ranch (that contains three historic-age 
homes).  Attached to the letter was an aerial 
photograph of the ranch showing the location 
of the three homes. 

As applied to the transportation planning process, 
“historic property” mean any prehistoric or historic 
district, site, building, structure, or object included in 
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior (National Park Service).  Study efforts, to date, 
have including reviewing records maintained by the 
Texas Historical Commission to identify study area 
properties currently listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places.  In addition, information from TxDOT’s 
files (collected through previous historic resources 
surveys conducted in or near Fredericksburg) has 
been reviewed to identify properties within the study 
area that have been determined eligible for listing on 
the National Register, but which are not currently 
listed.  A comprehensive historic resources survey 
would normally be conducted as part of the [future] 
environmental study should the relief route advance 
beyond the current study phase; however, because of 
the number of potentially-historic properties in the 
study area and the level of public interest in those 
properties, TxDOT has decided to conduct an historic 
resources survey in conjunction with the current 
Relief Route Study.  The historic resources survey will 
be conducted during the summer of 2019.  
 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

79 
 Jones, Judith 2/8/19 Letter Suggests using Friendship Lane. 

Prior to initiation of the current Fredericksburg Relief 
Route Study, TxDOT, the City of Fredericksburg and 
Gillespie County agreed upon a set of design 
parameters to guide relief route planning efforts. 
Those parameters include planning for a higher 
speed, controlled access facility. The roadway would 
consist of four main lanes (two in each direction) with 
frontage roads, where needed, to maintain local 
access. Applying that vision to Friendship Lane would 
require total reconstruction of the roadway, 
construction of frontage roads, and the need to 
acquire a significant amount of additional ROW. In 
fact, the existing 100-foot ROW could quadruple in 
width which would result in a large number of 
residential and commercial displacements. Although 
Friendship Lane is not considered a viable location for 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route, it is an important 
element of the local transportation system. 
Improvements to Friendship Lane may be undertaken 
in the future as part of the city’s transportation 
improvement plan. Future improvements to 
Friendship Lane would be separate and distinct from 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route. 

80 Jones, Judith 2/8/19 Email 

Provided a list of questions posed by Citizens 
for an Informed Relief Route (CIRR) – each 
question is listed below.  Stated, “CIRR is 
interested in avoiding pitting the community 
against each other yet we are very concerned 
(some outraged) at the advances the 
proposals have taken and request responses 
to questions as the route affect many long 
time Gillespie Country citizens and those of us 
who wished to reside in Fredericksburg.” 

Comment noted 

1. We feel that we are not being served by our 
elected leaders in how to maintain and 
improve the quality of life in the Hill Country. 

Comment noted. 

2. Will all of this require a vote from the 
county citizens to get around either way?  

Because the City and/or County would be responsible 
for right-of-way costs (and possibly some portion of 
the construction cost), it is anticipated that prior to 
construction local voters would decide whether to 
approve the sale bonds to finance the local 
contribution to the project. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

3. Is the city going to pass a law that does not 
allow big trucks in the downtown area? What 
about the trucks coming in from 16 N.? They 
are still going to come right into the heart of 
the city.  

US 290 (Main Street) through Fredericksburg is part 
of the State Highway System.  As such, it falls under 
TxDOT’s jurisdiction to maintain and operate.  TxDOT 
does not have the legal authority to prohibit the use 
of any highway by any class of vehicles (such as 
trucks) provided the vehicle complies with weight and 
size limits and other provisions established by law.  
When and if the Relief Route is constructed and Main 
Street is transferred to the City of Fredericksburg, the 
City could then explore a City Ordinance to limit trucks 
on the facility.   

4. Can the city of Fredericksburg illuminate 
truck traffic on a state and or US Highway?  

US 290 (Main Street) through Fredericksburg is part 
of the State Highway System.  As such, it falls under 
TxDOT’s jurisdiction to maintain and operate.  TxDOT 
does not have the legal authority to prohibit the use 
of any highway by any class of vehicles (such as 
trucks) provided the vehicle complies with weight and 
size limits and other provisions established by law. 

5. Were historic properties and landmarks 
considered in the formation of the routes?  

As applied to the transportation planning process, 
“historic property” mean any prehistoric or historic 
district, site, building, structure, or object included in 
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior (National Park Service).  Study efforts, to date, 
have including reviewing records maintained by the 
Texas Historical Commission to identify study area 
properties currently listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places.  In addition, information from TxDOT’s 
files (collected through previous historic resources 
surveys conducted in or near Fredericksburg) has 
been reviewed to identify properties within the study 
area that have been determined eligible for listing on 
the National Register, but which are not currently 
listed.  A comprehensive historic resources survey 
would normally be conducted as part of the [future] 
environmental study should the relief route advance 
beyond the current study phase; however, because of 
the number of potentially-historic properties in the 
study area and the level of public interest in those 
properties, TxDOT has decided to conduct an historic 
resources survey in conjunction with the current 
Relief Route Study.  The historic resources survey will 
be conducted during the summer of 2019 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

6. Where are the flight pass of airplanes using 
the Fredericksburg airport taken into 
consideration in the formation of the routes? 

If the Relief Route project comes to fruition, design of 
the project would be in compliance with regulations 
governing airway/highway clearances. 

7. Were areas in the flood plains taken into 
consideration in the formation of the routes? 

Yes; however, it should be noted that the route 
options were developed based on input/suggestions 
from the public.  When laying-out the route options, 
the Study Team attempted to stay true to the public’s 
suggestions while minimizing impacts and applying 
design criteria.  

8. What will the intersections at 290, 87 and 
16 be like? 

Grade-separated interchanges would be constructed 
at US 290 (east and west), US 87 (north and south), 
and FM 16 (south). 

9. Why are some of the proposed routes so 
big?  

The route options were developed based on 
input/suggestions received from the public. 

10. Why are some routes so far out of town? 
The truck still have to come in to town. 

The route options were developed based on 
input/suggestions received from the public. 

11. What is the expected cost of the project? 
How much is going to be paid by TXDOT? How 
much will be paid by Gillespie County? How 
much will be paid by the city of 
Fredericksburg? 

Prior to initiating the current Relief Route Study, 
TxDOT, the City of Fredericksburg and Gillespie 
County agreed upon a set of conditions to guide the 
planning effort (assuming the project advances 
beyond the current study and ultimately comes to 
fruition).  One of the agreed upon conditions is that 
the City and County will provide 100% of any needed 
right-of-way.  In addition, the City and County will 
contribute toward the cost of construction.  
Preliminary cost estimates are being developed as 
part of the Relief Route Study.  The cost will be 
refined, over time, as more detail about the design 
and construction is developed.  In the future, when a 
more final construction estimate is developed, TxDOT, 
the City and the County will develop a plan for funding 
the project and establishing the local (City and 
County) contributions.   

12. Will there be tax implications to the county 
and city? How much will our taxes be raised? 
How much ag exemption will be lost by those 
whose land will be used for road instead of 
livestock? 

Assuming the project comes to fruition, prior to 
construction it is anticipated that the City of 
Fredericksburg and Gillespie County would seek voter 
approval to use bonds to purchase the required right-
of-way and other construction expenses.  At that time 
the City and County will determine the property tax 
implications 

13. In 1985, the “relief” was Friendship Lane- 
the reasons for abandoning a wide road 
already in place does not make fiscal sense. 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
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14. Why is the committee chairman for the 
relief route a road contractor? Is his company 
allowed to bid on this project? Is this a conflict 
of interest? 

Relief Route Task Force members, including the 
Chairman, were appointed by the City of 
Fredericksburg and Gillespie County.  If the relief 
route advances beyond the current study and comes 
to fruition, conflicts of interest would be examined at 
that time.    

15. Why can’t existing roads be used? 

The route options were developed based on 
input/suggestions received from the public.  The 
routes assume the use of existing roadways/rights-of-
way, when applicable. 

16. How do you compensate someone enough 
to move out of their home they’ve lived in for 
60+70+ years? 

If the relief route is constructed in the future, any 
right-of-way would be acquired in accordance State 
and Federal laws, rules and regulations which require 
payment of fair market value. Fair market value would 
be determined by qualified and independent 
professional appraisers.  Fair market value would be 
unaffected by the duration of residency in the home. 

17. Have elevation differences been 
considered and what does that do to 
expenses? 

Topography was considered during development of 
the route options; however, given the hill country 
setting, total avoidance of hills and valleys cannot be 
achieved.  The cost of construction within the hill 
country will be reflected in the construction cost 
estimates (currently being developed). 

18. Why do we have to look like Austin and 
Houston? Do we really want to? Do we want to 
tear up the land? 

Comment noted. 

19. Why do we need such a large road?  Why 
is there not more detail about the effect this 
will have on the relief route issue?  The 
existing highways leading into and leaving 
FBG are not this large.  I am referencing “We 
should know about relief route” written by 
Philip Taetz, Fredericksburg Standard, January 
30, 2019. 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity.  Frontage roads would be constructed 
where necessary for local access. 

20. Why has topography not been considered? 

Topography was considered during development of 
the route options; however, given the hill country 
setting, total avoidance of hills and valleys cannot be 
achieved. 

21. What impact with the bypass have on land 
prices?   Right of way property owners will 
have a large imprint and a larger impact. 

This type of analysis is beyond the scope of the Relief 
Route Study. 



Comment 
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22. Do we want Fredericksburg to look like 
Houston and Dallas? What impact would this 
have on our tourism? 

If the potential Relief Route is constructed in the 
future, ownership of the existing US 290 (Main Street) 
through town would be transferred to the City of 
Fredericksburg.  It is expected that the City would 
manage and operate the roadway in a manner that 
preserves and promotes the character of 
Fredericksburg 

23. What impact on the routes do historical 
markers have? 

As applied to the transportation planning process, 
“historic property” mean any prehistoric or historic 
district, site, building, structure, or object included in 
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior (National Park Service).  Although not all 
properties having an historical marker are eligible for 
the National Register, markers provide a good 
indication of a property that should be examined 
further.  An historic resources survey will be 
conducted during the summer of 2019.  During the 
survey, properties with historical markers and which 
could potentially be impacted by the route options will 
be investigated further. 

24. Why are the outer county rural residence 
having to sacrifice and pay for getting trucks 
off Main? There is no connection between 
truck traffic and residency out in the country! 

Comment noted. 

25. Where are the trucks that go through 
Fredericksburg headed? This is a Destination 
town. 

An origin-destination study has been conducted as 
part of the on-going Relief Route Study.  The origin-
destination study indicates that approximately 1,000 
trucks per weekday and 500 trucks per weekend day 
are “local” trips meaning they are making stops in 
Fredericksburg.  The origin-destination study indicates 
that 90-95 percent of “through” (non-local) truck trips 
would utilize the relief route. 
 

26. Is Kyle Biederman for or against the 
route? 

This inquiry should be directed to Representative 
Biederman’s office.    
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27. Has a study been done as to where the 
trucks are coming from and go to? In other 
words, which major highways need 
accommodation? 

The origin-destination study conducted as part of the 
Relief Route Study indicates that 90-95 percent of 
“through” (non-local) truck trips would utilize a 
southern relief route that connects to US 87 north of 
town. The relief route would also connection with US 
290 (east and west), US 87 (south) and SH 16 
(south).  More detailed analysis via travel demand 
modeling will be conducted at a later phase of the 
Study 

28. If we reduce the number of trucks on 
Main, via friendship and an extension, when 
that already be a relief route? Then there 
would be no big TXDOT footprint! 

Comment noted. 

29. Why wasn’t a historic review done earlier 
to determine the viability of each route? Why 
is the environmental study done after the 
route has been finalized? 

The purpose of the Fredericksburg Relief Route Study 
is to determine if there is a viable and publicly-
supported route option that addresses Main Street 
traffic concerns.  Environmental clearance of the 
project is not being sought at this time and is beyond 
the scope of current Study.   
 
If the Relief Route Study indicates that the relief route 
is supported by the community and a locally-preferred 
option is identified, that option would become the 
starting point for future phases of project 
development.  Future phases would include the 
detailed environmental studies necessary to reach an 
environmental decision and potentially secure 
environmental clearance.  Normally, an historic 
resource survey, when warranted, would occur in 
conjunction with the detailed environmental studies; 
however, because of the number of  
potentially historic properties in the study area and 
the level of public interest in those properties, TxDOT 
has decided to conduct an historic resource survey in 
conjunction  
with the current study.  The historic resource survey is 
expected to be conducted during  
the summer of 2019. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

30. What is the impact to rivers and creeks 
cross by each route?  And the cost to 
taxpayers? 

If the current study leads to identification of a locally 
supported, locally preferred route option, TxDOT will 
work with the city and county to decide when and if 
the project would advance to future phases of project 
development.  Future phases would include 
opportunities to further refine and adjust the route, 
detailed environmental studies to assess potential 
environmental consequences (including potential 
impacts to rivers, creeks, and water quality), and 
identification of actions to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate environmental impacts.  Preliminary cost 
estimates will be developed as part of the on-going 
Relief Route Study. 

31. How does this route affect ag 
exemptions? Therefore, property taxes are 
also affected. 

Questions concerning agricultural exemptions should 
be directed to the Gillespie County Central Appraisal 
District. 

32. What is Fredericksburg‘s strategic 
planning for this city? 

Please contact the City of Fredericksburg’s Planning 
Department to inquire about the City’s Strategic Plan. 

33. Where do individual council members, 
Chamber of Commerce, county officials stand 
on this issue? 
Which property owners have asked for the 
relief route? 

Local elected officials have not provided official 
comment on the potential relief route.  Please inquire 
with local officials to discuss their position.  The City 
of Fredericksburg and Gillespie County requested 
TxDOT’s participation in the Relief Route Study; the 
study team is unaware of any property owners having 
requested a relief route. 

81 Jons, Hugh R 2/6/19 Email 

Mr. Jons’ indicated that he previously 
expressed support for the relief route “IF AND 
ONLY if it was positioned farther outside of 
town (outside the airport).”  Mr. Jons 
explained “the more I go through this process 
I believe the objectives of the relief route are 
not balanced with concerns of the community 
nor the apparent need.  It seems folks do not 
want such a large highway and do not see the 
need.  I agree it seems like overkill.”  Mr. Jons’ 
also stated, “I am no longer in favor of the 
proposed highway options.” 

Comment noted.  



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“At this time, a more balanced relief route 
would seem to be Friendship Lane extension 
to Tivydale, then to Upper Live Oak Road.” 

Prior to initiation of the current Fredericksburg Relief 
Route Study, TxDOT, the City of Fredericksburg and 
Gillespie County agreed upon a set of design 
parameters to guide relief route planning efforts. 
Those parameters include planning for a higher 
speed, controlled access facility. The roadway would 
consist of four main lanes (two in each direction) with 
frontage roads, where needed, to maintain local 
access. Applying that vision to Friendship Lane would 
require total reconstruction of the roadway, 
construction of frontage roads, and the need to 
acquire a significant amount of additional ROW. In 
fact, the existing 100-foot ROW could quadruple in 
width which would result in a large number of 
residential and commercial displacements. Although 
Friendship Lane is not considered a viable location for 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route, it is an important 
element of the local transportation system. 
Improvements to Friendship Lane may be undertaken 
in the future as part of the city’s transportation 
improvement plan. Future improvements to 
Friendship Lane would be separate and distinct from 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route 

“My vote…cancel existing relief route options 
or identify a true ’outer loop’ (outside the 
airport) area working specifically and 
individually with outer landowners to identify 
and acquire a suitable ROW alignment for 
future growth...build out the outer loop 
roadway as growth demands and in proportion 
to the  need…and extend Friendship Lane to 
Tivydale then to Upper Live Oak Road but 
maintain the character of Friendship in size 
and speed.” 

Comment noted. 
 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

82 Kahanek, Henry 2/6/19 Email 

"Any Relief Route intended to lessen the traffic 
through the downtown area should also be 
designated as a hazardous route to eliminate 
the possibility of an environmental or safety 
hazard should an accident occur. In this 
regard the route should be far enough away 
from the more populated area of town.  
Routes FH-GH and EG-EF are in the 
commercially populated area and too close to 
town to be considered a hazardous route." 

Comment noted. 

"The intersections where the FRR crosses 
highways US87, TX16, FM2093 and US290 
will most likely be traffic-light controlled 
intersections. The shorter routes FH-GH and 
EG-EF concentrate the hazardous and through 
traffic between these intersections, likely 
causing traffic congestion not only on the FRR 
but also the existing highways as well. This is 
especially the case at the FRR/TX16 and 
FRR/FM2093 intersections." 

The potential Fredericksburg Relief Route would be a 
controlled access facility.  Direct connectors 
(“flyovers”) would be constructed at US 290 east and 
east and US 87.  Grade separations (overpasses or 
underpasses) would be provided at US 87 (south), SH 
16 (south), FM 2093 and possibly other locations.  
Traffic signals, when warranted, would be limited to 
intersections of frontage roads/ramps with cross 
streets.   

“With the development of the Wineries along 
US29 east of town, the traffic has significantly 
increased along this corridor with the new 
business’ access to this busy section of 
highway. Routes FH, EG and BD exit US290 
after the heavily traffic’ed area east of town in 
the vicinity of the Wineries, increasing the 
potential for a high-speed traffic accident." 

Comment noted. 

“While the distance for the outer routes 
(Routes AC-CD and AC-AB) is greater and 
possibly more costly, these routes eliminate 
the Safety, Environmental and Traffic 
congestion issues mentioned in comments 1, 
2 and 3 above.” 

Comment noted. 

“Routes AC-CD and AC-AB move hazardous 
cargo and through traffic farther away from 
town and will provide for a long-term and 
permanent solution to the traffic congestion in 
the downtown area and the heavily traffic’ed 
US290 corridor east of town. Therefore, I 
strongly recommend either the AC-CD or AC-
AB routes be considered for selection of the 
proposed Fredericksburg Relief Route. 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Thank you for your effort and diligence to 
address this issue and I sincerely appreciate 
the opportunity to participate in the discussion 
of this endeavor.” 

Comment noted. 

83 Kay, Robert 
 2/13/19 Email 

Stated, “Conceptual Route Option 12…fails to 
meet the relief route’s primary goals” and 
cited several reasons for his position (too 
close to town, “would devastate an existing 
industrial development,” safety, proximity to 
existing driveways). 

Comment noted. 

“I support the construction of a safe relief 
route around the city as the need is obvious.  
The use of [Conceptual Route Option 12] as a 
part of the approved route, however, is clearly 
the wrong placement as it conflicts with all of 
the published goals of the project as recited 
above.” 

Comment noted. 

84 
 Keate, Craig 2/13/19 Email 

"It is appropriate that some consideration be 
given to the cost of the project.” 

Preliminary cost estimates will be developed for the 
route options.  The preliminary cost estimates will be 
considered as the route options are evaluated 
further.   

“I think that the major consideration is that 
the project should avoid established homes, 
businesses and current high traffic areas.” 

Comment noted. 

“Placing the relief route north of water 
features would simplify construction and 
decrease cost.” 

Comment noted. 

“The further the relief route is placed away 
from the developed and populated areas of 
Fredericksburg, the less impingement there 
will be on the current conditions in the city 
and the greater the probability that another 
relief route will not have to be built in the 
future." 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

85 Kendrick, Lorri 1/25/19 Email 

Expressed concern about the potential impact 
of Routes F and H on the Good Samaritan 
Center, the Hill Country Memorial Hospital’s 
Women, Infant and Children Program (run out 
of the same building) and the Domestic 
Violence Shelter (which is currently being 
planned and will be located next door to the 
Good Samaritan Center).  Stated, “thank you 
for your consideration of these invaluable 
community resources when considering relief 
routes F and H.” 

Comment noted. 

86 Klett, Temple 2/15/19 Email 

"We oppose the routes C/D and E/F as 
depicted on the current maps since they 
start/stop on US 87N and look like they could 
cut our property in half." 

Comment noted. 

“…we live in a historic rock home built in 1848 
and added on to in 1858.  We have old 
liveoak trees that are 19, 16, and 14 feet in 
circumference, along with 40 plus oak, pecan, 
cypress and mesquite trees that line Barons 
Creek which forms our western boundary 
line… I also mentioned, the pioneer cemetery 
on our place that has seven graves of the 
Strackbein family, earliest burial in 1855.” 

As applied to the transportation planning process, 
“historic property” mean any prehistoric or historic 
district, site, building, structure, or object included in 
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior (National Park Service).  Study efforts, to date, 
have including reviewing records maintained by the 
Texas Historical Commission to identify study area 
properties currently listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places.  In addition, information from TxDOT’s 
files (collected through previous historic resources 
surveys conducted in or near Fredericksburg) has 
been reviewed to identify properties within the study 
area that have been determined eligible for listing on 
the National Register, but which are not currently 
listed.  A comprehensive historic resources survey 
would normally be conducted as part of the [future] 
environmental study should the relief route advance 
beyond the current study phase; however, because of 
the number of potentially-historic properties in the 
study area and the level of public interest in those 
properties, TxDOT has decided to conduct an historic 
resources survey in conjunction with the current 
Relief Route Study.  The historic resources survey will 
be conducted during the summer of 2019.  

“…keeping Main Street as the main route 
through town seems to be the best way to go.” Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

87 Klokker, Steve 
and Christy 1/24/19 Comment 

Form 

“All four (E,F,G,H) proposed routes use Kerr 
Rd for a portion and then diverge just before 
W Live Oak. E & F go to the left of my property 
and G & H go to the right. If any of these go 
ahead please consider going right over my 
house then. My brand new house will pretty 
much be worthless with the road so close, and 
that would help me rebuild someplace else." 

Comment noted. 

88 Knopp, Mona 2/09/19 Email 

Expressed concern about the potential 
impacts of Routes C or D on the Weirich Farm 
property.  The property contains an historic-
age home (build in 1853) and an historic-age 
barn.  The property, which was the location of 
the community’s first bakery, has been owned 
by her family since 1857.  “I understand that 
this relief route is important for the 
Fredericksburg area, but so is our history.  I 
hope that the route can be built without 
sacrificing this unique and irreplaceable piece 
of the community’s history.” 

As applied to the transportation planning process, 
“historic property” mean any prehistoric or historic 
district, site, building, structure, or object included in 
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior (National Park Service).  Study efforts, to date, 
have including reviewing records maintained by the 
Texas Historical Commission to identify study area 
properties currently listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places.  In addition, information from TxDOT’s 
files (collected through previous historic resources 
surveys conducted in or near Fredericksburg) has 
been reviewed to identify properties within the study 
area that have been determined eligible for listing on 
the National Register, but which are not currently 
listed.  A comprehensive historic resources survey 
would normally be conducted as part of the [future] 
environmental study should the relief route advance 
beyond the current study phase; however, because of 
the number of potentially-historic properties in the 
study area and the level of public interest in those 
properties, TxDOT has decided to conduct an historic 
resources survey in conjunction with the current 
Relief Route Study.  The historic resources survey will 
be conducted during the summer of 2019.  
 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

89 Koch, Andrea Lynn 2/14/19 Email 

Explained that her family has been in 
Fredericksburg for five generations and their 
land has been in her family for more than 100 
years.  She indicated that she is the fourth 
generation to live in her home and she is 
expecting a daughter which she intends to 
raise in the home (her daughter will be the 
sixth generation in Fredericksburg and fifth 
generation to live in the house).  Stated, “I am 
pleading and begging to NOT do routes C or D 
that would destroy everything for us and our 
family’s.” 

Comment noted. 

90 Koch, JoAnn 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

Indicated that Routes C and D would destroy 
her home and “take away what generations of 
family have worked away for.”  Stated, “I have 
an over 100-year-old two story rock barn and 
smokehouse beside my home” and it “would 
be heartbreaking to see all of this being 
destroyed.”  “These routes would also destroy 
the homes of other family members and many 
neighbors.” 

Comment noted. 

“It would be a great financial burden to these 
families to have to relocated including 
myself.” 

If the relief route is constructed in the future, any 
right-of-way would be acquired in accordance State 
and Federal laws, rules and regulations which require 
payment of fair market value. Fair market value would 
be determined by qualified and independent 
professional appraisers. In addition, relocation 
assistance would be provided to qualified residents. 

"I think that relief route A or B would have the 
least impact on people's lives since it is less 
populated the farther you go from town." 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

91 
Kockritz, Justin 
Texas Historical 

Commission 
2/14/19 Letter 

“Recently, our office was contacted by 
members of the public about the ongoing 
Fredericksburg Relief Route Study, which 
seeks to identify a locally preferred alternative 
route to US 290 in Gillespie County, and their 
concerns about the potential of the new road 
alignment to affect historic properties.”  We 
understand that the study is in its preliminary 
stages, and that the environmental studies 
and schematic design phases are still to 
come.  “However, we do want to ensure that 
historic properties are given consideration as 
early in the process as possible.” 

As applied to the transportation planning process, 
“historic property” mean any prehistoric or historic 
district, site, building, structure, or object included in 
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior (National Park Service).  Study efforts, to date, 
have including reviewing records maintained by the 
Texas Historical Commission to identify study area 
properties currently listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places.  In addition, information from TxDOT’s 
files (collected through previous historic resources 
surveys conducted in or near Fredericksburg) has 
been reviewed to identify properties within the study 
area that have been determined eligible for listing on 
the National Register, but which are not currently 
listed.  A comprehensive historic resources survey 
would normally be conducted as part of the [future] 
environmental study should the relief route advance 
beyond the current study phase; however, because of 
the number of potentially-historic properties in the 
study area and the level of public interest in those 
properties, TxDOT has decided to conduct an historic 
resources survey in conjunction with the current 
Relief Route Study.  The historic resources survey will 
be conducted during the summer of 2019.  

Mr. Kockritz specifically referenced the 
Stehling Family Homestead located near the 
north end of Routes A and B.  He noted that 
although the Stehling homestead has not 
been evaluated for National Register of 
Historic Places eligibility, the property has a 
“high potential” for eligibility.  He provided 
recent photographs of the property and a site 
plan “showing the proximity of the proposed 
alignments to several historic-age properties 
in the vicinity.” 

The project team is aware of the Stehling Family 
Homestead.  That property, along with other historic-
age resources will be evaluated for National Register 
of Historic Places eligibility, during the historic 
resources survey to be performed in conjunction with 
the Relief Route Study. 

“Should the proposed Fredericksburg Relief 
Route ultimately include a federal 
undertaking…our office will look forward to 
further consultation with TxDOT, the Gillespie 
County Relief Route Task Force, and other 
consulting parties under Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act and Section 
4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act, 
as appropriate.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
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Noted the need for an historic resources 
survey and the possibility of an historic district 
occurring in the vicinity of the Stehling 
homestead. 

Comment noted.  An historic resources survey will be 
performed in conjunction with the Relief Route Study. 

“We hope that by identifying potential historic 
resources early in the planning process we 
can ensure that a broad range of alternatives 
can be considered that would avoid or 
minimize any adverse effects to historic 
properties.” 

Comment noted. 

92 Lewis, Beth and 
Brance 2/5/19 Email 

“Routes A&B would each be approximately 20 
miles long which is too long to go around a 
small town and would also be the most 
expensive to build because of the length, 
bridges to be build, etc.  For that reason alone 
Routes A&B are unacceptable.” 

Comment noted. 

"The purpose of the truck relief route is to take 
trucks off Main Street in the City of 
Fredericksburg.  Those who will benefit from 
not having trucks on Main will be the City of 
Fredericksburg businesses and residents.  
Why must the outer county rural land 
owners/residents have to sacrifice and pay for 
getting the trucks off Main Street? Those who 
benefit from not having the trucks on Main 
should somehow bear the cost-- the sacrifice-- 
of this problem." 

Comment noted. 

“Why are the only proposed routes going 
around to the South side of town?”  “We have 
heard that the North side of town has too 
many topographical and geographical 
challenges to make a route feasible.  The 
South side of town has just as 
many…challenges…”  “The fact that there are 
no relief route options presented going around 
to the North begs this question:  Has politics 
involving Boot Ranch somehow come into play 
with the decision to place all of the route 
options around to the South side of town?” 

A preliminary computer-based traffic analysis 
conducted early in the study process showed that 
twice as many vehicles would use a relief route 
connecting US 87 north of Fredericksburg to US 290 
east of Fredericksburg if the route is located south 
(rather than north) of town; thus, a southern route 
would provide the most relief for Main Street traffic. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Before any groups came together to make 
any decisions, a study should have been done 
so as to ascertain where the trucks are 
coming from and where the trucks are going 
to so the design engineers could know which 
highways need to be serviced by a truck 
route.” 

An origin-destination study was conducted as part of 
the project to determine “local” vs. “through” truck 
trips and the routes (US 87, SH 16, US 290) used for 
these trips. 

“Would it be possible for some trucks to use 
other existing highways to get to their 
destination without having to pass thru 
Fredericksburg at all?” 

Although other routes may be feasible, truck drivers 
are currently passing through Fredericksburg because 
US 290/US 87/SH 16 provide the optimum (most 
direct) route(s). 

“Do we truly need a Truck Relief Route?  How 
many accidents have there been involving 
trucks vs how many accidents have there 
been involving personal vehicles?  How much 
congestion is due to trucks?  Don’t tourists 
create the majority of the traffic congestion?  I 
know that the big trucks are a nuisance but 
does the benefit of a truck relief route justify 
the cost.” 

As adopted by the Gillespie County Relief Route Task 
Force and presented at all three public workshops, 
the Relief Route Study’s objectives include: reducing 
the volume of trucks using Main Street to travel 
through downtown; helping to reduce congestion on 
Main Street; accommodating projected increases in 
traffic’.   Although truck traffic is a subset of the 
overall problem, the potential relief route would be 
intended to serve a broader need; thus, the route is 
not intended solely as a truck route. 
 

"People maintain their family homestead and 
pass it down from generation to generation or 
else purchase land and move to Gillespie 
County for a number of reasons, but these 
three reasons are very significant:  the bucolic 
lifestyle here, various agricultural pursuits, 
and the enjoyment of wildlife. These are three 
of the aspects that make living in Gillespie 
County something very special. These will all 
be adversely affected and, in some cases, 
even destroyed by an eight lane truck route 
around the city." 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
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Explained that she has severe food allergies 
that “can manifest in an angioedema 
reaction.”  It is important that she be able to 
reach the hospital quickly.  “Should Loudon 
Road be cut off and no longer be a viable 
access for me to town, i.e. the Emergency 
Room, I will be forced to take a longer route, 
possibly as much as 45 minutes, to get to the 
Emergency Room, which Heaven forbid, could 
result in a life-threatening situation for me.” 

The current Relief Route Study will include 
development of a preliminary design schematic.  The 
schematic development process will include an 
assessment of how the Relief Route most effectively 
interacts with the local roadway network while 
maintaining local access and mobility. The range of 
possibilities includes grade-separated interchanges 
(with access to/from the relief route), overpasses and 
underpasses (allowing cross streets to continue 
without access to the relief route), consolidation of 
cross streets, and frontage roads to carry traffic to the 
nearest cross-over point.  Other options may also be 
considered.   
 
Schematic development will be initiated once a 
locally-preferred route option is identified.  At this 
point, we anticipate initiating schematic design in the 
Fall of 2019.  In anticipation of the schematic design, 
an Access Workshop will be held.  The Workshop, 
which is tentatively scheduled for August 2019, will 
allow the public to provide input regarding access 
needs. 

"Getting trucks off of Main Street does not 
require what is for all practical purposes 
something equivalent to an interstate 
highway!!!” “There should have also been 
other options presented such as the city and 
county building a loop together of smaller 
magnitude without the involvement of TxDOT.  
Or the option of rebuilding and augmenting 
Friendship Lane to take the trucks off Main.” 

Comment noted. 

“Who is behind the push for the TxDOT 
involvement in this project?  And why do those 
individuals have power to decide for the whole 
county how this situation will be solved?” 

The City of Fredericksburg and Gillespie County 
requested assistance from TxDOT to address 
congestion problems on US 290 (Main Street) in 
Fredericksburg.  The Fredericksburg Relief Route 
Study was initiated in response to that request.   The 
public has been engaged throughout the planning 
process (to date, three public workshops have been 
held; two additional public meetings are planned).  
Input received from the public has driven the route 
development process and the public’s preferences 
will be considered as those routes are compared, 
contrasted and evaluated. 



Comment 
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“None of the options presented are 
satisfactory because the county had no input 
in the earlier decisions made which now 
appear like the train has already left the 
station!  What we have here is tantamount to 
being asked to choose between me being 
robbed or my neighbor being robbed – neither 
is acceptable!!!” 

Comment noted. 

“Those of us who are landowners in Gillespie 
County and who reside out in the county feel 
that this whole project has been crammed 
down our throats!  At no time have rural land 
owners agreed to cooperate and sacrifice our 
land for such an endeavor.” 

Comment noted. 

“Bottom line:  We do not want this!!! We do 
not want any of the options proposed!!!” Comment noted. 

“If the individuals who have been involved 
with this project from the very beginning 
continue to pursue the loop options as 
presented at the Jan 24 public meeting and 
prior meetings, there will be a fight on your 
hands” 

Comment noted. 

93 Littlejohn, Jane 
and Bruce 1/25/19 Email 

“How is it a ‘relief’ to run all that huge truck 
traffic, and possibly side road extension right 
next to existing dense residential 
neighborhoods, as opposed to further out 
where there is farm and pasture land that 
could be used?” "I understand we need a new 
route around downtown.  But we would hope 
that planners are looking to impact existing 
residences as little as possible." 

When developing the route options, care was taken to 
avoid impacting existing homes and businesses, to 
the extent feasible.   However, it is not possible to 
totally avoid impacts.    



Comment 
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Expressed concern about truck-generated 
noise impacts. 

Noise studies are not within the scope of the current 
Relief Route Study.  The purpose of the current study 
is to identify a locally preferred route option that will 
address the traffic and safety issues on Main Street.  
If the community and TxDOT decide to take the locally 
preferred route option to the next phase of project 
development, a traffic noise analysis will be 
conducted as part of the federal environmental study.  
Although noise impacts will not be evaluated in the 
current study, the number of residences located with 
250 feet of a route is one of the criteria that will be 
used to evaluate the options.  This number provides 
an indication of the number of homes that could 
potentially be impacted by noise and other conditions 
associated with being close to the roadway. 

“It seems so much more prudent to choose a 
route where there would be room for future 
expansion and the residents (mostly cows) 
wouldn’t mind the noise and congestion so 
much!” 

Comment noted. 

94 Loeffler, Ernie 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

Expressed concern about potential impacts of 
Routes A, B, C, and D on the Carl Guenter 
homestead (located on the 1851 Winery 
property). Stated, “This rock homestead must 
be saved." 

The Carl Guenter homestead, along with other 
historic-age resources will be evaluated for National 
Register of Historic Places-eligibility, during the 
historic resources survey to be performed in 
conjunction with the Relief Route Study. 

95 Loeffler, Ernie 2/8/19 Comment 
Form 

Expressed concern about potential impacts to 
the Weirich Farm log cabin (located on Upper 
Live Oak Road).  “It was built in 1853 and 
supposedly was the first community bakery”.  
“This historic structure needs to be saved 
from destruction by the alternative truck 
route.” 

The Weirich Farm log cabin, along with other history-
age resources will be evaluated for National Register 
of Historic Places-eligibility, during the historic 
resources survey to be performed in conjunction with 
the Relief Route Study. 

96 Lucksinger, Linda 
N 1/30/19 Comment 

Form 

"I like routes A and B because farther out of 
town.” Comment noted. 

Indicated that Route A would meet project 
goals and objectives. “A is the best because it 
is out of town enough to…”minimize negative 
impacts to existing businesses” and “support 
‘new growth’ opportunities."  “Tourists will 
come even with Route A!” 

Comment noted. 
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“The argument that routes A/B are more 
expensive is very debatable…” Comment noted. 

"Do not like routes C, D, E, F, G, H. Does not 
support goals and objectives” "All routes are 
too close in to be a true by-pass route for 
future growth, need to plan for 50-60 years 
from now; this county and city will continue to 
grow." 

Comment noted. 

“Routes C-H …come over or very near our 
Historic Home & old cabin/schoolhouse-
Christian Kraus Homestead, designated a 
“Recorded Texas Historic Landmark” 
(provided photos and a copy of the official 
designation dated December 4, 1984).  Also 
noted “an old heritage cemetery, between 
Wilhelm Rd & Shorty Crenwelge Rd and other 
historic sites. 

The Christian Kraus homestead, along with other 
history-age resources will be evaluated for National 
Register of Historic Places-eligibility, during the 
historic resources survey to be performed in 
conjunction with the Relief Route Study.  

Indicated that Routes C-H “would have 
negative environmental impact on Barons 
Creek and its watershed” and creek-related 
flooding result in “engineering difficulties.” 

Comment noted. 

“…Routes C-H may require rerouting streets 
and private roads” and may require 
easements to maintain access to remaining 
properties. 

Comment noted. 

97 Luedecke, Robert 2/12/19 Email 

Explained that his mother lives on Boos Lane 
and that she recently lost her husband.  
Stated, “her house is a major comfort to her.  
All of her friends are in Fredericksburg and 
she doesn’t want to leave.  Please don’t take 
away my mom’s quiet during her last years.” 

 
 
Comment noted. 
 

“I also believe that spending that much money 
to go around a small downtown area is a 
waste of taxpayer dollars.” Described driving 
through downtown on weekends as “a minor 
inconvenience at most.” 

Comment noted. 

"If I have to choose one best route, I would 
choose FH because it is the shortest route, 
but I hope reason prevails and you don’t 
waste taxpayer dollars on any of them." 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

98 Luedecke, Robert 2/14/19 Email 

“Are the citizens of Fredericksburg ready to 
force families who have owned farms for 
generations to give up their land?  My mom’s 
place has only been in our family for decades, 
but I personally know families who live on 
homesteads that have been in their family for 
generations.  Is the bypass route important 
enough for you to force families to give up 
some or all of their family’s land?” 

Comment noted. 

99 Mahrens, Larry 1/24/19 Email 

"I think the bypass would be more 
environmentally friendly going around the 
north side of Fredericksburg not having to 
cross the river and other creeks." 

A preliminary computer-based traffic analysis 
conducted early in the study process showed that 
twice as many vehicles would use a relief route 
connecting US 87 north of Fredericksburg to US 290 
east of Fredericksburg if the route is located south 
(rather than north) of town; thus, a southern route 
would provide the most relief for Main Street traffic. 

100 Mahrens, Larry 1/26/19 Email 
"Will there be access roads in the right of way 
to get to the property that has been cut off 
especially along Kerr road" 

It is anticipated that portions of the route would have 
frontage roads with access ramps from the frontage 
roads to the main lanes. In areas without frontage 
roads, connections would be provided from certain 
(yet to be identified) cross streets to the relief route. 
And, in some cases, access may be provided to 
individual properties. Toward the end of the Relief 
Route Study process, a project layout (called a 
“preliminary schematic”) will be developed. During 
development of the preliminary schematic, the study 
team, working with the City and County, will conduct 
an initial assessment of frontage road needs, access 
locations and the access needs of individual 
properties. It is important to understand that if a 
frontage road is required to maintain or provide 
access to adjacent properties, the amount of right-of-
way required is affected. In areas that do not require 
frontage roads, the right-of-way may be reduced. The 
detailed decisions regarding access would be made 
during development of the final schematic and the 
environmental process (which are not part of the 
current study). 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

101 Maurer, Sherrie 2/6/19 Email 

"I understand we need a bypass for 
downtown, but we certainly don’t need a 
freeway around this town. You are taking too 
much land from generational land owners and 
family homes. Please reconsider the size of 
the route. It is not needed!" 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   
 

102 Mayo, Curtis and 
Donna 2/8/19 Email 

“Route A/B…will diminish the community of 
Gillespie county and will destroy a large part of 
a rural ecosystem of Fredericksburg.  As 
owners and residents on Loudon Road, which 
it will dissect, we will be greatly impacted by 
such a highway and are very much opposed to 
its construction.” 
 

Comment noted. 

Stated, “A few of the reasons that this relief 
route A/B should not be built are:” and cited: 
potential for impacts to the springs and 
aquifer that feed Live Oak Creek, impacts to 
wildlife that live along the creek, Indian 
artifacts that may be found along the creek 
banks, costs and impacts to rural properties, 
and light/noise pollution, 

If the current study leads to identification of a locally 
supported, locally preferred route option, TxDOT will 
work with the city and county to decide when and if 
the project would advance to future phases of project 
development.  Future phases would include 
opportunities to further refine and adjust the route, 
detailed environmental studies to assess potential 
environmental consequences, and identification of 
actions to avoid, minimize and mitigate 
environmental impacts.    

"If Route A were to be chosen, three bridges 
would create the additional expense of 
construction across the Pedernales River, Live 
Oak and Barons Creeks." 

Comment noted. 

“Construction on the northwest side of Route 
A/B would incur an elevation change of 275 
feet in less than a mile, after construction of a 
bridge across Live Oak Creek.” 

Comment noted. 

“The county residents are being unduly 
punished by the burden of a large downtown 
Relief Route, the extent of which may or may 
not be used by the truckers.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

"Improving and proposing that truckers use 
Hwy 83 cut-off from interstate I-10 to the city 
of Eden (Hwy 87) could alleviate much of the 
Hwy 87 traffic and enable the trucks to by-
pass Fredericksburg." 

Comment noted. 

“If there happens to be a later vote on this 
relief route construction by city residents, 
county residents may not even be able to 
participate in such a vote.” 

Comment noted. 

“In conclusion, we know the planning 
committee has spent considerable amount of 
time and energy in proposing this plan, but the 
committee should seriously rethink their plan 
with respect of putting some of the burden 
back on the truckers. i.e. new routes with 
refinements of the roads by TxDOT, rather 
than the current burdensome problem that it 
has placed on the city and county residents.” 

Comment noted. 

103 Mayse, Robert H 2/2/19 Email 

Indicated that the relief route, as envisioned, 
“is an unrealistically extravagant resolution to 
what should be a much less complex & 
expensive issue of removing through-traffic 
from downtown Fredericksburg, while 
minimizing impact on desirably uninvolved 
areas residents.” 

Comment noted. 

"Bypass routing as closely as possible to town 
fully utilizes already constructed, fully 
serviceable bridging of waterways on both 
290E & 87S" 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“…there is certainly no need for [a freeway 
with frontage roads]” 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   

Suggested the use of Friendship Lane. “’Very 
appealing’ is that ‘most’ of Friendship Lane 
presently has ‘little to nothing’ of 
consequence built up around it between 290E 
& 16S." 

Prior to initiation of the current Fredericksburg Relief 
Route Study, TxDOT, the City of Fredericksburg and 
Gillespie County agreed upon a set of design 
parameters to guide relief route planning efforts. 
Those parameters include planning for a higher 
speed, controlled access facility. The roadway would 
consist of four main lanes (two in each direction) with 
frontage roads, where needed, to maintain local 
access. Applying that vision to Friendship Lane would 
require total reconstruction of the roadway, 
construction of frontage roads, and the need to 
acquire a significant amount of additional ROW. In 
fact, the existing 100-foot ROW could quadruple in 
width which would result in a large number of 
residential and commercial displacements. Although 
Friendship Lane is not considered a viable location for 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route, it is an important 
element of the local transportation system. 
Improvements to Friendship Lane may be undertaken 
in the future as part of the city’s transportation 
improvement plan. Future improvements to 
Friendship Lane would be separate and distinct from 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route. 

Referred to Fredericksburg Standard-Radio 
Post’s 1/30/19 guest columnist (Philip Taetz) 
and stated that he “heartedly” agrees with the 
commentary. 

Comment noted. 

“Please minimize the footprint of this 
recognizably necessary bypass & utilize 
already existing infrastructure where present.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

104 McGuffie, Mitch & 
Kelly 2/11/19 Email 

“We feel a road of this size is not needed, at 
least not any time soon, and would bring more 
issues to our city.” 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   

“Using existing ROW roads to create or extend 
a smaller loop around town (i.e. Friendship 
Lane), in our opinion, would be a much better 
option.  Extend Friendship Lane out to meet 
up with Upper Live Oak Road…  This would be 
the least disruptive option…” 

Prior to initiation of the current Fredericksburg Relief 
Route Study, TxDOT, the City of Fredericksburg and 
Gillespie County agreed upon a set of design 
parameters to guide relief route planning efforts. 
Those parameters include planning for a higher 
speed, controlled access facility. The roadway would 
consist of four main lanes (two in each direction) with 
frontage roads, where needed, to maintain local 
access. Applying that vision to Friendship Lane would 
require total reconstruction of the roadway, 
construction of frontage roads, and the need to 
acquire a significant amount of additional ROW. In 
fact, the existing 100-foot ROW could quadruple in 
width which would result in a large number of 
residential and commercial displacements. Although 
Friendship Lane is not considered a viable location for 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route, it is an important 
element of the local transportation system. 
Improvements to Friendship Lane may be undertaken 
in the future as part of the city’s transportation 
improvement plan. Future improvements to 
Friendship Lane would be separate and distinct from 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route. 

“If the city feels that a highway the size that is 
being proposed will eventually, one day, be 
needed, we suggest securing an outer loop 
ROW, farther out beyond the airport, and 
working in conjunction with local landowners 
to secure a route that will be the least 
intrusive to our community and citizens.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“We do not need that type of highway so close 
to town.  Keep it farther out …” Comment noted. 

105 McManus, John 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

"Many, many bicyclists ride up (North) 87 
shoulder and turn left on old Mason Road. 
These routes appear to prevent this or make it 
very dangerous." 

Comment noted 

106 Meier Family 2/11/19 Comment 
Form 

“Very strongly oppose A and C.”  Stated 
Routes A and C are “too far out” and “too 
expensive”; “would destroy properties that 
have been in families for generations”, 

Comment noted. 

“Route C would involve the purchase of 900+ 
acres” Comment noted. 

“Routes A and C would result in the existence 
of yet another intersection between the 
current river bridge and Stonewall in an area 
which is already the most dangerous and 
deadly stretch in the county – the 290 Wine 
Trail.” 

Comment noted. 

“Why do we need high speed, limited access 
route when the city has plans already in place 
which are more effective at a fraction of the 
price!” 

Comment noted. 

107 Meyer, Keith 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

“The relief route is not necessary.” Comment noted. 

Indicated that his family’s multi-generational 
farm would be impacted by routes A, B, C and 
D.  “The routes will ruin the property for farm 
and ranch use and create economic hardships 
for us.” 

Comment noted. 

“A closed route without access would be even 
worse and make things even more difficult” Comment noted. 

“The best solution would be to use existing 
roads and expand those.” Comment noted. 

Expressed concern about impact on land 
values. Comment noted. 



Comment 
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"All around AB + CD are detrimental routes for 
us with what I perceive little gain for the 
community. Trucks would still have to use 
town for deliveries and town traffic would still 
be congested with visitors." 

Comment noted. 

Stated that the city “is very invested” in 
protecting historical properties and asked, 
“What about all the old farm land in Gillespie 
County?  Doesn’t it matter?” 

Comment noted. 

108 Meyer, Kenneth 
and Janiece 1/24/19 Comment 

Form 

Homestead concerns relating to routes A, B, C, 
D. Comment noted. 

"No route necessary.” Comment noted. 
“Will ruin everyone’s property.  Will be a major 
hardship for farming & ranching. Will tie up 
property for years in court. Will devalue all 
property.” 

Comment noted. 

“Use existing right of ways”. “My solution:  use 
extension of Friendship Lane and use existing 
right of way from 2093 to Kerr Rd to Upper 
Live Oak Road to 290 West.” 

Prior to initiation of the current Fredericksburg Relief 
Route Study, TxDOT, the City of Fredericksburg and 
Gillespie County agreed upon a set of design 
parameters to guide relief route planning efforts. 
Those parameters include planning for a higher 
speed, controlled access facility. The roadway would 
consist of four main lanes (two in each direction) with 
frontage roads, where needed, to maintain local 
access. Applying that vision to Friendship Lane would 
require total reconstruction of the roadway, 
construction of frontage roads, and the need to 
acquire a significant amount of additional ROW. In 
fact, the existing 100-foot ROW could quadruple in 
width which would result in a large number of 
residential and commercial displacements. Although 
Friendship Lane is not considered a viable location for 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route, it is an important 
element of the local transportation system. 
Improvements to Friendship Lane may be undertaken 
in the future as part of the city’s transportation 
improvement plan. Future improvements to 
Friendship Lane would be separate and distinct from 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route. 



Comment 
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109 Milavec, Sally Ann 2/6/19 Email 

"The Fredericksburg Relief Routes threaten to 
encroach on and destroy the peaceful town 
and countryside and destroy land values and 
way of life. It has no business being so close 
to our town. The only sensible thing to do is to 
reroute it further out or in a completely 
different fashion."  (Expressed similar 
sentiments toward the Permian Pipeline.) 

Comment noted. 

"You must stop. You must consider the future 
and seek a better way---it exists, and it is not 
that hard to find it. Slow down and stop before 
you ruin our land forever." 

Comment noted. 

110 Moose, Sharon 2/7/19 Email 

“…this Truck Route has been discussed since I 
was the age of seven.  I am glad that TxDOT is 
finally involved with this project.” 

Comment noted. 

"It looks like routes C, D,E,F,G & H would put a 
negative impact on the residential and 
business areas of Fredericksburg.  These 
routes are too close to town, with only a NOW 
solution and not a future growth solution.  If 
there would be a hazmat disaster it would 
affect thousands of people, with these routes 
so close to town and subdivisions." 

Comment noted. 

“The A, B routes would be a nice scenic route, 
and would at least put the route with a 25 to 
50 year plan of growth, not a NOW plan.” 

Comment noted. 

111 Mulkern, John 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

“Option H seems to be the preferable 
route…shortest…closer to EMS/Fire & law 
enforcement…closer to the central business 
district…smart planning.” 

Comment noted. 

112 Murray, Don  Letter 

Expressed frustration that he has repeatedly 
requested a topographic map be made 
available at public meetings, but the project 
team has been unresponsive to his request. 

 
A USGS-topographic map of the study area was 
displayed at the workshop held on January 24, 2019. 

Stated that there are “many services available 
that could provide a three dimensional model 
of the area based on USGS maps” for “a cost.” 

Comment noted. 
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“…my property sites at US 290W and the 
Route ‘A’ lien, a route, which you could see 
from the topographic map, is not economically 
and physically acceptable.” 

Comment noted. 

“At the last meeting, with a presentation, but 
not Q&A, the ‘B’ route, which partially 
paralleled the ‘A’ route, was eliminated as a 
consideration.  There was not mention of the 
reason for the removal of ‘B’.  Other routes, 
that had been considered and then removed, 
were explained off the map.” 

The presentation made the at January 24, 2019, 
workshop included a discussion of any 
changes/refinements made to the route options since 
the September 2018 workshop.   

113 Neel, Lee 1/31/19 Email 

“Why should County residents sacrifice their 
bucolic, rural environment to relieve 
Fredericksburg of truck traffic and have to pay 
for it?” 

Comment noted. 

“Shouldn't TxDOT first determine where the 
trucks on Main Street are headed before 
determining a relief route?”  

Per the origin-destination study conducted as part of 
the Relief Route Study, approximately 35 percent of 
truck traffic entering the Fredericksburg area via SH 
16, US 290, and US 87 are “local” and would likely 
not use a relief route. A southern relief route that 
connects to US 87 north of town, however, has the 
potential to capture 90-95 percent of “through” (non-
local) truck trips. More detailed analysis via travel 
demand modeling will be conducted at a later phase 
of the Study 

“Are there other obstacles over which TxDOT 
has control, e.g. underpasses, or obstructions 
requiring trucks and oversized loads to detour 
through Fredericksburg?” 

No; there are currently no low, narrow or otherwise 
restricted structures or bridges which have the effect 
of channeling oversize loads through Fredericksburg.  
When establishing routes for oversize/overweight 
loads, TxDOT uses the most efficient route available 
that can accommodate the load; thus, these loads 
may be routed through Fredericksburg en route to 
other destinations.   

4) Why is COST not a consideration for the 
Relief Route at this juncture (some have 
estimated that the cost to GC would be 50 
million to condemn and buy the land with a 
similar figure for the City, and TxDOT cost 
being in the range of 250 million to construct 
the Relief Route).” 

Preliminary cost estimates are now being developed.  
The preliminary cost estimates will be used during the 
route evaluation process to compare and contrast the 
options.  A more detailed cost estimate will be 
developed once a locally-preferred option is 
identified. 
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“What about TOPOGRAPHY (hills and streams 
increase construction cost a factor) at this 
juncture.” 

When developing the initial route options, efforts 
were made to avoid them most difficult terrain, but in 
the hill country, hills and streams cannot be entirely 
avoided.  Preliminary cost estimates will be 
completed as part of the Relief Route Study.  These 
estimates will reflect the need for bridges and other 
terrain-related costs 

“What about noise and light pollution from 
trucks on this route as they negotiate the 
topography through our area?” 

If the current study leads to identification of a locally 
supported, locally preferred route option, TxDOT will 
work with the city and county to decide when and if 
the project would advance to future phases of project 
development.  Future phases would include 
opportunities to further refine and adjust the route, 
detailed environmental studies to assess potential 
environmental consequences (including those 
resulting from increased noise and light), and 
identification of actions to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate environmental impacts. 

“At one point TxDOT said there would be no 
access along a relief route to the proposed 
road, so it would seem that as it crosses 
Loudon Road, our access to town would be 
cut off via Loudon and 290" 

The current Relief Route Study will include 
development of a preliminary design schematic.  The 
schematic development process will include an 
assessment of how the Relief Route most effectively 
interacts with the local roadway network while 
maintaining local access and mobility. The range of 
possibilities includes grade-separated interchanges 
(with access to/from the relief route), overpasses and 
underpasses (allowing cross streets to continue 
without access to the relief route), consolidation of 
cross streets, and frontage roads to carry traffic to the 
nearest cross-over point.  Other options may also be 
considered.   
 
Schematic development will be initiated once a 
locally-preferred route option is identified.  At this 
point, we anticipate initiating schematic design in the 
Fall of 2019.  In anticipation of the schematic design, 
an Access Workshop will be held.  The Workshop, 
which is tentatively scheduled for August 2019, will 
allow the public to provide input regarding access 
needs. 
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114 Nixon, Vic 2/5/19 Email 

"I have been a real estate broker in 
Fredericksburg for 41 years. I prefer the two 
closest routes around the city. The other 
routes will damage to much farm and ranch 
land and will cost too much too purchase the 
property. Please consider staying as close to 
Fredericksburg as possible." 

Comment noted. 

115 Ondrias, L 2/11/19 Email 
"One of the most asked question is never 
answered---how much will this cost and who 
will pay for this?" 

The eight preliminary route options presented at 
public workshop #3 will be refined to reflect input 
received from the public.  The next step will be to 
develop cost estimates and evaluate the route 
options.  Cost will be a factor in the evaluation 
process.  The cost estimates and the evaluation 
results will be presented for public review at the next 
public workshop (expected to be held during the 
summer of 2019). 

116 O'Neil, Patrick 1/28/19 Email 

“The route of Route A/Blue is a very bad 
option.  That route will destroy one of the most 
scenic areas remaining in Gillespie County 
and makes no sense in regard to topography 
required to be crossed.” 

Comment noted. 

“…there is doubt that trucks would take such 
a long route [Route A] around to rejoin 87 
North, virtually no trucks are destined out Hwy 
290 West.  The state should not consider this 
route a viable option." 

The relief route would provide significantly higher 
speeds for trucks, compared to the lower speeds and 
signal/traffic delays encountered along a route 
through downtown Fredericksburg. 
 
Of weekday truck traffic entering Fredericksburg 
along US 290 from the east, 25 percent continues 
through town (without stopping) and exits via US 290 
to the west. 

117 Pape, Lucille 
Stehling 1/31/19 Letter 

“As presently designed, [Routes A and B] will 
cut across my property directly behind my 
residence and consume approximately half of 
my 18.97-acre homestead.” 

Comment noted. 

“The route will pave over a flood control creek 
that runs between my property and the Randy 
Stehling property, a low-lying flood area.  This 
area also harbors a grove of producing pecan 
trees which all stand in the direct path of the 
proposed bypass.” 

Comment noted. 
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“The proposed route will cover up and destroy 
a powerful irrigation water well located in the 
pecan grove.  This well is not just another 
ordinary water well!  It irrigated all of the fields 
on the original homestead all the way through 
the depression, World War II and beyond.  It 
has never faltered and now services three 
properties.  This well is not replaceable.” 

Comment noted. 

"As presently designed, the bypass plows 
through a 10-acre coastal Bermuda field. This 
field produces income for me." 

Comment noted. 

Stated “The noise factor will devastate my 
entire homestead, it will “destroy my guest 
house”, and make her barndominium 
“absolutely unrentable”.  “My entire 18.97-
acre homestead will no longer be livable and 
the value of what is left will be severely 
diminished.” 

Comment noted. 

“I implore you to consider an alternative route 
that will not destroy the old Stehling 
Homestead.” 

The project team is aware of the Stehling Family 
Homestead.  That property, along with other historic-
age resources will be evaluated for National Register 
of Historic Places eligibility, during the historic 
resources survey to be performed in conjunction with 
the Relief Route Study. 

118 Pate, Deanna 2/5/19 Email 

" Routes A, B,C,D will significantly impact rural 
hill country property for miles outside the city 
limits. Much of this land is used for farming & 
ranching & has been held by families for 
generations.  They affect land & waterways 
that are environmentally sensitive & 
ecologically pure. These properties receive no 
services from the city. Trucks won't use it" 

Comment noted. 

119 Pate, Jim 2/12/19 Email 

"Routes A, B, C, D will significantly impact rural 
hill country property for miles outside the city 
limits.  Much of this land is used for farming 
and ranching and has been held by families 
for generations.  They affect land & waterways 
that are environmentally sensitive & 
ecologically pure.  These properties receive no 
services from the city.  Truckers won't use." 

Comment noted. 
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120 Pipkin, Dru  Email 

“I am strongly opposed to proposed routes A 
and B…” Comment noted. 

"The traffic congestion on Main Street is 
largely due to tourism and a 20-mile loop 
outside of the city limit will do nothing to 
address that issue.” 

Comment noted. 

“These routes would cross environmentally 
sensitive land and waterways that would be 
drastically impacted by construction, noise 
and light pollution and by the creep of 
commercial development that would follow 
completion of these two routes.” 

Comment noted. 

“The extended length…makes construction 
and acquisition of ROW significantly more 
expensive.” 

Comment noted. 

“Proposed routes A and B propose undue 
burdens on county residents well outside the 
city limits who receive no services from the 
city.” 
 

Comment noted. 

“Any of the proposed routes A through H, if 
built to the TxDot specifications of a four-lane 
divided highway and a 350 - 400ft. ROW 
represent a costly and unnecessary over 
reach pitting residents and citizens against 
one another. There are many less onerous 
solutions to the traffic problems we face." 

Comment noted. 

121 Pipkin, John 2/6/19 Email 
"I prefer routes E F G or H” Comment noted. 
“H is my preferred route." Comment noted. 
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122 Pipkin, Marvin n/a Letter 

"The proposed outer routes A and B 
significantly impact rural hill country property 
several miles outside the city limits.  Much of 
this land is used for farming and ranching and 
has been held by families for generations.  
Many historic homes are directly in the path of 
these outer routes as well."   Also commented 
on the potential for environmental impacts 
(water quality, noise and light pollution, and 
commercial development “creep”). 

As applied to the transportation planning process, 
“historic property” mean any prehistoric or historic 
district, site, building, structure, or object included in 
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior (National Park Service).  Study efforts, to date, 
have including reviewing records maintained by the 
Texas Historical Commission to identify study area 
properties currently listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places.  In addition, information from TxDOT’s 
files (collected through previous historic resources 
surveys conducted in or near Fredericksburg) has 
been reviewed to identify properties within the study 
area that have been determined eligible for listing on 
the National Register, but which are not currently 
listed.  A comprehensive historic resources survey 
would normally be conducted as part of the [future] 
environmental study should the relief route advance 
beyond the current study phase; however, because of 
the number of potentially-historic properties in the 
study area and the level of public interest in those 
properties, TxDOT has decided to conduct an historic 
resources survey in conjunction with the current 
Relief Route Study.  The historic resources survey will 
be conducted during the summer of 2019.  

“Additionally, outer routes A and B are almost 
20 miles long which would discourage much 
of the crosstown traffic. Much of the Main 
Street traffic is due to tourism and would not 
use the proposed routes A and B at all.  
Crosstown drivers would elect to go through 
town rather than use a 20 mile long bypass.” 

Comment noted. 

“Routes A and B are too long, too expensive, 
too environmentally damaging and affect too 
many historical homes and properties they 
would not be utilized by the majority of drivers 
due to the length and likely would not be voter 
approved due to the extra cost.” 

Comment noted. 

“Of the remaining routes, E, F, G and H are the 
most logical choices.”  “Even of these routes, 
a four lane divided highway with a 400 ft ROW 
is excessive and unnecessary.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

123 Polichino, J.A. Jr. 1/24/19 Comment 
Form "Sound abatement - more info please." 

Assuming the project advances beyond the feasibility 
study phase, environmental studies would be 
required.  A traffic noise analysis, conducted in 
accordance with TxDOT’s federally-approved noise 
guidelines, would be conducted to assess potential 
noise impacts.  If the analysis indicates that noise 
impacts would occur, noise barriers and other forms 
of abatement would be evaluated and implemented, 
if determined to be both reasonable and feasible.   

124 Proffitt, Linda and 
Larry 1/27/19 Email 

"I am emailing to speak against the far out 
west AB route. This route makes no sense and 
looks like it would be very costly to complete. 
Thank you for your consideration." 

Comment noted. 

125 Ransleben, Calvin 2/8/19 Email 

Identified himself as a former Gillespie County 
Commissioner.  He indicated that he was 
involved in previous (2002) relief route 
planning efforts.  He stated, at that time, “the 
county and TxDOT has a route plan for a 
bypass laid out that we felt was best for 
locals, travelers & land owners & would be 
successful in passing a bond election.  TxDOT 
then opted to attach numerous additions to 
it…. that killed the project.  “Please don’t let 
this happen again.” 

Comment noted. 

"What we need is to use one of the proposed 
routes # H, G, F or E.  Build it as a 4-lane 
highway with a turn lane down the center and 
have access the entire way thus property 
owners along the route can see some benefit 
rather than decreasing the value of their 
remaining property.  This can be done on a 
90ft easement instead of a 350 ft or more, 
and a much shorter route so the people will 
use it.” 

Comment noted. 

“Presently people have to drive 60MPH from 
Stonewall to Fredericksburg, so why not make 
the route 55 or 60 MPH around town & 
possible stopping for a light or two.” 

For planning and design purposes a 70 MPH design 
speed is assumed; however, design speed and actual 
speed are not necessarily them same.  As outlined in 
the Texas Administrative Code, during the design 
phase, an “interim speed limit” would be established 
based on traffic and engineering investigations.  The 
interim speed limit would be in effect until such time 
as the facility is open and traffic on the facility 
stabilizes.  Once traffic is stabilized, a speed survey 
will be performed to establish the maximum speed 
limit in accordance with the provisions of State law.   



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Building a longer outside route with an 
interstate design and higher speed limits with 
no access seems rather excessive and costly." 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional 
and dependent upon input from the community, 
except where required to maintain existing access or 
prevent landlocking adjacent properties. In those 
areas where frontage roads are neither required nor 
desired, it may be possible to reduce the amount of 
right-of-way required.   

126 Reavis, Michael H. 2/11/19 Email 

“I think we are being misled on the routes and 
more viable options are not being considered.  
I my opinion the most affordable and plausible 
routes are either main street, or friendship 
lane and maybe tying in Tivydale Road to 
Highway 87 North." 

Comment noted. 

“I also believe that the survey done on truck 
traffic on main street is flawed.  I have 
watched traffic going down main street, and I 
see a vast number of trucks coming and going 
from highway 16 north onto Main Street.  
These vehicles will still be traveling the same 
route if a proposed route is constructed." 

Comment noted. 

“I believe that we will be giving up, at huge 
expense, historical value and the beauty and 
attractiveness of our country side, for a small 
amount of traffic to not go down main street.” 

Comment noted. 

I do not believe we need a road that will 
handle traffic at 70 mph …” Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

Indicated that truck drivers will not use the 
relief route; stated that it “would add time and 
miles to their trip that would not be 
justifiable.” 

The next step in the study process will be to narrow 
the range of “preliminary route options” (the eight 
options shown at the January workshop) down to a 
subset of “primary route options”.  At this point, it is 
anticipated that 3 or 4 primary route options will be 
identified.  Using computer models, a detailed traffic 
analysis will be conducted for each of the primary 
route options to determine how well the options 
performs.  The results of the modeling will then be 
used to compare and contrast the operational 
effectiveness of the route options. 

“Should any of the proposed routes come to a 
vote, I will vote no.  Do not make a city 
problem a county and city problem”. 

Comment noted. 

127 Reynolds, Barbara 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

"How we going to keep the trucks off of main 
street if the relief route is too far away from 
their destination?" 

The southern limit of the study area reflects the 
approximate point at which it would become less 
efficient (due to longer drive time) for trucks and 
other vehicles to travel on the relief route rather than 
remain on existing US 290 and contend with the 
traffic, lights, and congestion on Main Street; thus, all 
routes within the study area would provide travel time 
benefit to drivers. 

128 Reynolds, Barbara 
and Kendall 2/15/19 Email 

"As we all know, the trucks and other large-
load traffic on Main Street are unsafe, noisy 
and disruptive to the otherwise pleasant 
ambiance." 

Comment noted. 

Indicated that Friendship Lane “is not a viable 
option” “only because the Design Parameters 
are flawed and seem misaligned with reality.”  
Stated, “…how can we have these massive 
vehicles on Main Street but conclude that we 
need an interstate 10 style design for a relief 
route?  That makes absolutely no sense.  The 
Friendship option could happen now by 
placing signs prohibiting Through Traffic, 
Oversize Loads and implement a weight limit 
to prevent the use  of Main Street”. 

US 290 (Main Street) through Fredericksburg is part 
of the State Highway System.  As such, it falls under 
TxDOT’s jurisdiction to maintain and operate.  TxDOT 
does not have the legal authority to prohibit the use 
of any highway by any class of vehicles (such as 
trucks) provided the vehicle complies with weight and 
size limits and other provisions established by law. 

“All of the Alternative Routes are going to take 
years and millions of tax dollars to implement.  
When will we see any Relief?” 

Developing complex, large-scale projects such as the 
potential relief route can take many years.  The 
typical project development process for a project of 
this magnitude would be in excess of 10 years and 
would be contingent upon the availability of funding. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“And there is also the issue of all the unsightly 
businesses that will pop up along the 
route…along with more litter.  The once 
undeveloped farm land will become an 
eyesore.” 

Comment noted. 

“It is obvious that a super highway is 
unnecessary.” 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   

Indicated that “cost and schedule” should be 
used as an alternative’s evaluation criteria. 

The eight preliminary route options presented at 
public workshop #3 will be refined to reflect input 
received from the public.  The next step will be to 
develop cost estimates and evaluate the route 
options.  Cost will be a factor in the evaluation 
process.  The cost estimates and the evaluation 
results will be presented for public review at the next 
public workshop (expected to be held during the 
summer of 2019).  With regard to schedule, the 
planning and construction phases of project 
development would be expected to be generally of the 
same duration regardless of the option carried 
forward. 

Questioned the need for “higher speed”.  
Stated, “Things seem to be getting 
accomplished with the current situation of 
thirty mile-per-hour speed limits and multiple 
stop lights." 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

Stated, “seems the Task Force folks are 
biased against the relatively straight-forward 
and more cost-effective solutions” and asked, 
“how many of the Task Force participants live 
in our community?” 

All of the Task Force members live in the community. 

129 Reynolds, Kendall 1/31/19 Email 

“I have heard that the reason we have so 
much heavy vehicle traffic through 
Fredericksburg, and consequently the need f 
or the Relief Route, is because some 
overpasses on I-10 are too low to 
accommodate some larger vehicles.  And 
therefore, the largest vehicles pass through 
Fredericksburg and take a route that allows 
them to get back on I-0 farther west of the low 
overpasses.  Is this the case? 

No; there are currently no low, narrow or otherwise 
restricted structures or bridges which have the effect 
of channeling oversize loads through Fredericksburg.  
When establishing routes for oversize/overweight 
loads, TxDOT uses the most efficient route available 
that can accommodate the load; thus, these loads 
may be routed through Fredericksburg en route to 
other destinations.   

130 Richter, Doug W 2/6/19 Email 

“I attended the January 24th workshop.  The 
presenters did a good job describing the 
process being used to determine a viable 
bypass route.” 

Comment noted. 

"My recommendation is: Route D" Comment noted. 

131 Roach, Steve 2/2/19 Email 

"Most of us county residents are eager to help 
our city neighbors with their Main Street traffic 
problem, but I am struck by the fact that a lot 
of the routes completely bypass city land 
altogether and are also much longer than 
necessary. It is likely that the longer routes will 
cost much more to create than the shorter 
ones and placing a road entirely in the county 
would seem to shift a disproportionate share 
of the cost for this city problem onto the 
county residents." 

Comment noted. 

"The shorter routes would allow the city to 
adequately share in the cost and personal 
disruption of the construction.  I and many 
others would support county bonds to build a 
road that is seen as both cost effective and 
fair, but few of us would vote to support a 
project that is perceived as unnecessarily 
costly or one that places a disproportionate 
share of the burden on county residents.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

Inquired about the date/time of monthly Task 
Force meetings and stated the meetings 
“should be subject to the open meetings law.”  

The Gillespie County Relief Route Task Force is 
overseeing the on-going Fredericksburg Relief Route 
Study.  Support for the study is being provided by the 
City of Fredericksburg, Gillespie County and the Texas 
Department of Transportation.  The Task Force meets 
as needed to discuss issues, review study progress, 
and consider study team recommendations.  The 
Task Force is not subject to the Texas Open Meetings 
Act and meetings are not open to the 
public.  Meetings serve as a forum for the study team 
to vet information and recommendations before 
releasing information to the public.  This helps to 
ensure that project related information is timely, 
accurate and reflects the values of the community. 
 

132 Roeder, Jim 2/1/19 Email 

“I believe an elegant solution…is to drop the 
TxDOT superhighway proposal and finish the 
Inner Loop using Friendship, Tivydale, and 
Upper Live Oak extended up to Hwy 87 North” 
(also suggested it may be possible to use Kerr 
Road instead of Upper Live Oak Road). 
 

Prior to initiation of the current Fredericksburg Relief 
Route Study, TxDOT, the City of Fredericksburg and 
Gillespie County agreed upon a set of design 
parameters to guide relief route planning efforts. 
Those parameters include planning for a higher 
speed, controlled access facility. The roadway would 
consist of four main lanes (two in each direction) with 
frontage roads, where needed, to maintain local 
access. Applying that vision to Friendship Lane would 
require total reconstruction of the roadway, 
construction of frontage roads, and the need to 
acquire a significant amount of additional ROW. In 
fact, the existing 100-foot ROW could quadruple in 
width which would result in a large number of 
residential and commercial displacements. Although 
Friendship Lane is not considered a viable location for 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route, it is an important 
element of the local transportation system. 
Improvements to Friendship Lane may be undertaken 
in the future as part of the city’s transportation 
improvement plan. Future improvements to 
Friendship Lane would be separate and distinct from 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route. 

“Also, instead of significantly widening any of 
those roads, I'd vote to keep Tivydale and 
Upper Live Oak only 2 lanes but with 
shoulders and a center lane for safety and for 
making left turns so the traffic can keep 
flowing." 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

133 Roeder, Misty 2/8/19 Email 

"…I've concluded that the 400' wide highway  
around Main Street is far from necessary in 
order to get the large truck traffic off of Main 
Street.  It's also extremely expensive in both 
dollars and human costs." 
 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   

"We simply need to finish out the Inner Loop 
using Friendship Road to Tivydale Road to 
Upper Live Oak and extend that from Hwy 290 
to Hwy 87 North while impacting as few 
homes and ranches as possible.  While the 
traffic wouldn’t flow as quickly as it would on a 
super highway, it would flow a lot faster and 
safer that it now does on Main Street.  And 
using Upper Live Oak would be preferable to 
Kerr Road because it is less developed and 
extends further north, all the way up to Hwy 
290.  The only segment of new road needed 
would be from 290 to 87." 

Prior to initiation of the current Fredericksburg Relief 
Route Study, TxDOT, the City of Fredericksburg and 
Gillespie County agreed upon a set of design 
parameters to guide relief route planning efforts. 
Those parameters include planning for a higher 
speed, controlled access facility. The roadway would 
consist of four main lanes (two in each direction) with 
frontage roads, where needed, to maintain local 
access. Applying that vision to Friendship Lane would 
require total reconstruction of the roadway, 
construction of frontage roads, and the need to 
acquire a significant amount of additional ROW. In 
fact, the existing 100-foot ROW could quadruple in 
width which would result in a large number of 
residential and commercial displacements. Although 
Friendship Lane is not considered a viable location for 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route, it is an important 
element of the local transportation system. 
Improvements to Friendship Lane may be undertaken 
in the future as part of the city’s transportation 
improvement plan. Future improvements to 
Friendship Lane would be separate and distinct from 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route. 

“Please thoughtfully consider this alternative 
to spending huge amounts of money and 
destroying the value of many peoples’ homes 
and ranches.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

134 Rothermel, Cheryll 
B. 1/24/19 Comment 

Form 

Stated, “I am opposed to all routes on the 
Relief Route Study map” and cited several 
reasons for her position including:  TxDOT has 
not given us a breakdown on why it is needed; 
TxDOT has not provided cost comparisons of 
the route options; concerns about limiting 
access to the facility and truck utilization; and 
environmental concerns (light, noise and 
historic structures). 

Comment noted. 

“I want to share our History with [visitors to 
Fredericksburg] crossing Texas by motor 
vehicle – not ‘limit access them’ or ‘bypass’ 
them around Fredericksburg.” 

Comment noted. 

"If it is inevitable and I must make a choice- 
then I choose Route H. This route is already in 
a commercial area, easily accessible for all 
locals, cost effective and 'yes" will be used by 
locals as a 'relief route'- just like Milam Street 
and Friendship Lane." 

Comment noted. 

135 Rothermal, 
William G 1/24/19 Comment 

Form 

“I am very concerned about all the routes, 
each proposed route will destroy homesteads, 
ranches and farms.  Route ‘H’ will do the least 
damage.” 

Comment noted. 

"I do not understand why there is no mention 
of dealing with truck traffic coming in and 
going to Llano as they will still be driving 
through Downtown Fredericksburg.  Why not 
do it completely and work Hwy 16 from Llano 
into the proposal?" 

Per the origin-destination study completed as part of 
the project, routes around the south side of 
Fredericksburg have the potential to capture 
significantly more truck traffic than a route around 
the northern side. 
 

“Routes A & B are to long and to costly, the 
truckers will not use it unless they are forced 
to.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

Indicated that his 172-year-old homestead 
and 120 year old home was originally part of 
the Stehling Ranch “which is part of the 
history of Fredericksburg”.  Expressed concern 
about “noise and pollution” and stated “If A or 
B go through out entire ranch will basically be 
worth northing.  Is it really necessary to 
destroy historical ranches, homesteads, and 
people’s life work?” 

The project team is aware of the Stehling Family 
Homestead.  That property, along with other historic-
age resources will be evaluated for National Register 
of Historic Places eligibility, during the historic 
resources survey to be performed in conjunction with 
the Relief Route Study. 

136 Salinas, Juan n/a Letter 

"In my opinion routes A & B are the best 
routes for growth and expansion.  Routes C & 
D will interfere with too much personal 
property causing a splitting up and cutting 
land owners property in half." 

Comment noted. 

137 Saucier, Gary and 
Kathy 2/15/19 Email 

“…we live on a farm that has been in the 
family since 1904.”  "We are very bothered by 
the concept of a 400’ wide I-10 class Relief 
Route in the neighborhood, as would be the 
case with routes A/B and C/D." 

Comment noted. 

“Bothered” by the study process which they 
say has been conducted “in TELL mode, but 
not in an explanation mode.”  Stated, “They 
[TxDOT] specifically stated that no questions 
will be answered in the 1/24/19 workshop.” 

The City of Fredericksburg, Gillespie County, the 
Gillespie County Relief Route Task Force and TxDOT 
have worked diligently to ensure the study process is 
carried out in an open and transparent manner.  The 
presentation made at the 1/24/19 workshop 
outlined the public process that led to identification, 
subsequent refinement, and in some cases 
elimination of route options.  The presentation also 
demonstrated how public input has been used by the 
study team to guide the overall process.  At the 
1/24/19 workshop no less than 33 staff members 
(1-City, 9-TxDOT, 8-Task Force, and 15-consultant 
team) were available to answer questions during the 
5-hour workshop.   



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

"Why the conceived Relief Route needs a 400’ 
wide right of way and shown to be stylized 
after I-10 or MOPAC is a question all have.  
Yet no one has stated any answer." 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   

“This will have negative impacts on locals and 
tourists as it will greatly mar the beauty that 
both love about Fredericksburg and Gillespie 
County.” 

Comment noted. 

Expressed concern about cost, stated “…the 
county residents are being asked to eventually 
pay $40-$80M for a road they do not want or 
need.” 

Comment noted. 

“A road more aligned with the previous 
recommendation of 140’ right of way and a 5-
lane road, would be more than adequate to 
carry the US 290, US 87 and TX 16 traffic.”  
“Rather than push for which location, TxDOT 
and the Task Force need to push for what is 
the right road to solve the concerns of Main 
Street traffic.  Once we all get a concept that 
is viable, then a best route can be 
established.” 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   

“TxDOT’s data has not shown the level of 
details to the public that define the need, in a 
defend-able quantitative level.  The data 
supporting the traffic need should be 
questioned by the task force and citizens to 
ensure it is accurate.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“TxDOT’s own data on public websites shows 
that Main Street truck traffic peaked in 2015 
and has gone down since then, yet they talk 
about increasing truck traffic.  Have changes 
outside of Fredericksburg helped?  Are there 
other non-Gillespie County changes that will 
re-route trucks currently using Main Street?  
Why is the data not being used to explain the 
need?  Details need to be shared with the 
county citizens to help them understand.” 

The study team considers broader trends when 
assessing future traffic conditions.  There can be 
short-term fluctuation in truck volumes due to a 
variety of issues, but the long-term trend for Texas 
and the region points to increases in truck and 
passenger traffic along US 290 and other area 
roadways. 
 
Trucks are not likely to reroute due to non-Gillespie 
County improvements. The existing routes through 
downtown Fredericksburg provide the optimum paths 
for particular truck origins and destinations. 

“An information study done in the same time 
period, showed that 70% of the trucks using 
main street were making local deliveries.  This 
data raises a serious question on how many 
trucks will use the Relief Route instead of 
Main Street.  Such a data analysis needs to be 
done by TxDOT with Citizen input and review 
to understand the issues so a real solution 
can be defined.” 

Per the origin-destination study conducted as part of 
this project, approximately 35 percent of truck traffic 
entering the Fredericksburg area via SH 16, US 290, 
and US 87 are “local” and would likely not use a relief 
route. 
 

“One of the issues on Main Street is the 
diagonal parking, combined with the many 
large pick-up trucks.  This combination 
effectively narrows the ‘4 lane’ road to 3 (1.5 
each way).  The parking on Main Street could 
be addressed and relieve the congestion, at 
much lower cost than the relief route.”  
Suggested several options for improvement 
parking/conditions along Main Street and 
stated “Such concepts either have not been 
looked at, or data is being withhold from the 
public.” 

Improvements to Main Street are beyond the scope of 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route Study; however, 
should the relief route be built in the future, at that 
time, it is anticipated that US 290 through 
Fredericksburg (Main Street) would be removed from 
the State Highway System and ownership transferred 
to the City of Fredericksburg.  With Main Street then 
under the jurisdiction of the City, 
improvements/concepts such as those suggested 
could be implemented as a City-sponsored project. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

Suggested the use of Friendship Lane. Stated, 
“Yes, re-construction would be necessary, but 
that would likely cost less than other options, 
and land acquisition would not be as large.” 

Prior to initiation of the current Fredericksburg Relief 
Route Study, TxDOT, the City of Fredericksburg and 
Gillespie County agreed upon a set of design 
parameters to guide relief route planning efforts. 
Those parameters include planning for a higher 
speed, controlled access facility. The roadway would 
consist of four main lanes (two in each direction) with 
frontage roads, where needed, to maintain local 
access. Applying that vision to Friendship Lane would 
require total reconstruction of the roadway, 
construction of frontage roads, and the need to 
acquire a significant amount of additional ROW. In 
fact, the existing 100-foot ROW could quadruple in 
width which would result in a large number of 
residential and commercial displacements. Although 
Friendship Lane is not considered a viable location for 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route, it is an important 
element of the local transportation system. 
Improvements to Friendship Lane may be undertaken 
in the future as part of the city’s transportation 
improvement plan. Future improvements to 
Friendship Lane would be separate and distinct from 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route. 

Questioned the need for a 70 mph design 
speed.  Stated, “I suggest that a more modest 
speed such as 45 with few if any lights or 55-
60 MPH, would be enough.  Such roads would 
be much lower cost, less noisy, and fit in with 
the Hill Country style.” 

For planning and design purposes a 70 MPH design 
speed is assumed; however, design speed and actual 
speed are not necessarily them same.  As outlined in 
the Texas Administrative Code, during the design 
phase, an “interim speed limit” would be established 
based on traffic and engineering investigations.  The 
interim speed limit would be in effect until such time 
as the facility is open and traffic on the facility 
stabilizes.  Once traffic is stabilized, a speed survey 
will be performed to establish the maximum speed 
limit in accordance with the provisions of State law 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

Expressed concern about “historic sites and 
environmental impacts on a unique 
ecosystem.” 

If the current study leads to identification of a locally 
supported, locally preferred route option, TxDOT will 
work with the city and county to decide when and if 
the project would advance to future phases of project 
development.  Future phases would include 
opportunities to further refine and adjust the route, 
detailed environmental studies to assess potential 
environmental consequences, and identification of 
actions to avoid, minimize and mitigate 
environmental impacts.    
A comprehensive Historic Resource Survey would 
normally be conducted as part of future 
environmental studies; however, because of the 
number of potentially historic properties in the study 
area and the level of public interest in those 
properties, TxDOT has decided to conduct an historic 
resource survey in conjunction  
with the current study.  The historic resource survey is 
expected to be conducted during  
the summer of 2019. 

“TxDOT, the Task Force, the City officials and 
the County officials, all need to listen to the 
citizens of Gillespie County as they are 
currently being asked to pay for a road that 
they do not want.  Give these citizens fully 
transparent and complete answers to help 
them understand why a Relief Route at all and 
define a road style that is Hill Country 
compatible.” 

Comment noted. 

138 Singleton, Randall 2/8/19 Email 

"I want to put my support for route GH or EF; 
the other routes would damage with noise and  
light pollution large  amounts of the hill  
country;  and  I  think  a  400  ft  width  would  
be  much  wider  than necessary and  would  
be  very  expensive." 

Comment noted. 

139 Sione, Dylan 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

“In my opinion route A or C are the best routes 
for the project, they offer the most room for 
growth in our city.”  Noted that Routes B and 
D “seem to cross so many rivers/creeks” and 
questioned whether they would “interfere with 
air traffic at the airport.” 

Comments regarding route preferences are noted.  
Concerning the airport, the project, if constructed, 
would be designed in accordance with all applicable 
criteria pertaining to airway/highway compatibility; 
thus, ensuring that the relief route would not interfere 
with airport operations. 

140 Smith, Mike 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

"Use Friendship Lane and Tivydale. Connect 
Tivydale to 290 at the West side of the town.” Comment noted. 

"We don't need a 70 MPH 8 lane road to divert 
900 of the 1600 trucks going through town." Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

141 Smith, Valarie 2/9/19 Email 

“You say this process is community driven; I 
would say that getting trucks off Main Street is 
community driven, but the size of the road 
being proposed is all TxDOT from my 
perspective.  There is no reason for it to be 
larger/wider than any of the roads feeding 
into it so the size should be reconsidered.” 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   

Suggested that the 70 MPH design speed 
“should be revisited.” 
 

Comment noted. 

“Some realistic cost estimates for each route 
along with what it translates to for the 
taxpayers of this area need to be made 
available ASAP.” 

The eight preliminary route options presented at 
public workshop #3 will be refined to reflect input 
received from the public.  The next step will be to 
develop cost estimates and evaluate the route 
options.  Cost will be a factor in the evaluation 
process.  The cost estimates and the evaluation 
results will be presented for public review at the next 
public workshop (expected to be held during the 
summer of 2019). 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

142 Stehling, Kent 1/24/19 
Comment 

Form 
 

“The entire Stehling family totally opposes 
route AB & AB along with many in the rural 
area.  These farther routes would totally 
devastate many historic homes and ranches.”  
“Why destroy so many undisturbed rural 
properties and homesteads.” 

As applied to the transportation planning process, 
“historic property” mean any prehistoric or historic 
district, site, building, structure, or object included in 
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior (National Park Service).  Study efforts, to date, 
have including reviewing records maintained by the 
Texas Historical Commission to identify study area 
properties currently listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places.  In addition, information from TxDOT’s 
files (collected through previous historic resources 
surveys conducted in or near Fredericksburg) has 
been reviewed to identify properties within the study 
area that have been determined eligible for listing on 
the National Register, but which are not currently 
listed.  A comprehensive historic resources survey 
would normally be conducted as part of the [future] 
environmental study should the relief route advance 
beyond the current study phase; however, because of 
the number of potentially-historic properties in the 
study area and the level of public interest in those 
properties, TxDOT has decided to conduct an historic 
resources survey in conjunction with the current 
Relief Route Study.  The historic resources survey will 
be conducted during the summer of 2019.  
 

"The closer routes would encourage and allow 
the local community to use them which would 
also help lessen the Main St. traffic and we 
would all get use out of our tax dollars." “If it is 
too far out…local will not use it and I believe 
many truckers will not even use it since it 
would probably be faster to just go through 
town.”  Noted the closer routes would “not 
devastate so many rural homes, historic 
homes and ranches.” 

Comment noted. 

"The North end of the route on 87 N. should 
follow just behind the commercial businesses 
and come out next to them and across from 
the electrical power stations shown on some 
route proposals." 

Comment noted; suggested modification will be 
considered as the Relief Route Study progresses and 
route options are further refined and evaluated. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

143 Stehling, Randy 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

“Routes A & B as they approach 87 North 
pass through a cluster of 5 family homes.  In 
my case, it would be within approx. 100 feet 
of my home.  After a life of saving and paying 
for my home – built on land that has been in 
my family since 1852 this would be 
devastating to me and my family. Please shift 
this last section of routes A & B where it 
intersects 87 either Northwest or Southeast to 
avoid my home and the other 4 homes 
adjacent to me.” 

Comment noted; suggested modification will be 
considered as the Relief Route Study progresses and 
route options are further refined and evaluated. 

“Consider too that this area is in a flood plain, 
has 2 historic mid 1800’s homes and in my 
case is rich in Indian artifacts.”  “Please be 
aware also that our property is listed as a 
Texas land heritage site.” 

The project team is aware of the Stehling Family 
Homestead.  That property, along with other historic-
age resources will be evaluated for National Register 
of Historic Places eligibility, during the historic 
resources survey to be performed in conjunction with 
the Relief Route Study. 

“Routes that intersect 87 closer to town make 
more sense for many reasons – cost & plus 
they intersect 87 in areas that are already 
commercial property.” 

Comment noted. 

144 Stehling, Randy 1/2519 Email 

Provided a map identifying the location of five 
homes in the vicinity of the intersection of 
Routes A and B and US 87 North – two of the 
homes were built in the “mid 1800’s”.  Stated, 
“the newly proposed routes A & B would be 
devastating to five (5) family homes grouped 
in this area including my own.”  “This route as 
proposed would appear to come within a 100 
feet of my home and one other family home, 
and even much closer to another.” 

Comment noted. 

Suggested possible modifications to Routes A 
and B (shifting slightly to the northwest or 
southeast) that would avoid the five homes 
(and provided a map showing the suggested 
modifications).  Stated, this “slight and 
reasonable adjustment” would “avoiding 
placing routes A & B as currently proposed 
right through the middle of five family homes.” 

Comment noted; suggested modification will be 
considered as the Relief Route Study progresses and 
route options are further refined and evaluated.. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“For the sake of my family and the other four 
families homes adjacent to me please 
consider the above suggestions.  Help us save 
the integrity and livability of homes that we 
have worked so hard to build, preserve, and 
pass on to our children.” 

Comment noted. 

145 Stone, Paula n/a Letter 

"I support the relief route, ONLY if it is placed 
far enough out from the city to actually relieve 
the downtown traffic without compromising 
the neighborhoods and their traffic." 

Comment noted. 

“The 400’ right-of-way, on/off ramp access, 
high-speed loop as proposed is clearly meant 
to handle highway traffic and NOT town 
traffic.”  “Putting such a roadway too close to 
town co-mingles the two reasons for the need 
of a loop i.e. separation of town and highway 
traffic.”  Stated “co-mingling” would “impede 
the proper flow of town traffic”, “interfere with 
and restrict” growth, “change the unique 
nature of our small town culture’, result in 
highway noise, “ruin our existing land use 
balance; and “hamper loop use”. 

Comment noted. 

“Put it far enough out of town, where the land 
is less built up, to allow for a natural growth 
pattern that gives the most people a choice in 
their investment… Don’t force it on the higher 
density existing properties close to town…” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

146 Stuckenschmidt, 
Leon and Pam 2/8/19 Email 

Stated, “We are homeowners in Heritage Hill 
Country (HHC) subdivision.  We strongly 
disagree with the relief route that terminates 
on Hwy 290 at Ft. Martin Scott/Texas Rangers 
Heritage Center”.  Cited several reasons for 
their opposition, including:  potential impacts  
of trucks (“moving the noise, pollution and risk 
of a hazmat event from one populated part of 
Fredericksburg to another populated part of 
Fredericksburg will not meet relief route 
objectives…it merely shifts the problems to 
another part of town”), the route “would have 
24X7 truck traffic passing next to over a 
dozen HHC homes within 50 feet of the 
roadway”, and the terminus at US 290 “is in a 
very busy area with venues that attract 
significant traffic”. 

Comment noted. 

Stated that the “goal of relieving Main Street 
of truck traffic is too narrow.  The goal should 
be to relieve all populated and well-traveled 
areas of Fredericksburg from truck traffic.” 

As adopted by the Gillespie County Relief Route Task 
Force and presented at all three public workshops, 
the Relief Route Study’s objectives include: reducing 
the volume of trucks using Main Street to travel 
through downtown; helping to reduce congestion on 
Main Street; accommodating projected increases in 
traffic’.   Although truck traffic is a subset of the 
overall problem, the potential relief route would be 
intended to serve a broader need; thus, the route is 
not intended as solely as a truck route. 

Encouraged the Task  Force to “look past the 
20-year horizon and imagine the thoughts of 
our city leaders and citizens 30, 40 or more 
years from now and stated, “If the Hwy 290 
terminus route is selected, I suspect they will  
wonder why a truck relief route was built well 
within the city limits rather than using a safe, 
less populated, and less traveled exterior 
route.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

147 Sumners, Larry 2/8/19 Email 

“I still do not understand why the extension of 
Friendship is not a viable option.  It would 
definitely be the cheapest solution although 
not perfect and would be impact the least to 
existing landowners.” 

Prior to initiation of the current Fredericksburg Relief 
Route Study, TxDOT, the City of Fredericksburg and 
Gillespie County agreed upon a set of design 
parameters to guide relief route planning efforts. 
Those parameters include planning for a higher 
speed, controlled access facility. The roadway would 
consist of four main lanes (two in each direction) with 
frontage roads, where needed, to maintain local 
access. Applying that vision to Friendship Lane would 
require total reconstruction of the roadway, 
construction of frontage roads, and the need to 
acquire a significant amount of additional ROW. In 
fact, the existing 100-foot ROW could quadruple in 
width which would result in a large number of 
residential and commercial displacements. Although 
Friendship Lane is not considered a viable location for 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route, it is an important 
element of the local transportation system. 
Improvements to Friendship Lane may be undertaken 
in the future as part of the city’s transportation 
improvement plan. Future improvements to 
Friendship Lane would be separate and distinct from 
the Fredericksburg Relief Route. 

"”…until cost  projections are done how can 
anybody make a decent projection of the best 
route.  These decisions should be made based 
upon a cost-benefit analysis.” 

The eight preliminary route options presented at 
public workshop #3 will be refined to reflect input 
received from the public.  The next step will be to 
develop cost estimates and evaluate the route 
options.  Cost will be a factor in the evaluation 
process.  The cost estimates and the evaluation 
results will be presented for public review at the next 
public workshop (expected to be held during the 
summer of 2019). 

"Just looking at the map I would say that F or 
H would make more sense but once again it 
has to be about the money" 

Comment noted. 

148 Tabor, Barbara 2/6/19 Email 

“Most of the people in the areas under 
consideration have lived here all their lives or 
have moved to the hill country to get away 
from situations as this.” 

Comment noted. 

“The noise and pollution resulting from the 
trucks and autos would become a detriment 
to area.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Small children are being raised in the areas 
and their health and safety would be put at 
risk.” 

The relief route, if constructed, would be designed in 
accordance with applicable design and safety 
standards. 

“There are Indian artifacts in the area, as well 
as wildlife that would be disrupted.” Comment noted. 

Indicated that area rivers and creeks are 
prone to flooding.  Crossing floodplains as well 
as areas of high elevation would impact 
construction costs. 

Commented noted. 

"Access to town for emergency or daily living 
would be compromised, disrupted, or 
nonexistent for residents living in the areas 
under consideration." 

The current Relief Route Study will include 
development of a preliminary design schematic.  The 
schematic development process will include an 
assessment of how the Relief Route most effectively 
interacts with the local roadway network while 
maintaining local access and mobility. The range of 
possibilities includes grade-separated interchanges 
(with access to/from the relief route), overpasses and 
underpasses (allowing cross streets to continue 
without access to the relief route), consolidation of 
cross streets, and frontage roads to carry traffic to the 
nearest cross-over point.  Other options may also be 
considered.   
 
Schematic development will be initiated once a 
locally-preferred route option is identified.  At this 
point, we anticipate initiating schematic design in the 
Fall of 2019.  In anticipation of the schematic design, 
an Access Workshop will be held.  The Workshop, 
which is tentatively scheduled for August 2019, will 
allow the public to provide input regarding access 
needs. 

“… the proposed routes are too close to town 
and wouldn't serve the community over time. I 
request further considerations be reviewed for 
a Fredericksburg Relief Route other than 
those proposed." 

Comment noted. 

149 Taetz, Philip 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

"Routes F&H will be a disaster for Heritage Hill 
Country subdivision and the new Frieden 
subdivision . Please please reject these 
routes." 

Comment noted. 

Stated that route D “appears to be the lesser 
of evils." Comment noted. 

150 Taetz, Philip 1/29/19 Email "From what I see, Route D is my strong 
choice." Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“I strongly oppose Routes F and H" Comment noted. 

151 Thompson, David 2/8/19 Email 

Indicated that he has “concerns/questions” 
about the proposed relief routes (most notably 
routes A/B) that cross near Loudon Road.” 

Comment noted. 

Indicated that because he avoids Main Street, 
he is not affected by the traffic.  He stated, 
“Why should I have to give up my quiet 
country road and replace it with a busy 
highway in order to relieve the traffic on Main 
Street that frankly doesn’t affect me?” 

Comment noted. 

Stated, “Shouldn’t TxDOT first determine 
where the trucks on Main Street are headed 
before determining a relief route?” and 
questioned whether trucks headed to US 87 
North would use “a lengthy relief route around 
the southern part of town”. 

An origin-destination study was conducted as part of 
the project to determine “local” vs. “through” truck 
trips and the routes (US 87, SH 16, US 290) used for 
these trips. 
 
The relief route would provide significantly higher 
speeds for trucks, compared to the lower speeds and 
signal/traffic delays encountered along a route 
through downtown Fredericksburg. 
 

“Are there other obstacles over which TxDOT 
has control, e.g. underpasses or obstructions 
requiring trucks and oversized loads to drive 
through Fredericksburg?” 

No; there are currently no low, narrow or otherwise 
restricted structures or bridges which have the effect 
of channeling oversize loads through Fredericksburg.  
When establishing routes for oversize/overweight 
loads, TxDOT uses the most efficient route available 
that can accommodate the load; thus, these loads 
may be routed through Fredericksburg en route to 
other destinations.   

“Why is cost not a consideration for the Relief 
Route at this time?”  Stated, “Let’s save our 
tax money and build the shortest route 
possible if a relief route is truly even 
necessary.” 

The eight preliminary route options presented at 
public workshop #3 will be refined to reflect input 
received from the public.  The next step will be to 
develop cost estimates and evaluate the route 
options.  Cost will be a factor in the evaluation 
process.  The cost estimates and the evaluation 
results will be presented for public review at the next 
public workshop (expected to be held during the 
summer of 2019). 
 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Shouldn’t we look for a route that crosses the 
fewest hills and streams to save money?  
Again, stressed the benefits of shorter routes. 

When developing the initial route options, efforts 
were made to avoid them most difficult terrain, but in 
the hill country, hills and streams cannot be entirely 
avoided.  Preliminary cost estimates will be 
completed as part of the Relief Route Study.  These 
estimates will reflect the need for bridges and other 
terrain-related costs. 
 

"How does TxDOT intend to minimize noise 
and light pollution along the proposed routes?  
Again, a shorter route means less light/sound 
mitigation and therefore a lower total cost.” 

Assuming the project advances beyond the feasibility 
study phase, environmental studies would be 
required.  A traffic noise analysis, conducted in 
accordance with TxDOT’s federally-approved noise 
guidelines, would be conducted to assess potential 
noise impacts.  If the analysis indicates that noise 
impacts would occur, noise barriers and other forms 
of abatement would be evaluated and implemented, 
if determined to be both reasonable and feasible.  
The effects of fugitive light would be abated by 
limiting the installation of light fixtures to only those 
areas where necessary to enhance safety (such as 
intersections), use of low-impact light fixtures, and 
use of shields to direct light downward 

Expressed concerns about access; stated “our 
access to town would be cut off via Loudon 
and 290.”  Asked, “How would this truly 
work?” 

The current Relief Route Study will include 
development of a preliminary design schematic.  The 
schematic development process will include an 
assessment of how the Relief Route most effectively 
interacts with the local roadway network while 
maintaining local access and mobility. The range of 
possibilities includes grade-separated interchanges 
(with access to/from the relief route), overpasses and 
underpasses (allowing cross streets to continue 
without access to the relief route), consolidation of 
cross streets, and frontage roads to carry traffic to the 
nearest cross-over point.  Other options may also be 
considered.   
 
Schematic development will be initiated once a 
locally-preferred route option is identified.  At this 
point, we anticipate initiating schematic design in the 
Fall of 2019.  In anticipation of the schematic design, 
an Access Workshop will be held.  The Workshop, 
which is tentatively scheduled for August 2019, will 
allow the public to provide input regarding access 
needs. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

152 Thompson, Harvey 
K. 2/7/19 Comment 

Form 

"The proposed bypass routes, with exception 
of Rt. A, all go through heavily developed 
areas… I would favor a wider swing around the 
town." 

Comment noted. 

153 Thompson, Robert 
and Sheldon 2/1/19 Email 

“My wife and I strongly oppose Route Options 
A & B.” Indicated that the Loudon Road area 
“is populated with numerous small acreage 
tracts with homes; the roadway being 
proposed along routes A&B would be 
devastating to the many families that own 
property in this area.” 

Comment noted. 

154 Unger, Judy 2/8/19 Email 

“I am very aware of the need for a truck 
bypass route.  However, I am not in favor of 
any of the alternatives presented for 
evaluation.” 

Comment noted. 

Indicated that Route H is “the least offensive 
because it was the shortest, and presumably 
the least costly.” 

Comment noted. 

“I am very concerned about the impact on our 
‘Hill Country’ charm and the Fredericksburg 
quality of life that would be the result of any of 
these alternatives.” 

Comment noted. 

Stated, “What the citizens of our community 
are being asked to do is to select an 
alternative without any supporting data”.  She 
specifically noted the need for traffic data 
(including the number of vehicles carrying 
hazardous materials), and acquisition and 
construction cost data. 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

"The citizens are being asked to select an 
alternative without any knowledge of how it 
will be paid for and with what appears to be 
limited input into the set of alternatives." 

Prior to initiating the current Relief Route Study, 
TxDOT, the City of Fredericksburg and Gillespie 
County agreed upon a set of conditions to guide the 
planning effort (assuming the project advances 
beyond the current study and ultimately comes to 
fruition).  One of the agreed upon conditions is that 
the City and County will provide 100% of any needed 
right-of-way.  In addition, the City and County will 
contribute toward the cost of construction.  
Preliminary cost estimates are being developed as 
part of the Relief Route Study.  The cost will be 
refined, over time, as more detail about the design 
and construction is developed.  In the future, when a 
more final construction estimate is developed, TxDOT, 
the City and the County will develop a plan for funding 
the project and establishing the local (City and 
County) contributions.  Throughout the Study process, 
public input has been used to guide the alternatives 
identification and development process.  The current 
route options evolved from suggestions received at 
the May 2018 public workshop.  They have been 
refined and updated based on input received at the 
September 2018 and January 2019 workshops.  The 
on-going Study will include additional opportunities 
for the public to provide input.   

155 Unger, Ron 2/8/19 Email 

Stated that he agrees “with the need for a 
relief route”, but asked “why does the relief 
route have to be dramatically better than the 
roads being connected?” and “are there traffic 
counts that support a near interstate highway 
need?” 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“I do not agree with any of the options 
presented in the survey without knowing why I 
do not see a single option that takes the relief 
route north of the city rather than south of the 
city.  A two lane road north of the city would be 
the shortest distance between US 290 and US 
87.” 

A preliminary computer-based traffic analysis 
conducted early in the study process showed that 
twice as many vehicles would use a relief route 
connecting US 87 north of Fredericksburg to US 290 
east of Fredericksburg if the route is located south 
(rather than north) of town; thus, a southern route 
would provide the most relief for Main Street traffic. 

“The presented options would see a much 
higher level of noise dissipated [due to 
prevailing winds] right into the city.” 

Comment noted. 

“It is a Fool’s Choice to have to choose 
between multiple projects having the same 
objective with no information on their cost or 
how they would be funded.  Given the 
information presented, it is impossible to 
make a reasoned decision.” 

Comment noted. 

156 Usener, Barbara 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

"Workshop had too many people. Not enough 
room. Hard to understand. Each person 
should of been given route sheets clearly 
labeled." 

Comment noted. 

157 Vernon, B 1/27/19 Email 

Indicated that “this project should be about 
more than creating a route around Fbg for big 
trucks.”  Stated that “the route should be 
planned for trucks going cross country, that 
are now using Highway 290 between Austin, 
or I35, and Junction, or I10, to cut some miles 
off their trip." 

Comment noted. 

158 Vogelsang, Frank 2/11/19 Email 

Expressed opposition to Routes H and F.  
Stated that these routes would intersection 
US 290 “too close to the Friendship Lane/Hwy 
290 intersection”.  Also stated that these 
routes “would also be objectionable from a 
noise standpoint” and “sound barriers walls 
would need to be considered” for the Heritage 
Hill Country and Frieden subdivisions. 

Comment noted.   Assuming the project advances 
beyond the feasibility study phase, environmental 
studies would be required.  A traffic noise analysis, 
conducted in accordance with TxDOT’s federally-
approved noise guidelines, would be conducted to 
assess potential noise impacts.  If the analysis 
indicates that noise impacts would occur, noise 
barriers and other forms of abatement would be 
evaluated and implemented, if determined to be both 
reasonable and feasible.  

“Don’t think the relief route should be in the 
city limits – the proposed A/C and B/D routes 
would be more acceptable.” 

Comment noted. 

159 Voigt, Charles W 1/24/19 Comment 
Form 

"Rt F & H will eliminate Bobwhite Trail 
Neighborhood. South of Substation & animal 
shelter. Need another option" 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

160 Vordenbaum, Judy 2/11/19 Letter 

"I really have a problem with a bypass that will 
be 4 lanes with side roads for on and off 
entrances that can be driven at 70 mph. It 
seems that this bypass will be superior over 
our current 290 and 87 Highway."  "Yes 
indeed we definitely need to get trucks and 
traffic out of downtown Main Street. But do we 
need to have a bypass this large?" 

The capacity of the potential relief route is the same 
as the capacity of existing US 290 – east and west of 
Fredericksburg. US 290 (east and west) approaching 
Fredericksburg is a four-lane undivided roadway. The 
relief route, as currently envisioned, would consist of 
four main lanes for through traffic. Thus, the existing 
and proposed roadways provide the same through 
traffic capacity. Frontage roads would be optional and 
dependent upon input from the community, except 
where required to maintain existing access or prevent 
landlocking adjacent properties. In those areas where 
frontage roads are neither required nor desired, it 
may be possible to reduce the amount of right-of-way 
required.   

“The City has a plan to extend Friendship Lane 
from 290 East to 290 West.  This would be a 
great start like the extension of Milam was a 
few years ago.  It could also be a truck bypass 
until a further out bypass is purchased and 
completed.”  “Mayor and City council, please 
begin plans to extent Friendship Lane now.” 
“A Friendship Lane extension would also help 
locals and local deliveries not always having to 
go down Main Street.” 

Comment noted. 

161 Wall, Karen and 
Daryll 2/8/19 Email 

"We, as a group of neighbors are dealing with 
a pipeline project south of town - please don't 
make us deal with a freeway too.  Route this 
by-pass north of us and closer to town." 

Comment noted. 

162 Weirich, Tom 1/24/19 Letter 

"As a landowner whose property would be 
bisected by the proposed middle relief route I 
am very much concerned about the loss of 
quality of life more so than the loss of value." 
Stated, “I have my reservations that anyone 
would want to buy for residential purposes 
knowing there is a 33% chance of a truck 
bypass being next door.” 

Comment noted. 

Acknowledged that “there is a need to 
alleviate huge oversized loads from 
Fredericksburg’s Main St. and TxDOT has the 
authority to limit the size and highway through 
permits” 

Comment noted. 

“Use I-10 (raise a few overpasses) or Hwy 
183.  I have to think the truckers hate to 
driver through Fredericksburg as much as we 
do them.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

“Then we have the local delivery trucks that 
will be in town anyway and will rarely have use 
for a bypass, or one that is inconvenient.” 

Comment noted. 

“I think an inner loop would be more usable…, 
would be less of an eyesore…, and be less 
detrimental to a lot of county folks.  And town 
people are used to the noise.” 

Comment noted. 

“A tunnel isn’t a bad idea.  Put it anywhere.” Comment noted. 

163 Williamson, 
Camille n/a Letter 

Referring to results of previous relief route 
planning efforts/studies, Ms. Williamson 
stated that “in spite of the commitment to 
look at the other alternative routes than 
originally suggested, the committee and 
TxDOT have returned with the exact same 
routes and the same solutions”.  “Routes C 
and D and E and F may have different letter 
names, but the route is the same." 

The current Fredericksburg Relief Route Study, which 
was initiated in early 2018, has been a locally-driven 
process.  A public workshop was held in May 2018 at 
which the public was asked to draw route suggestions 
on maps.  Conceptual route options were then 
developed from those suggestions.  Any similarities 
between the route options developed through the 
current study and alternatives identified during 
previous studies is a reflection of input/suggestions 
received from the public. 

“Never has TxDOT considered using Hwy 290 
which already exists and connects to 87 north.  
Not only would that save a significant amount 
of money, but it would also keep many 
homeowners from being displaced. It is not 
acceptable to not even consider existing 
highways as possible routes.” 

Upgrading US 290/Main Street through 
Fredericksburg would not achieve the goals and 
objectives desired by the City and County since 
upgrading the existing facility would not provide an 
alternate route for traffic that is not destined for the 
City. 

“It is absurd to raze an entire subdivision and 
call it ‘for the greater good’ as was the exact 
phrase used by TxDOT engineer at the 
meeting.” 

Comment noted. 

“I am not willing to give up my home and land 
because some don’t like trucks on Main 
Street.  Businesses may not like certain trucks 
coming through town, but they certainly want 
service trucks and supply trucks in town to 
meet their needs.  We don’t see shop owners 
willing to make any concessions for ‘the 
greater good.’ 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

164 Williamson, Marc n/a Letter 

"The method of operation of pitting neighbor 
against neighbor to force them to pick a route 
at the expense of others is very 
disconcerting.”  “I am also very concerned 
that while lip service is given to examining 
input, that the routes never change much and 
the expressed concern over homesteads is 
obviously not genuine.” 

Comment noted. 

Expressed concern about the use of eminent 
domain, stating it is “a harsh, divisive 
procedure.” “These are people who have lived 
in the community for a long time, sometimes 
generations and have done nothing but 
contribute tirelessly to the good of the 
community yet they are being repaid by have 
their homes and property arbitrarily taken.” 

The City and County are years away from talking to 
property owners about purchasing property for  a 
relief route.  Generally, right-of-way acquisition does 
not occur until after required environmental studies 
are complete and “environmental clearance” is 
secured.  At this time, the study team anticipates 
identification of a locally preferred route option and 
completion of the Relief Route Study in late 2019 or 
early 2020.  Upon completion of the study, TxDOT and 
the community will determine if and when to initiate 
the required environmental study.  Once started, it is 
expected that the environmental process (which will 
include additional opportunities for the public to 
provide input) will take two to three years to 
complete.  During the environmental study, the 
design and location of the relief route may be further 
refined and modified.  Not until the environmental 
study is complete will the City and County know what 
property will be needed to construct the relief route.  
The goal would be to reach an agreement with 
affected landowners.  Acquisition of right-of-way 
through the eminent domain process would be a last 
resort when an agreement cannot be reached.   

“I do not care what price you put on the land 
and homes; you know that in today’s market 
they are irreplaceable at any price!” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

"All of our lives will be grievously negatively 
impacted. The citizens affected do not 
deserve this. These are your friends and 
neighbors. The strength of Fredericksburg 
have always been its sense of community and 
supporting each other.  This will tear the 
community apart and cause irreparable 
harm.” 

Comment noted. 

“I do not profess to know the answer to 
alleviating the perceived problems with traffic 
on Main but I know this is not the answer.  
Scaring our community physically and 
emotionally is not the answer.” 

Comment noted. 

165 Williamson, Marc n/a Letter 

“I attended the recent relief route meeting 
and was dismayed (again) to see that nothing 
ever changes.  Both routes C and D and E and 
F run directly through my land and 
homestead.  That is the way it was 15 years 
ago and has been at every meeting since.  It is 
very disingenuous of TxDOT and the 
committee to say that other options were 
considered.  It is clear the decision has been 
made already and lying to us about it just 
makes matters worse.” 

The current Fredericksburg Relief Route Study, which 
was initiated in early 2018, has been a locally-driven 
process.  A public workshop was held in May 2018 at 
which the public was asked to draw route suggestions 
on maps.  Conceptual route options were then 
developed from those suggestions.  Any similarities 
between the route options developed through the 
current study and alternatives identified during 
previous studies is a reflection of input/suggestions 
received from the public. 

“I also continue to be amazed that TxDOT and 
the committee continually give lip service 
about concerns over homes and buildings but 
continue to run these routes straight over 
both.” 

When developing the route options, care was taken to 
avoid impacting existing homes and businesses, to 
the extent feasible.  However, it is not possible to 
totally avoid impacts. 

“They preach ‘fair compensation’ for land but 
in my case 15 acres and a home a mile from 
town is irreplaceable at any price!” 

Comment noted. 

“I’m not sure why I continue to give feedback 
every time.  I know it goes into file 13 but I 
keep trying anyway.  The train is on its course 
and will not be derailed but I did have greater 
hopes and expectations that the people 
involved would act in the honorable manner to 
which they were professing.  I was wrong 
again.” 

Comment noted. 

166 Willome, John D. 1/25/19 Email 

“Thank you for the community workshop you 
conducted yesterday.  I was impressed by how 
you communicated your processes and how 
you reached the conclusions you came to.” 

Comment noted.  



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

Indicated that Routes F and H would impact 
(“cut next to or through”) several businesses 
on Industrial Loop including The Good 
Samaritan Center, (a charitable organization 
serving low income and uninsured individuals) 
and a Woman, Infants and Children (WIC) 
program operated by the hospital. 

Comment noted. 

Stated that it “would be difficult to relocate” 
some of the businesses on Industrial Loop. Comment noted. 

“There is a big development between 
Industrial Loop and Hwy 87 that you’ll want to 
consider.”  “You’ll need to take into account 
that the Law Enforcement Center and County 
Jail are located at this [the US 290] 
intersection.” 

Comment noted. 

He also noted “a piece of property right in the 
middle of the [F and H] route that is currently 
under negotiations to be donated for a new 
domestic violence shelter” as well as the 
James Avery factory “that provides a lot of 
high-paying manufacturing jobs.” 

Comment noted. 

167 Witters, Fred 2/5/19 Email 

"I think it is foolish to not use the route that is 
furthest East on 290.  The area is growing so 
fast that a closer-in route does not make 
sense." 

Comment noted. 

168 Woodburn, Tim 1/25/19 Email 

“Thank you for presenting the workshop on 
Fredericksburg’s planned relief route.  It was 
very informative.” 

Comment noted. 

"It would appear to me that the only routes of 
the remaining 8 proposed that would be 
viable are the 2 longest. They would deal 
effectively with the growth that’s happening 
on 290 east of FBG and increasing traffic 
downtown. For these reasons I favor the 
“blue” route." 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

169 

Anonymous (name 
withheld at the 

request of 
commenter) 

2/15/19 Letter 

"While Fredericksburg has some traffic on 
main street, the route through my 110-year-
old home and barn are not a plausible option 
for a road. Proposed routes B/D are slated to 
totally obliterate our home/homestead. Since 
we are part of the 6th generation of family in 
Fredericksburg, you can understand why we 
do not want our heritage obliterated. Use of a 
segment of our land for a super highway 
would make the whole place uninhabitable 
and would ruin its value for farming and 
ranching." 

Comment noted. 

“Being located along the Pedernales River, we 
have may Indian artifacts, reportedly from the 
Paleo-Indian period some 8,000 years ago.  
These early humans lived here long before 
Texas or the United States existed.  We must 
honor these people.  Our family and neighbors 
to our east and west also have known mounds 
and middens.  The B/D routes proposed to 
drop down right along the river and would 
desecrate this land.”  Indicated that an 
archeologist from the Texas Historical 
Commission has confirmed that archeological 
sites exist on the property and stated that the 
Relief Route, if constructed with federal funds, 
be subject to the requirements of the National 
Historic Preservation Act. 

Although an archeological survey is outside the scope 
of the current feasibility, a survey would be 
completed, and the results coordinated with the 
Texas Historical Commission during future phases of 
project development (assuming the project advances 
beyond the current study). 

“Our land has many oaks alongside aged 
ashe-juniper trees, the ideal habitat for 
golden-cheeked warblers”.  “These birds are 
protected by the Endangered Species Act, so 
removing their habitat is not acceptable.” 

If the current study leads to identification of a locally 
supported, locally preferred route option, TxDOT will 
work with the city and county to decide when and if 
the project would advance to future phases of project 
development.  Future phases would include 
opportunities to further refine and adjust the route, 
detailed environmental studies to assess potential 
environmental consequences (including potential 
impacts to threatened and endangered species), and 
identification of actions to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate environmental impacts.    

Expressed concerned about the location of 
Route Option B and Route Option D in relation 
to the Pedernales River.  Indicated that the 
river is subject to flooding.  “I can see no 
sensible reason for putting a highway along a 
river that is known to flood.” 

Comment noted. 



Comment 
Number Commenter Name Date Source Comment Topic Response 

Stated that the Pedernales River is 
“ecologically significant” as a source of water 
for Lake Travis and habitat for endemic 
species.  Stated that the river is also 
important for its “scenic, recreational and 
cultural value.’  “It just is not OK to put a road 
right along the Pedernales River.  The 
Pedernales is in good shape now – let’s keep 
it that way.” 

Comment noted. 

“Furthermore, a highway along the river would 
annihilate habitat for numerous animals.  This 
is true for our property as well as several other 
sections of routes B/D that run along the 
Pedernales.” 

Comment noted. 

“One of the central reasons that I live in the 
Hill Country is for the peace and quiet I have, 
living outside of city limits.”  “Purchasing land 
through folks’ property will in no way 
compensate them for what would be taken.”  
“Non-city residents of Gillespie County should 
not be asked/demanded to give up something 
vital to them for the sake of choices made in 
Fredericksburg. 

Comment noted. 

“Cutting up good quality farm land (which we 
have east of Fredericksburg) is not 
acceptable. 

Comment noted. 

Stated, for the reasons cited above, routes 
B/D should be taken “off the table. Comment noted. 

Expressed concern about the on-line survey, 
stating it “has numerous design flaws” and 
“using results to guide decision making is 
inappropriate. 

The project team is dedicated to ensuring that the 
route option selected reflects community values, 
address traffic and safety on Main Street, and 
minimizes the impacts to residents and the 
environment.  The survey results along with e-mails, 
letters and comment forms received in response to 
the Public Workshop will be considered as the route 
options are evaluated.  Public input is just one of 
many factors to be considered during the evaluation 
process.   

“I strongly urge that routes B/D be removed 
from consideration.  The preferred route is 
that closest to Fredericksburg, so that the 
least amount of easements miles are needed, 
the fewest residents’ lives are disrupted, and 
the shortest, most affordable road is built.” 

Comment noted. 
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WORKSHOP #3 SURVEY SUMMARY 
Online Survey 

An online survey to gather additional public input for the Fredericksburg Relief Route 
Study Public Workshop was available from January 24, 2019 to February 15, 2019. 
Computers were set up at the Jan. 24 public workshop to allow attendees to take the 
survey at the workshop.  

The public was also invited to complete the survey within the comment period. A 
reminder email with a link to the online survey was sent to attendees of the Jan. 24 
workshop. This link remained active on the City of Fredericksburg and TxDOT project 
pages throughout the duration of the comment period. Input received through the 
online survey will be used to refine and evaluate the conceptual route option. 

The survey had a total of 1,298 survey respondents, with 18 of those responses 
completed at the workshop. Respondents were asked to rate how strongly they liked or 
disliked each of the eight potential route options and provide any additional feedback or 
comments on the routes. They were asked to rate each potential route on a scale of 
one to five, with one being the lowest score and five being the highest score. 

Most Liked Route Options 

The following chart shows the percentage of respondents who rated each potential 
route segment a 4 (like) or 5 (strongly like): 



The four routes highlighted in green are the routes with the highest percentage of 4 or 
5 ratings: 

• Maroon (H): 33.97% 
• Pink (G): 32.12% 
• Orange (F): 30.8% 
• Gray (E): 27.98% 

 
The four routes highlighted in orange are the routes with the lowest percentage of 4 or 
5 ratings: 

• Green (B): 10.34%  
• Blue (A): 14.4%  
• Yellow (C): 15.84%  
• Purple (D): 21.29% 

 
Most Disliked Route Options 

The following chart shows the percentage of respondents who rated each potential 
route segment a 1 (dislike) or 2 (strongly dislike): 

 

 
 



 
 
The four routes highlighted in orange are the routes with the highest percentage of 1 or 
2 ratings: 

• Green (B): 86.66% 
• Blue (A): 83.07% 
• Yellow (C): 77.96% 
• Purple (D): 71.57% 

 

The four routes highlighted in green are the routes with the lowest percentage of 1 or 2 
ratings: 

• Gray (E): 62.32% 
• Orange (F): 60.55% 
• Maroon (H): 58.17% 
• Pink (G): 57.58% 

 

Additional Comments 

At the end of the online survey, respondents were given the opportunity to provide 
additional comments or clarifying information regarding their preferred potential route 
options. Many common themes emerged from these comments, including the following: 

• Use the shortest, most cost-effective route 
• Use a route farthest away from city to allow for future growth 
• Take into account the historical sites, farms, and people’s home that some of the 

potential routes impact 
• Concerns with right of way, cost, and speed limit of proposed potential routes 

The chart below captures how many comments were received for each potential routes 
and if they were supporting or opposing. The raw score in the last column was 
computed by subtracting the supporting comments from the opposing comments. 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
Highlighted in yellow are the five routes that generated the most comments: 

• Blue (A): 49 
• Green (B): 48 
• Yellow (C): 34 
• Purple (D): 32 
• Maroon (H): 32 

 

The routes that received the greatest number of supporting comments include: 

• Green (B): 17 
• Blue (A): 14 
• Pink (G): 11 
• Maroon (H): 11 

The routes that received the greatest number of opposing comments include: 

• Blue (A): 35 
• Green (B): 31 
• Yellow (C): 29 
• Purple (D): 24 



The pink route (G) was the only route that had more supportive comments than 
opposing comments, with 11 supporting comments and 10 opposing comments. 

The green route (B) had the highest number of supportive comments (17), with the 
second-highest number of opposing comments (31). 

The blue route (A) had the second-highest number of supportive comments (14), with 
the highest number opposing comments (35). 

The yellow route (C) had the lowest number of supporting comments (5), with a third-
highest number of opposing comments (29). 

Conclusion 

The following routes were identified as the most liked: 
• Maroon (H)  
• Pink (G)  
• Orange (F)  
• Gray (E) 

 

The following routes were identified as the most disliked: 
• Blue (A) 
• Green (B) 
• Yellow (C) 
• Purple (D) 

 
The following pages capture the questions, responses, and comments from the online 
survey. 

 

 



What do you like about potential Blue Route (Route A)? 

1.  Do not like. Don't feel needed 
2.  Nothing 
3.  Nothing 
4.  Not much 
5.  It is away from the city 
6.  nothing 
7.  Nothing. It's the worst one.  
8.  nothing 
9.  It isn't as close to our town 
10.  Nothing. 
11.  Nothing! 
12.  Nothing 
13.  nothing.  It is extremely long, crosses rivers and over hilly terrain, thus will cost 

more.  
14.  NOTHING... TOO EXPENSIVE AND UNNECESSARY BECAUSE I WANT TO USE 

FRIENDSHIP LANE AS OUR RELIEF ROUTEL 
15.  Nothing 
16.  Nothing  
17.  More out in country less homes destroyed  
18.  Nothing. 
19.  Yes 
20.  Nothing  
21.  Nothing 
22.  Probably the best option 
23.  Most far-sighted view 
24.  Nothing 
25.  not much 
26.  That it is further away from the city 
27.  Nothing  
28.  Nothing as it cuts through Fredericksburgs beauty . 
29.  The further from town the longer the "relief" effect will last 
30.  NOTHING 
31.  Nothing 
32.  I think it is an illogical and bad route. It is the longest route, requires the most 

infrastructure, and would be the most expensive. 
33.  nothing 
34.  That it is out of town 
35.  Nothing  
36.  nothing 
37.  nothing 
38.  nothing 
39.  nothing 
40.  nothing 
41.  Nothing 
42.  nothing 
43.  nothing 



44.  nothing 
45.  nothing 
46.  nothing 
47.  nothing 
48.  nothing 
49.  It avoids the high accident zone on hwy 290 east of Fredericksburg  
50.  nothing 
51.  nothing 
52.  nothing 
53.  nothing 
54.  nothing 
55.  Nothing 
56.  Nothing  
57.  Strongly disagree  
58.  essentially nothing 
59.  Nothing 
60.  Nothing 
61.  Nothink g 
62.  Nothing, this route is the longest and the most expensive to build 
63.  Nothing  
64.  Nothing 
65.  Away from town. Move the big trucks away from city 
66.  nothing 
67.  It is a bad idea.  
68.  nothing 
69.  nothing 
70.  Nothing 
71.  nothing 
72.  It is the best option 
73.  Nothing 
74.  It keeps thru traffic away from the congested tourist areas. 
75.  nothing 
76.  Nothing 
77.  Nothing 
78.  Nothing. I consider Route A an impossibility. 
79.  It's further out of town so less interference with existing traffic.  Also fruther away 

from Heritage, FHS, and the airport.  Also meets with 290 south of town further out. 
80.  It's a bad idea. You are going thru people's homes and land and directing traffic 

away from a tourist town ? Not smart at all 
81.  Furthest from town so best able to allow town to expand without being impacted by 

route 
82.  NOTHING 
83.  Less disturbance to existing buildings/businesses, likely to allow for higher speed 

limit. 
84.  Nothing. 
85.  Nothing  
86.  I don't like A,B,C,orD 
87.  Route A is far enough outside of the current development to allow for growth of the 

city within the bypass route. 
88.  It is furthest away from higher density population and Heritage School where my 

kids attends. 
89.  NOTHING! 
90.  Nothing  



91.  Nothing 
92.  Furthest away from businesses, schools, and neighborhoods 
93.  Nothing  
94.  It is the farthest from town and affects local businesses the least.  
95.  Nothing 
96.  nothing 
97.  Far enough out for future. Gets major traffic off main street, particularly large trucks. 
98.  Nothing  
99.  Nothing 
100.  I don't like this idea 
101.  Nothing 
102.  Do we really NEED this? 
103.  Nothing 
104.  Nothing 
105.  nothing 
106.  NOTHING! 
107.  Best chance for a bypass that will not require a new route to be planned after 10 

more years 
108.  It's far enough out to bypass the city and encourage new deve 
109.  Nope 
110.  nothing 
111.  Not a true reality  
112.  nothing 
113.  No freeways over Fredricksburg!!!!! 
114.  Nothing 
115.  Nothing 
116.  It is expensive and not thought through well. There already routs to move traffic 

around Fbg. Hwy street to Milam and back to 290   Mak s more sense to use routs 
already there  

117.  nothing 
118.  Nothing 
119.  Nothing  
120.  Nothing  
121.  Nothing. Awful.  
122.  Doesnt disturb as much  
123.  Strongly dislike 
124.  Nothing 
125.  nothing 
126.  No 
127.  No 
128.  NOTHING 
129.  Away from impacting current farms, business and housing 
130.  Outside the central city  
131.  Nothing 
132.  Nothing 
133.  I don't like any relief routes. This could lead to suburbanization of the hill country 

area.  
134.  I don't  
135.  Leave the Orchards alone  
136.  Acceptable 
137.  Well outside majority of built up areas in city 
138.  Nothing  
139.  Dont like it! 
140.  No 



141.  Length and location  
142.  nothing 
143.  I like that it's far out of town. 
144.  nothing 
145.  N/A 
146.  Out of city area 
147.  Strongly dislike  
148.  Nothing  it's too far outside of Fredericksburg, eats up too much land and is too 

long and therefore too expensive  
149.  This appears to be a route that will appeal to travelers with no interest in 

Fredericksburg. 
150.  Ok 
151.  Nothing 
152.  NOTHING, MOST IMPORTANTLY this goes through too many homesteads that 

were established for over a 100 years ago! Families are still living on these 
homesteads and continue to farm and ranch these properties.  This would be 
destroying family land that is what started and established Gillespie Co and 
Fredericksburg.  This route is too long and too costly also. 

153.  STRONGLY DISLIKE  
154.  nothing 
155.  Absolutely NOTHING 
156.  further away from the center of town, looks like it follows existing roadways. 
157.  Nothing  
158.  Strongly dislike it 
159.  Nothing 
160.  Good 
161.  Nothing.  
162.  Nothing 
163.  Hate it! 
164.  Nothing 
165.  Nothing 
166.  Nothing 
167.  Nothing  
168.  Strongly dislike  
169.  Strongly dislike 
170.  Nothing, strongly dislike 
171.  nothing I strongly disagree  
172.  strongly dislike 
173.  Nothing - it cuts through beautiful land that needs to be left alone 
174.  Na 
175.  Nothing  
176.  strongly dislike 
177.  Will decrease congestion on main street 
178.  Nothing 
179.  Nothing 
180.  avoids populated areas 
181.  What's wrong with the current rd. Terrible decision for the new road. 
182.  This would be the best option.  
183.  Nothing  
184.  Best option further from town. 
185.  Strongy dislike. Don't make our area into a freeway zone, suburb encouraging, big 

city area. 
186.  It is a terrible plan. 
187.  Strongly Dislike 



188.  Nothing  
189.  Gets traffic out of FBG 
190.  Not acceptable  
191.   Nothing to like 
192.  Nothing  
193.  Strong NO 
194.  Nothing 
195.  Strongly dislike  
196.  ABSOLUTELY NOTHING  
197.  NOTHING 
198.  Nothing  
199.  Nothing 
200.  Dislike!!!! 
201.  NOTHING 
202.  nothing 
203.  Nothing; this is a stupid route that will destroy the evolving wine region on Hwy 16 
204.  Nothing 
205.  nothing 
206.  Why has it taken so long for this route 
207.  Nothing 
208.  As the outlying route it has the least impact upon existing infrastructure. 
209.  Strongly disagree  
210.  Nothing 
211.  NOTHING 
212.  It is the furthest out 
213.  Don't want it.  If it leads to sprawl it bankrupts our city. 
214.  I like the fact that it is far from Fredericksburg.   
215.  Only that it provides an alternative route. 
216.  Faster 
217.  Nothing. 
218.  Nothing 
219.  I don't like anything about it 
220.  Nothing 
221.  Nothing  
222.  Nothing 
223.  Nothing 
224.  Not a thing 
225.  nothing 
226.  nothing 
227.  nothing 
228.  It directs traffic outside of town and will not affect our business. 
229.  It is far from downtown 
230.  It appears to be the best solution. It is further away from both commercial and 

residential developments, and would result in less disruption. The route allow for 
additional city growth to the south and west when compared to the other routes. 

231.  Not much 
232.  Gives most relief 
233.  Nothing 
234.  That it is farther away from town to preserve the quaintness and charm of our town 

and keeps outside the airport and fairgrounds 
235.  Nothing, it is too long, too expensive, impacts too many acres of historic and 

environmentally sensitve areas 
236.  Nothing 
237.  Nothing 



238.  Nothing 
239.  nothing 
240.  I do not like anything about this option 
241.  nothing 
242.  nothing 
243.  Nothing, this route is the longest and most expensive 
244.  nothing 
245.  I dont like it 
246.  hate 
247.  Nothing 
248.  I do not like It 
249.  I think the father from town the better it is. I like it 
250.  I do not think this is a feasible route. 
251.  nothing 
252.  nothing 
253.  Best Long Term route for the growth.  Land costs might be a bit more economical.  
254.  Nothing 
255.  Not much 
256.  I like it overall 
257.  Nothing 
258.  hate it 
259.  hate it! 
260.  Not much 
261.  It is furthest from the city center and would allow for higher speed traffic bypassing 

the city.  Although it would require acquisition of more land, it would be less per 
acre and would have less impact on the existing businesses and structures that 
already established in and near the city.  Also, Fredericksburg is growing swiftly on 
highway 290 east of downtown and the further east the entrance to the bypass 
would be would have much less impact to the existing city businesses. 

262.  distance from the city center 
263.  Nothing 
264.  nothing 
265.  Nothing 
266.  nothing 
267.  Too much land being taken up and too far from town for locals to use it regularly as 

needed! 
268.  Absolutely nothing!!!  I don't want any â€œSuper Highwayâ€� any where near 

Fredericksburg. A highway of this size would completely destroy the ambiance of 
the hill country. People come here for the beauty, quietness& uniqueness of the hill 
country. All we are asking for is a small 4 lane road close to town where the trucks 
can get off Main Street!!!!  

269.  Nothing  
270.  I don't 
271.  It is difficult to say due to the poor quality of the map. 
272.  Nothing 
273.  Hate it! 
274.  Way far into the future, the blue route "might" be feasible as it would open up more 

land to development. This one is hard to conceive at this time since it would seem 
to be hinge on the purpose of serving a much larger population than now exists in 
the county or especially, the City of Fredericksburg.  

275.  It's the farthest away from my daughters school (Heritage). Having this type of road 
near a school puts all of our students at increased risk, especially with large trucks 
being the primary vehicle utilizing this road. It's also the farthest from the city, 
increasing safety for the town and its tourists. 



276.  Dont like this route 
277.  Less business and home displacements 
278.  Nothing 
279.  Nothing. 
280.  Nothing 
281.  Nothing 
282.  It plans for the future growth of the county and city by being the farthest out.  By far 

the smartest for future planning of our county and city.  It would seem to limit the 
least at this time.   

283.  Nothing. Will likely cost less . 
284.  It keeps traffic further from town and will potentially reduce accidents closer to 

Fredericksburg 
285.  I do not like this route. 
286.  It bypasses more of town than the others 
287.  Stays away from Heritage school. People in Cain City area can bypass town to 

cross to the other side of the city.  
288.  Nothing 
289.  Nothing 
290.  Far from town 
291.  I do not like this route 
292.  Nothing.   
293.  Nothing 
294.  that it's the widest, farthest away from main st 
295.  Nothing 
296.  Nothing 
297.  Terrible route 
298.  Circumvents more of the more developed areas of town 
299.  I don't like it. 
300.  nothing 
301.  I do not like the blue route 
302.  Nothing.  
303.  Nothing 
304.  Please see my repsonse to Question 25. 
305.  It goes all the way around and does not cut through town; therefore, it will not 

displaced any residents 
306.  It seems like theist route to get trucks out of town and help them transport without 

the disruption of going through a town with lots of lights 
307.  Nothing.  Ranks 8th of 8 choices. 
308.  I like nothing about the Route A Blue 
309.  Further out of town. Doesn't interfere with businesses 
310.  absolutely nothing good about this option.  
311.  Nothing  
312.  Further away from town 
313.  I do not like this route 
314.  Hate it 
315.  No need for the long route trucks won't use 
316.  Nothing, Routes A & B are the least desirable options, in my opinion. 
317.  Nothing...this route is the longest, most expensive and requires the most 

infrastructure! 
318.  Allows for growth; protects city center, takes the 18 wheelers far enough away from 

schools and where could pose danger 
319.  NOthing  
320.  Nothing 
321.  Nothing 



322.  It is well outside the city. 
323.  Nothing,  
324.  Nothing. Horrible. So far out of the way and not sure who would loop that far around  
325.  Nothing the route is to long. 
326.  Pushes truck traffic well away from the city center 
327.  Nothing 
328.  Absolutely nothing, this should not even be a consideration!!! 
329.  Nothing 
330.  Displacement of fewer homes and business 
331.  route A I like nothing. 
332.  Nothing.  
333.  Absolutely Nothing 
334.  I don't like this route, but it does miss the city. 
335.  It's the farthest route outside of town and least likely to impose on and destroy 

peoples residences or businesses or disrupt lives in general with the noise and 
traffic that is sure to come in the following decades. It begins and ends well outside 
of the city. 

336.  nothing 
337.  that it is the furthest route outside of the community 
338.  nothing, way too far out of town 
339.  Nothing 
340.  Nothing  
341.  nothing 
342.  NOTHING!! 
343.  nothing 
344.  Nothing 
345.  Nothing 
346.  Nothing 
347.  Nothing 
348.  Nothing  
349.  Nothing 
350.  N/A 
351.  nothing 
352.  Route A I like very little.  
353.  Nothing-to far  
354.  Nothing 
355.  Not one thing.  Seems to waste a lot of taxpayer dollars 
356.  Nothing,  this route is waqy too long.  No one will want to use it.  It will still be faster 

for them to go thru town the old way 
357.  Nothing 
358.  Route A I like nothing. 
359.  Too far away from town negative business impact 
360.  Nothing 
361.  Nothing since this is too far away from town 
362.  Nothing 
363.  It seems to impact less people 
364.  It allows for true growth of the city over the next 20 years rather than outgrowing the 

other viable options 
365.  Nothing. 
366.  Nothing. It's too long and will take too much property from landowners. 
367.  Nothing 
368.  Nothing 
369.  Best route for growth and expansion 
370.  Not one damn thing 



371.  Nothing 
372.  Avoids encroaching on town. Removes heavy traffic far from town. Allows for 

significant future growth/expansion of town. 
373.  Not one thing!  There are peoples homes and ranches on that route 
374.  leaves room for Fbg to expand  
375.  Nothing, adamantly opposed! 
376.  Nothing 
377.  That is seems further out of town. 
378.  Nothing.  
379.  I do not like this route 
380.  Nothing 
381.  Do not like 
382.  Least impact on the city of all the proposed routes 
383.  Less disruptive of property owners. When this finally gets built I would anticipate 

city area between it and city will have more residences 
384.  It is coming right by my property ,devaluing it and I will hear traffic 24/7, it is going 

to ruin the eco system of the Pedernales river. 
385.  Nothing 
386.  Ok 
387.  Furthest away from bulk of higher population density 
388.  Nothing  
389.  nothing 
390.  Nothing 
391.  NOTHING 
392.  Nothing 
393.  NOTHING - Why does it have to be so long. 
394.  Absolutely nothing! 
395.  I don't like anything about this route 
396.  Nothing 
397.  no 
398.  No bad route 
399.  Avoids much of the urbanized area. 
400.  Nothing about A through E. 
401.  Nothing 
402.  Nothing! 
403.  Nothing 
404.  NOTHING 
405.  Nothing 
406.  Farther out so as the city expands would not affect real estate property and it's 

valuea closer into town 
407.  It goes around the city and has an early exit 
408.  Nothing 
409.  Gets truck thru traffic away from the town and frees up flow downtown Fbg  
410.  Nothing particularly. 
411.  Farthest from town 
412.  I disagree and do not like it 
413.  Potential like about Blue route is nothing. 
414.  Reroutes fast/heavy traffic away from town, business, homes 
415.  Semi trucks off at the main road 
416.  Gives lots of area for growth.  
417.  The map is difficult to read and the historic landmarks that is looks like it will impact 

are not good.  
418.  Allows for potential long term growth away from the city  
419.  It is far enough out that i will impact less people/businesses 



420.  Nothing 
421.  Good route 
422.  I do not like anything about Route A 
423.  It keeps heavy traffic and its disruptions away from present and anticipated 

residential housing. 
424.  Do not like it 
425.  I like that it sweeps around, allows for more expansion within the city and does not 

appear to interfere as much. 
426.  I do not like Route A 
427.  Nothing 
428.  Nothing 
429.  There is nothing to like about this route option - it defies logic, common sense, 

economics, and enviromental issues. s 
430.  NOTHING 
431.  Route A seems as if would actually solve a problem without causing another issue 

to be resolved later on in the future. 
432.  Allowes for expanison and growth 
433.  Nothing 
434.  Redirects traffic out of town the farthest... 
435.  Away from existing development( schools, neighborhoods, etc) no one wants a 

freeway in this quaint city. The farther out the better. 
436.  If I could read the map I could give my feedback 
437.  This route seems to take traffic away from congestion points most effectively and 

would seem to be a longer term solution. 
438.  It gives FBG room to grow 
439.  Furthest out 
440.  If it goes south and west of Ladybird Park, the Fair grounds, and the airport it's 

better than the others.  
441.  Nothing 
442.  It is the furthest from down, and the only reason I like it is because less people 

would hear the noise pollution from it. This is the only thing I like about this route. 
443.  It's outside of town and has little impact on existing businesses 
444.  Nothing  
445.  Nothing 
446.  I think it is a poor choice 
447.  Nothing. It is extremely long and will be very experience and is not necessary. Also, 

Tivydale Rd. (2093) is comprised of beautiful ranches and new very experience 
neighborhoods. Having a relief route cross this area of the county will have a 
negative affect.  

448.  Nothing 
449.  Nothing.  Bad idea! 
450.  Nothing 
451.  Maintains unique town, least amount of families are affected by this choice 
452.  I do not like it 
453.  I don't like anything about Blue Route (Route A). 
454.  Nothing 
455.  Nothing  
456.  NOTHING 
457.  Nothing 
458.  absolutely nothing 
459.  Room for growth 
460.  It's the perfect distance from town 
461.  Furthest from the city and thus disrupts the least number of homes 
462.  Nothing 



463.  It is big enough to account for Fredericksburg's growth 
464.  nothing 
465.  Nothing 
466.  nothing 
467.  It gives the city room to grow 
468.  except for one bridge over the Pedernales river, this route seems to have the least 

impact on existing homes, waterways , and historical areas. 
469.  Nothing 
470.  Not much 
471.  This is the least disruptive of the routes.  It allows for future growth out from the city 

core without creating the same problem in 20 years 
472.  Nothing. Too far out and too expensive  
473.  nothing 
474.  It is far enough out so that we don't have to address this again in 10 or 20 years.  
475.  Nothing at all 
476.  Not much 
477.  Nothing 
478.  Nothing! 
479.  Nothing 
480.  Nothing 
481.  The distance for the city allows for future growth 
482.  It likely will disrupt the least number of families/businesses. 
483.  not a thing 
484.  Nothing 
485.  Nothing 
486.  Nothing 
487.  It goes around 
488.  Nothing 
489.  Nothing  
490.  it is furthest away from the city and disrupts fewer existing developments 
491.  I like that is will affect the least number of existing homes and homesteads who 

build or moved to their home without knowing a large highway bypass maybe built 
very close by their property (Compared to inside routes). 

492.  It is the furtherest route from town. 
493.  It is farthest out. It would allow the city to grow without having to do another relief 

route in 20 years. Example: 1604 in San Antonio. 
494.  Nothing at all 
495.  Not much. 
496.  NOTHING 
497.  I do not like route A 
498.  Far enough out that it would hopefully provide a bypass for years to come.  Looks 

like it would be the least likely to affect homes or businesses. 
499.  nothing  
500.  Nothing at all! 
501.  I don't like it. It's too far away from town to meet the objectives.  
502.  Nothing 
503.  Nothing 
504.  Nothing 
505.  Away from town.  Provides for future town growth 
506.  Nothing 
507.  Nothing 
508.  nothing 
509.  I don't. 
510.  SEEMS TO EFFECT LESS POPULATED AREA 



511.  Absolutely nothing 
512.  Nothing 
513.  Absolutely nothing! 
514.  Absolutely nothing! 
515.  Furthest from downtown  
516.  Further away from the city. If you're going around the town, then go around the 

town 
517.  Nothing 
518.  Nothing. Strongly dislike Route A.  It is way too long, too far out of town.  This 

would prove to be way too expensive and does not even utilize the existing 
Pedernales Bridge. This route impacts too many property owners. 

519.  Nothing 
520.  Nothing. Do not like it 
521.  nothing 
522.  Nothing 
523.  skirts more developed areas of town than other potential routes 
524.  Nothing 
525.  Less impact on residential 
526.  Blue Route A I like zero. 
527.  Any route that does not affect 1120 Upper Live Oak.  Please read my comments 

concerning Route C. 
528.  It's the furthest away from town. 
529.  We do not like this route at all 
530.  nothing 
531.  Nothing,  
532.  It is truly a bypass. It leaves good room for expansion east and west it doesn't cut 

through the city proper.   
533.  Nothing 
534.  This route is the best choice as it starts far from the busy area of Fredericksburg. 
535.  nothing 
536.  Nothing 
537.  Nothing, It is a bad idea,it destroys people's Homesteads 
538.  It is least invasive to the unique and highly important downtown culture and 

community.  Preserving downtown and the town culture ahould be of utmost 
importance to this task force...and an outter loop should be just that...outter enough 
to not interfere with town.  

539.  not anything 
540.  Do not like. 
541.  Nothing 
542.  Nothing at all 
543.  Nothing 
544.  Outside town 
545.  Not a thing 
546.  This is the best route to allow for future growth of the City and preserve Century 

Farms that are closer to town. 
547.  Nothing 
548.  Nothing 
549.  Nothing 
550.  NOTHING! Too long and thus expensive. 
551.  Nothing 
552.  NOTHING!!! 
553.  Nothing, which applies to all routes 



554.  I don't like anything about it. It is too long, too expensive, lacks topagraphical 
considerations, and offers no assurances that trucks will not continue to use Main 
Street. 

555.  nothing  
556.  Nothing. It's horrendous. 
557.  see none 
558.  It uses the widest route and will likely be used by only bypassers while local traffic 

will still stay local 
559.  Nothing 
560.  Best route for the long term.  Gives city a large area to grown 
561.  Least impact on residents/businesses 
562.  Not much 
563.  Nothing 
564.  Nothing 
565.  Nothing 
566.  Nothing. 
567.  I do not like Blue Route A. 
568.  Although a wider loop, appears to allow city to grow to it in the future. 
569.  Terrible idea. It will ruin people's property  
570.  Route A provides adequate area for Fredericksburg's growth and does not impact 

businesses and developments that already exist. 
571.  It allows for city growth. 
572.  completely out of the way, avoiding crowding near town 
573.  Nothing 
574.  Nothing 
575.  nothing 
576.  Nothing 
577.  Nothing!  It is has greatest negative environmental impact and presumably greatest 

cost since it is the longest route.  Furthermore, it seems that bypassing so far 
around town could lead to people ignoring the route altogether. 

578.  It DIVERTS through traffic from town 
579.  Nothing. It is too far away from the city traffic areas and would be used very little. It 

also runs through some beautiful hill country property that should be left in private 
hands and used solely for farming and ranching. There are a number of important 
pieces of natural topography and water routes that would be damaged by this kind 
of development. Both A & B are poor choices  

580.  nothing 
581.  It actually loops town and the congestion 
582.  Nothing 
583.  Nothing really. 
584.  i do agree with this route.  
585.  nothing 
586.  Least disruptive to residences and neighborhoods 
587.  Alleviates traffic from 290 and makes it easier to pass through without going 

through Mainstreet 
588.  Gives plenty of growing room/cushion for FBG 
589.  This Blue Route allows Fredericksburg to grow and will hopefully keep us from 

needing to repeat this process, again, in the distant futurn to build an "outer loop." It 
will make the highways coming through our town safer. 

590.  Nothing 
591.  nothing 
592.  It is the farthest east and allows for growth in the direction in which Fredericksburg 

is growing. It seemingly has the least commercial business impact 
593.  Best route, because it provides for growth in future 



594.  minimal impact to homes and businesses 
595.  It's more distance from the city. 
596.  Clear of populated areas. 
597.  US 87 end is close to home and would good access for the bypass for me 
598.  Nothing 
599.  Nothing 
600.  Away from dense residential. Further from future growth in city. Fewer 

intersections.  Also would give enough room for future expansion of the route 
without being bound by dense residential areas. 

601.  Keeps traffic away from town  
602.  Nothing 
603.  It bypasses everything. 
604.  Nothing. 
605.  Nothing 
606.  It is a terrible option. It goes over some of the prettiest country in Gillespie County. 

Crossing over hills, rivers and creeks. Hard to figure out who the idiot was who 
thought this was a good idea. 

607.  N/A 
608.  Nothing. It's to far out of town. 
609.  Nothing  
610.  Nothing we do not like it. 
611.  Nothing, it is a terrible choice 
612.  yes! It is far enough out to be helpful! South of river is SO LOGICAL 
613.  Nothing 
614.  Nothing 
615.  Nothing.   
616.  Nothing. 
617.  Not anything about this route. 
618.  Nothing 
619.  Nothing 
620.  Little to no impact 
621.  Nothing  
622.  No 
623.  Further outside town- misses more of the downtown 
624.  Nothing. 
625.  I don't like anything about it! 
626.  Nothing 
627.  We really like that it's further out, away from the core of Fredericksburg and its 

surrounding neighborhoods.  It intersects 87N in a good location.  We definitely 
don't think that any established neighborhoods should be chopped up. 

628.  Being further out from the core, this route offers a good chance for a long-term 
benefit, and intersects 87 north in a good location.  

629.  nothing 
630.  I don't like Route A 
631.  We think  it would be better to use that route. Instead of the one  closer to 

town!!!!!!!!.  
632.  It makes more sense for future planning and affects fewer neighborhoods and 

apartment houses....we need the relief route to be as far out of town as possible 
633.  I like the fact that it is further away from Main Street allowing more growth for the 

city.  
634.  Impacts few homes; leaves space for further expansion of Fbg in future years. 
635.  Although the longest  route, it allows for the continued ambiance of FBG and keeps 

the commercial traffic as far from the city as possible. Over time, as any route is 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

used, there will be commercial development along access points. Thus the need to 
keep the route as far away from the city as possible 

636.  I don't  
637.  it completely avoids town 
638.  Nothing 
639.  Provided for plenty of growth inside the route 
640.  Furthest out, less impact  
641.  nothing 
642.  Nothing 
643.  It is fartherest out to allow for future (30+ years of growth) and less disruption of 

businesses & homes. 
644.  not a thing 
645.  Nothing 
646.  Nothing 
647.  NOTHING. IT WILL GO THRU MY HOUSE. 
648.  good distance from town 
649.  Allows for growth of the city. Away from heavily populated areas 
650.  Nothing 
651.  Nothing, it cuts my land in half.   
652.  Future from town  
653.  not much 
654.  Begins far from city limits and busier section of 290 E. Ends far from city. 
655.  It is PERFECT - it won't be in subdivisions!!!!!!!! 
656.  It has the most room for future growthin the city, reduces the noice the most, avoids 

unnesecary river crossings, does not interefere with ar traffic at the airport. 
657.  nothing 
658.  nothing 
659.  nothing 
660.  Away from city, Less river crossings, less existing road crossings 
661.  nothing....too far out...tooo costly 
662.  nothing 
663.  Less noise from traffic; less impact from large truck wrecks and/or spillage; no need 

for extensive service road system, need for fewer ramps;  less utility interruption 
and bypasses -- other options too close to town 

664.  Further Out, Less likely to take out a business that has been open for 20 plus years 
or longer. 

665.  Much farther out, thinking about it being better with the growth of the city. 
666.  Wonderful route! 
667.  least building and home disruption 
668.  It is far out reducing noise from truck traffic and staying clear of residential areas 

right outside of city limits. 
669.  It is PERFECT - it won't be in subdivisions!!!!!!!! 



What don't you like about potential Blue Route (Route A)? 
 

1.  Don’t like. Do not feel they are warranted  
2.  It’s too long, damages historic pristine hill country ranches 
3.  It is too long and would be very expensive  
4.  It doesn’t make sense 
5.  Taking land from landowners. Route is to long. 
6.  Nothing  
7.  goes thru residences of good friends 
8.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

9.  Impacts the most land, the most expensive, pulls people further out from town, runs 
right by the park.   

10.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

11.  Cuts into people’s lands. Seems very far for 290 travelers  
12.  Route A would impact 'way to many farm/ranch properties 
13.  It's the longest path, which means it impact more landowners, cost more to buy the 

ROW, and build an 8 lanes highway.  Further, it impacts part of my property and it 
will probably devalue my land and trigger huge income tax costs and raise 
everyone's  property taxes.  

14.  Everything 
15.  This route follows the route for the Permian Highway Pipeline project sited to cross 

Gillespie County.  This is a 42 inch pipeline with a 3500 foot impact zone and would  
potentially negatively impact properties and any development along this route. 
There is no way that we should even consider this route for huge safety issue 
reasons.  Also, as stated above, it is the longest and crosses hilly terrain, rivers and 
would therefore cost more.  It is such a huge loop that it is doubtful that residents 
would benefit from using it. 

16.  IT IS TOO FAR AWAY FROM TOWN.  WE DON'T NEED A HUGE BYPASS.  WE 
JUST NEED TO GET THE BIG TRUCKS OFF OF MAIN STREET.  ROUTE A IS 
TOO FAR AWAY, INVOLVES TOO MUCH PROPERTY CONDEMNING FOR THE 
ROAD, TOO $$ 

17.  Too far out and too close to Pedernales & expense 
18.  Nothing  
19.  Nothing wrong  
20.  The cost to build this route would be huge. The people of Fredericksburg should not 

have to pay for a route that far out of town. No one would use it. If the city annexes 
the land up to the road, then county residents would be forced to pay city taxes. 
This would not be fair either.  

21.  Nothing  
22.  Too long.  Will create urban sprawl  
23.  It cuts through personal property.  
24.  Too long; many river bridges 
25.  Each of the options runs thru people’s property and homes 
26.  longest 
27.  That it impacts peoples homes and properties 



28.  It goes through people’s land and peach farms.  
29.  That it demolishes the Charm of centuries with village like charm and makes it 

TRUCKERS route and demolishes its beauty and quiet charm 
30.  Longer is more expensive. 
31.  Too far out, too long, locals and I bet truckers will not even want to use opposed to 

going through town. Too many historic homes and ranches devastated.  
32.  vineyards would be affected and not good for area 
33.  Route A follows the same route as the Permian Highway Pipeline Project which 

makes it a bad choice simply for safety reasons. Again, it is expensive, requires the 
most infrastructure, and most truck drivers would avoid it because it is so long, 
defeating its purpose. 

34.  if the point is to route hazmat and 18wheelers, this goes through to much farm land 
and creeks 

35.  that we have to have it at all 
36.  It will destroy our town, as we rely on tourism to keep us alive  
37.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

38.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

39.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

40.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

41.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

42.  Tear up the country side 
43.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

44.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 



it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

45.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

46.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

47.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

48.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

49.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

50.  Nothing  
51.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

52.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

53.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

54.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 



culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

55.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

56.  It will destroy miles of farmland and valuable country 
57.  Goes through a nice vineyard  
58.  Strongly disagree  
59.  It is to far out of town, it will hurt business. crosses family property 
60.  "2. 
61.  It is not neeeded 
62.  It goes through several Century Farms.  Too far and too expensive 
63.   This route also follows the route for the Permian highway pipeline project that is 

also crossing Gillespie County. It seems that this would be extremely dangerous do 
you have these two running together. This Is the longest route and it seems that 
truckers are not going to be happy with such a big detour. 

64.  Too far out. Unreasonable expense  
65.  It’s excessive. Too big 
66.  NA 
67.  too long, too expensive, no one will use it.  
68.  It will destroy the Meusebach Creek Community area that is a very nice area that 

the City should preserve for a good neighborhood in the future. It is too far away 
from the City at this point plus it goes through environmentally sensitive area 
[Meusebach Creek]. Too expensive. 

69.  everything 
70.  too far out, ruins more country 
71.  To long and very very costly 
72.  The economic impact seems very high for every route on this map. Peach growers, 

livestock and crop farmers, wineries and people’s homes are all in direct path of 
this proposed road. These activities are what makes Fredericksburg attract so 
much traffic in the first place. I’m disappointed that landowner family’s who have 
been here since our town was settled in 1846 will be displaced or forced out of 
business and their livelihood which has sustained them over several generations. 
What about the property taxes paid, the legacy that will no longer be, and the 
heritage completely lost on a convenience in favor of those just passing through? 
The cost is high and our townfolks deserve some respect. 

73.  Use friendship lane 
74.  It comprises someone’s property  
75.  It destroys too much private property. 
76.  It’s not ok to grab land from citizens  
77.  Nothing 
78.  It takes away from our small town 
79.  turning this lovely hill country into suburbs 
80.  Everything 
81.  This route should not be built.  See letters written by Loudon Rd residents opposing 

this route, indicating its rural nature and expense. 
82.  Will probably breakup some large ranches. 
83.  All good 
84.  nothing 
85.  Too much of a Land GRAB destroying too many Private Property owners property 

and the Hill Country. 
86.  Goes through my property  



87.  None 
88.  Longest route... 
89.  It is a longer stretch and would therefore be the most expensive. 
90.  it shifts heavy traffic directly in fount (150 yds.) of our house. How would we access 

Hwy 16? 
91.  Everything  
92.  Impacts land that has been in families for over 100 years 
93.  Nothing  
94.  Nothing 
95.  Way out of the way 
96.  Runs through fragile vineyard country.  
97.  It destroys farm land and diverts travelers from downtown businesses 
98.  Does not incorporate 16N.  
99.  Destruction of land  
100.  Nothing 
101.  This would potentially hurt this historic town.  
102.  Nothing 
103.  The hill country is beautiful and shouldn’t be desecrated in such a way. 

Distinguished, humble, and productive members of society reside in this gorgeous 
chunk of the Texas hill country. 

104.  Na 
105.  Damage to local foods 
106.  I think that Route A is very long, and so would be more expensive to build, and cut 

through more land, interfering more withe people's homes and the creeks 
107.  everything - it destroys the hill country environment 
108.  North west section across property 
109.  EVERYTHING! It is too far out and too expensive. It will destroy family homesteads 

some that are over 100 years, 5th and 6 th generation of family living in th homes 
and some still farming and ranching these properties. People who bought places 
out in the country did so because they wanted to live away from town and noise, 
this would be devastating to all of these families and rural land.  

110.  Probable added cost vs other routes 
111.  Nope 
112.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

113.  Needs more study 
114.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

115.  I goes over my friend's property!! 
116.  Through vineyards! 
117.  Everything.  Leads to overpopulation. 
118.  It runs too near Perdanales River and is way too long, which seems to logically 

correlate to a higher cost of both construction and right of way land acquisitions 
119.  Too expensive to build and too far out 
120.  too far out, cuts through the beauty of the hill country 
121.  Everything  
122.  Ruins the area  



123.  To big 
124.  Everything.  
125.  It goes over 1851 
126.  too far out 
127.  Everything 
128.  bypasses businesses on property that city is trying to annex 
129.  Too far out 
130.  Way too long and obviously costly, destroying our beautiful Hill Country 
131.  Nothing to dislike 
132.  It’s invasive  
133.  It will hurt more than help.  Have you seen the traffic in Austin.  This will open up for 

more unwanted development. 
134.  Everything.  
135.  Stop ruining our towns. Strongly dislike.  
136.  Distroying peach farms 
137.  Hate it! Not needed!! 
138.  Impact on local traffic 
139.  No issues with route 
140.  Leave the area as is- expansion of this area is unnecessary   
141.  Invasive for the residents in the immediate area of the bypass 
142.  No 
143.  It will divert too many folks  
144.  destruction of historic properties 
145.  Where there’s a road, business and billboards will follow... and this area is an 

important part of our historic ranch land.  
146.  N/A 
147.  Loss of land to homeowners  
148.  See above   
149.  to many land owners losing land and the potential for more growth outside city 

limits. 
150.  It would be helpful to know how impacted land owners feel about this route. 
151.  Nothing  
152.  it's too long.  fredericksburg IS the destination.  We simply don't need more 

concrete in the hill country 
153.  EVERYTHING!  It destroys the land that families, 5 & 6 generations are still living 

on; homesteaded over 100 years ago and still farming and ranching some of the 
land. This route destroys rural route and  is too long and costly. There is nothing 
good about this route 

154.  All 
155.  ruin the landscape 
156.  Too long; crosses too many important waterways; too much land aquisition 
157.  You run right over the top of prime vineyard property from one of the best vineyards 

in the state. 
158.  Fredericksburg would die as a town as would all the businesses and properties that 

appear to be in danger of becoming imminent domain.  
159.  It goes right behind my property and would ruin the view.  
160.  Love it 
161.  Ruining the beauty, peace and quiet of our country homes. 
162.  Keep small town Fredericksburg small. 
163.  Effects too many original rural homesteads and undeveloped ranches.  Too far out, 

too expensive and locals will not utilize it. 
164.  Everything 
165.  Anything 



166.  Diverts traffic too far from Fredericksburg business and is cutting right through an 
existing successful business. Don’t steal property from families especially locals.  

167.  Any bypass invites development and destruction of what makes Fredericksburg 
"quaint". Subdivisions, increased road noise, destruction of agricultural endeavors. 

168.  Not what the hill country needs 
169.  Everything, strongly dislike 
170.  it goes through a winery Iove  
171.  strongly dislike 
172.  It would go through to many properties and some will loose their livelihood.   
173.  It cuts into precious land 
174.  Everything  
175.  Length 
176.  Ruins the landscape 
177.  Invasive to the property rights of land owners. 
178.  would be the most expensive and take the longest to build 
179.  What is wrong with the current road Sidney Baker does just fine. No new road 

construction. 
180.  Really prefer to use Friendship Lane.  
181.  Everything, this ruins the hill country 
182.  don't like any option 
183.  Strongy dislike. Don't make our area into a freeway zone, suburb encouraging, big 

city area. 
184.  It cuts through sensitive agricultural land and will destroy the ambiance of the area. 
185.  Totally disagree! 
186.  Strongly Dislike 
187.  It's fine the way it is  
188.  Nothing I don't like 
189.  Destroys ambiance of area 
190.  Taking away hill country aspect of area 
191.  Goes through a vineyard 
192.  Strong NO 
193.  It would cut through my neighborhood, as well as so much country land that won’t 

be able to be utilized if that road’s in place 
194.  Strongly dislike  
195.  EVERYTHING. DONT RUIN THE HILLCOUNTRY 
196.  EVERYTHING 
197.  It shouldn’t be there  
198.  It will take away winery land 
199.  It goes too close to my property  
200.  Devastates undisturbed rural property & historic homes.  Too far & cost too much.  

Locals will not use for commuting. Truckers may not use either since it is so far out.  
201.  ruins to much farm and ranch property and is too expensive to build 
202.  Everything; it will destroy the wine region on hwy 16 
203.  Destroys vineyards 
204.  It runs through 1851 
205.  It goes throught 1851 Vineyards 
206.  Its far enough away from downtown and no traffic  
207.  Looks like eminent domain will take over some Vineyards and other good private 

properties. Not sure we need a bypass  around Fredericksburg. 
208.  STRONGLY DISLIKE 
209.  Location of the east connection to US290. 
210.  Nothing 
211.  The length of this route will cost taxpayers a fortune 
212.  Everything, too long and takes too much undisturbed land & homes. 



213.  It is the longest and likely most expensive impacting more land 
214.  Again, if it leads to sprawl, it bankrupts our city. 
215.  I hate to see that it most likely will cut up property. 
216.  This route is too far out from the hub of town.  My preference is for the route to be 

BETWEEN town and the airport, allowing potential airport expansion OUT from 
town.  Also, the could allow better access via airport-specific exits for airport-
specific traffic. 

217.  Longer 
218.  It cuts way too far out for a bypass.  I also cuts through more ranch land causing a 

larger environmental impact.  
219.  Location 
220.  It’s going to cut through family lands that have been in our family since the 1840’s 
221.  Everything 
222.  Very high cost. Much more land affected. Does not make use of existing “bypass “ 

(Friendship Lane) 
223.  Nothing 
224.  Everything 
225.  Everything possible is wrong with this route. See below 
226.  too far out of town.  Will hurt tourism and too long.  People won't take it.  Google 

and Yahoo maps won't map people in that direction and people will still go through 
town. 

227.  it is long, expensive, and disrupts quiet contryside 
228.  unrealistically lengthy & distant from town, plus unnecessary additional bridging of 

the Pedernales  
229.  I like everything about Route A. 
230.  It will be costly because of length and river/creek crossings 
231.  I find no issues with that route 
232.  Takes locals too far out of town to use, too expensive, and involves taking too much 

private land. 
233.  Too long 
234.  too long of a route and too expensive for me and other home owners in the area 
235.  Long DIstance, thus high construction cost, crosses river thus cost and 

environmental impact, will not be used by locals who must pay for it. Ag businesses 
impacted. Will not remove local trucks from Main St, and too long for many trucks to 
choose it. 

236.  To far out.  
237.  Nothing 
238.  Too long  
239.  2. Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to 

happen.  Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many 
water sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally 
making it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all 
history and culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, 
destroys orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

240.  Route A is too long, too expensive, topography doesn't lend itself to these 
construction and it degrades the prettiest parts of our bucolic countryside.  The 
footprint is far beyond the original options 

241.  2. Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to 
happen.  Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many 
water sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally 
making it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all 
history and culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, 
destroys orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

242.  2. Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to 
happen.  Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many 



water sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally 
making it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all 
history and culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, 
destroys orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

243.  Too, expensive and affects the most people. 
244.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

245.  Its too expensive and too long of a route 
246.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches. 

247.  Too long, too expensive 
248.  Too close in . 
249.  Its cutting thru alot of beautiful hillcountry 
250.  Route A is much too long.  Truckers and others willl not want to go 18+ miles just to 

go around Fredericksburg.  They would probably continue to come through the 
middle of town. 

251.  Cuts through too much property. It's also so far out some drivers might consider 
bypassing Fredericksburg, It will create an unplanned urban sprawl of development 
that may be detrimental to our quaint town appeal. We become like every other 
small town with a bypass. 

252.  too long and too expensive. 
253.  Construction time and cost of a bridge over Pedernales.  
254.  Everything, way too long 
255.  It’s too far out of town and will impact the community least to benefit from the relief 

route  
256.  I think it meets 87 a little far out. If it came in at route c, I think west main would 

develop better.  
257.  Longest so it disrupts & damages more homes & land 
258.  Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  Exasperates oak wilt, takes too 

many peoples land, takes my new home, takes put two natural springs, in flood 
pjain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making it too difficult to 
get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and culture of 
hundreds of genereations of families ranches, destroys hunting leases, deatroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches. 

259.  Follows 42 in Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a ctasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, takes my new home, takes put 
two natural springs, in flood pjain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town 
totally making it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all 
historand culture of hundreds of genereations of families rancges, destroys hunting 
leases, deatroys orchards, vineyards, and ranches. 

260.  The intersection of 87 N is going to take a 400 foot swath out of what is now Old 
Mason Road which cutoff access to many homes and farms.It is also likely to result 
in a horrendous intersection of a new 4 lane divided highway into a two lane state 
highway.  It will take out a significant amount of property at the intersection and 
destroy the property value for the residential /farms some of which are legacy 
estates. The folks living there will be right on the so called frontage roads described 
in the workshops.  Not to mention the endangerment of on of the few reservoirs in 



the county. These are working farm and ranches which these folks depend on for 
their livelihood. Mot to mention the exorbitant cost of being the longest routes.    

261.  I do not like the drasti curve toward the city at highway 16.  Further south, would 
allow one bridge to go over both the river and highway, with access before and 
after the one bridge. This route also appears to cross over the Guenther house, 
which is the historic home of the gentleman who founded Pioneer Flour on Live 
Oak Creek and was a prominent early citizen of Fredericksburg.  I would strongly 
like this route if it did not curve in at highway 16 as this does not appear to make 
any sense. 

262.  applies to all-think the size of the planned bypass (almost equivalent to I10!) is 
overkill and unnecessary 

263.  I am completely against any and all relief routes.  The best solution would be to use 
the already existing Friendship Lane & modify it.  These proposals will ruin 
Fredericksburg.   

264.  Everything, too long, highest elevation 
265.  Everything 
266.  long, expensive, maxdimum condemnation, expensive river crossing 
267.  Listed above since there isn’t anything positive about this route! Everything about it 

is negative, too far from town, too much land being developed, too large of a project 
to undertake would take way too long to complete! 

268.  Everything that is associated with a super highway. No highway approaching 
Fredericksburg is of this size. This purposed Route is the most costly in that it 
covers more ground & would require quite a bit of engineering to go over the hills 
(which are the highest in all the proposed routes). If this route is chosen I will 
definitely contact my state senator, the attorney general, & the governor requesting 
an investigation into how my tax dollars are going to be spent.  

269.  If you’re going to build a superhighway, we don’t want it. The best solution would be 
to use the already existing Friendship Lane & modify it. Me (Kim Van Antwerp) as 
an inheritor of the land (Norris) are vehemently opposed a superhighway that would 
destroy the ambience of the hill country and Fredericksburg.  

270.  Too close to quieter rural properties out on FM 2093 
271.  It will require too much bonding and condemnation of private property to complete. 
272.  This route crosses too much family land and will ruin the beauty of our the 

surrounding countryside. This road would surely bring more development of gas 
stations, stores, etc. It would detract from the very beauty we all enjoy.  

273.  Too far out in our beautiful countryside. It will destroy the whole area that it passes 
through. 

274.  This one goes closest to the Pedernales River and its flood zone which has to drive 
up the cost. Most folks will use the route that will save them the most time and as 
the longest route, I think it might be too ambitious and possibly excessive in costs 
for the prescribed purpose at this time. Really, shouldn't the community know more 
about the estimated costs to each of the proposed routes to make an informed 
decision? We might think we have chosen the best route, but if we can't afford 
it....then what? 

275.  I think it curves in toward town too much - hold it to that putter parameter line would 
be the best solution. It would significantly help with the 18-wheeler traffic, especially 
with those trucks that drive insane but are never stopped by police. Also, 1376 is 
already a dangerous road. Putting this type of bypass on or near that road will only 
increase the likelihood of accidents 

276.  Affects too much property that has been in families for generations. Requires 
building another bridge over Pedernales river. Too far out and too long to be used 

277.  Nothing 
278.  Too far out.  Crosses the creeks too may times, crosses the highest hills in the area 

indwell cost a fortune. 



279.  Taking to much land away from individuals that are not wanting the route.  It is the 
downtown merchants that are complaining, so affect them not others.  You have to 
build more bridges this route.  It needs to be closer to town.   

280.  Everything, The route is too loing, highest elevation, and impacts too many historic 
homes sites along the route.  

281.  Appears to be longest route requiring the acquisition of more real estate. It disrupts 
numerous family ranches and historic homes while destroying the peace of many 
rural homeowners. The size and scope of the roadway appears excessive and will 
make a lot of noise and destroy the rural lifestyle of many property owners. 

282.  It would be more in mileage an length.  
283.  Advers impact on surrounding communities. 
284.  I would rather see the loop around Fredericksburg further to the South and West of 

town 
285.  Route A is the longest and most invasive to surrounding landowners and carries 

with it the highest potential negative impact for disrupting land-rights, the 
environment, and the surrounding community. 

286.  It’s not built yet 
287.  Too far from busunesses 
288.  way too long and expensive 
289.  Too long 
290.  Destroys excessive amounts of local farm land and will likely take historical familial 

lands from residents. Introduces tremendous construction cost that is unnecessary.  
291.  See comments at end of survey 
292.  too much impact on the environment and people's homesteads and/or agricultural 

businesses 
293.  It is much longer route, disturbing too many properties, including some very high 

elevations.  In addition to having a negative impact of the properties and 
neighborhoods involved it would increase the construction costs.   

294.  "• 
295.  zip 
296.  a) It is too far out into the county.  b) It disrupts way too much property.  c) It would 

cost a fortune because of its length, crossings of the Pedernales River and multiple 
streams and uneven terrain (there is a rise of 60 feet in .13 miles from Loudon 
Road at the point where A crosses Live Oak Creek and that route is another 20 feet 
over the creek).  d) Truckers would be reluctant to use it because of its length.  e) 
This route would probably ruin a major route that bicycle tourists use.  f) The people 
that are affected by the truck traffic (those in town) are just pushing their problems 
out on people who are not affected by the trucks which isn’t right. g) Excavating for 
bridge piers to cross Live Oak Creek would penetrate our shallow aquifer (which is 
essentially at creek level) and possibly contaminate the area water source for many 
folks.  h) Light and noise pollution would ruin the hill country ambience for folks who 
paid to get it.  i) It maximizes the number of ranches/properties that would be 
reduced in value forever if a road came through or nearby. 

297.  Too long.  Cannot be used by local citizens to get around downtown without going 
far out of their way 

298.  Way too far out, disrupts too many people that won’t benefit at all from bypass, 
disrupts wildlife and stream crossings and hydrology in the area. Plus artifacts will 
likely be affected due to areas it crosses 

299.  Crosses the a waterway & starts too far east 
300.  It's too close to town and could disastrously impact Fredericksburg and the 

community it serves. 
301.  destroying the peace and tranquility of the area 
302.  It will destroy homesteads, farm land, and wild life that are critical to the lifestyle 

and attraction of the hill country community. 
303.  It destroys historical property and bicycly routes 



304.  Nothing.  
305.  Too long, too expensive, too much property value lost 
306.  250-400 easement is too big and overkill.  Too many landowners negatively 

affected. 
307.  Nothing - I think this is the best route 
308.  Nothing 
309.  Too long.  Additional expense to build a bridge over the Pedernales River.   
310.  Route A I don’t like that it will consume a lot of raw land and wildlife. Invade on 

landowners and the cost is outrageous. 
311.  It is far too long of a route. 
312.  It seems like it would be expensive. 
313.  it invades homeowners properties, deteriorates quality of life and devalues the 

area. 
314.  Impacting more people negatively. Too far out making it longer thus not cost 

effective  
315.  It is much too long to be a “relief” as I believe trucks will still follow the shortest 

route possible. The cost of such a long route will be considerably higher than a 
shorter route.  

316.  Right next to 42” Pipeline; too long; too expensive; exasperates oak wilt; affects too 
many land owners; too far out on 290 where it is too dangerous; it’s now a complete 
bypass-too far into town 

317.  Way too long, too expensive to build, goes over areas of high elevation, disturbs 
many homes and ranches, trucks won’t follow such a long route 

318.  Its too long and too far and not needed 
319.  This is the furthest out from main street and the least efficient option to efficiently 

reroute traffic. Given the number of miles covered, this is also likely one of the most 
costly options and the most disruptive of the countryside. Why should county 
residents  have the burden of relieving the Fredericksburg traffic. If this is is the 
decision to reroute traffic off main street, the closest in route should be the best 
option. 

320.  This route also follows the route for the Permian Highway Pipeline Project that is 
also crossing GIllespie County.  There is no way we should even consider this route 
for HUGE safety issue reasons.  It is the most expensive, requires the most 
infrastructure, is the longest.  Most of the truckers will never use this route as it is 
the longest! 

321.  the road is way too long to get truck to use. 
322.  It doesn't stick to utilizing/modifying/expanding existing roadways.  
323.  Everything, it cuts our family land in half  
324.  Nothing 
325.  it is too long and will be more expensive 
326.  Everything. Will cost to much and to long. Will effect a lot of people and land 
327.  The route is to far out.  i thought the purpose of the route was to get the trucks off 

Main Street.  If you build the route longer, it will be very inconvient for the trucks 
and they will not take the route and they wil continue to drive through town and this 
route will not be used 

328.  No negatives for this route 
329.  Don’t like anything about it 
330.  1. It does not fit the need - the need is relief from the congestion of tourists in town - 

any relief route needs to be fully accessible by local residents. 2. It is too long of a 
route to be used. 3. The length makes it too expensive. 4. Benefit is only to the 
contractor that builds it or supplies the materials to build it (Allen Keller) all other 
stakeholders will be negatively affected. 5. This will not "relieve" any issues - the 
"thru" traffic is too low for high usage, limited accessibility by locals means it will not 
be used, this will basically be a huge expense with no "relief" experienced! 

331.  Too long, too expensive, too much ranch land destroyed 



332.  Appears to be the best route 
333.  Route A I don’t like the fact it will take land away from home owners. The cost of 

the project and too far for vehicles to travel around city.  
334.  Too costly, too long of a route around town 
335.  Cutting through valuable farm land 
336.  It is too long around the city. It cuts through too many flood planes.  It will fragment 

large parcels of land that wildlife use.   
337.  Nothing! 
338.  too costly for all involved 
339.  It will be affecting so many people.  
340.  way too far out to be useful 
341.  Everything 
342.   I don’t like anything about it. It goes to far out of the way of town. It’s supposed to 

be a relief route for town to keep 18 wheelers off main. It would  be a waste of 
money too with how much longer the road will be compared to the other routes. 

343.  too long=too much cost, eats up too much undeveloped land 
344.  It is too far in the country and would be disruptive to way too much property.  The 

cost would exceed the need because of it's length, crossing a river, multiple 
streams and uneven terrain.  The truck drivers would be reluctant to go this route 
because of it's length.  The bicycle tourist would also be affectedbecause it would 
go through a major route.  Excavating for bridge piers to cross Live Oak Creek 
would penetrate the aquifer (which is essentially at creek level) and possibly 
contaminate the area water source for many people. Light and noise pollution 
would ruin the hill country ambience for people who paid for that luxury. There are 
many ranches/properties that would be reduced in value forever if a road came 
through or nearby. 

345.  too expensive and a waste of land for its purpose 
346.  Too long and too far out 
347.  Bad for business 
348.  Bad for busines 
349.  Bad for business 
350.  Bad for business  
351.  Bad for business 
352.  Not useful to travelers and locals because of distance. 
353.  everything 
354.  Route A I don't like that it will disrupt a lot of land and land owners. Cost too much. 
355.  Long distance without benefit to citizens 
356.  to long of a distance 
357.  1.A long way around Fredericksburg. 2. Cost of land. 3. Destruction of homes, 

some historical.  4.  Several bridge constructions. 
358.  It is very long.  Wastes time and taxpayer hard earned money. 
359.  Too long which means too expensive.  Need to look at this from the eyes of a driver 

of a large truck  It is faster to go the old way so thye will go the old way. 
360.  Everything, way too long 
361.  Route A I don't like that it is so far out of the way. Land Owners and especially land 

would be taken from long generations of people. Not good. Cost is too high. 
362.  Negative business impact 
363.  Too far from business 
364.  Because this route is so far away from town this would actually negatively impact 

the towns businesses 
365.  Destruction of environmentally sensitive Property.  Encumbrance to cross traffic.  

Destruction of pristine bicycle routes in the county 
366.  dont like the premise that road must be divided lane with frontage road.  too 

expensive for that and it is not neededl 
367.  I like everything about option A 



368.  I hate that it cuts through historical settlements. 
369.  Too long and too much property to take over from landowners. 
370.  Too long and therefore too expensive.Noise issues for those who live along the 

route. 
371.  Everything, too long, too expensive and affects way more people than necessary 
372.  Encourages urban sprawl, length is ridiculously longer than necessary 
373.  It's too far out of town, too long, and divers would be reluctant to use it instead of 

taking  a "shortcut" through downtown. The length would make it more expensive to 
build. It crosses several wet areas, also adding to the expense and increasing the 
environmental impact. 

374.  Longer distance = more expensive land acquisition and construction costs. 
375.  everything...this is a nightmare to the community 
376.  could effect local businesses on 290 E 
377.  This route is too long, too expensive, impacts too much beautiful hill country land 

and citizens. The route will be under utilized and have little benefit. 
378.  Everything 
379.  That is go’s near the road off of which I live and would cost more b/c it’s longer. 
380.  Everything. This would devistate our family homestead 
381.  It is too far out of town and too many extra miles for people to actually use. Cost 

would be very high because of the amount of land needed, the number of low water 
crossings and not making use of existing Pedernales bridges 

382.  everything 
383.  Invasion and destruction of private property of tax payers where they have no true 

voice. 
384.  Nothing 
385.  Stated above 
386.  See comments at end because this survey site is useless. 
387.  NA 
388.  very long route which will be expensive from several standpoints 
389.  Added distances over other route 
390.  everything 
391.  Runs through my property, too much cost 
392.  EVERYTHING 
393.  That it will be going through Fredericksburg residents land that have been here for 

over 100 years 
394.  I don't like it at all 
395.  I do not feel Route A would beneficial to Fredericksburg or its taxpayers.  It crosses 

the Pedernales River and feeder creeks, just ask FEMA and TXDOT how many 
times they have replaced the bridge on Boos Lane and River Road.  It is also the 
most expansive and expensive route since it is the furthest outer loop resulting in 
the most amount of land to be acquired and roads built.  A sprawl that far away 
from Main street would only make our quaint town a city like any other one and no 
longer the unique tourist destination that funds this town.   The proposed route A 
crosses right through our family’s historical home, century oaks, my family's hay 
field which we rely on to feed our livestock and where they graze.  This route would 
inhibit our ability to safely hunt.   

396.  I don't like anythin about this route, too far out. 
397.  Everything  
398.  too far from town and have to take more land 
399.  No 
400.  Very long 
401.  Routes A through E all impact the largest number of landowners and cover the 

longer distances which means the cost the most for taxpayers. 
402.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 

landscape. 



403.  Everything! 
404.  Too far out and too long - trucks will still go through downtown to avoid this long of 

a detour.   Due to the length, this route will cost a lot more in money and time to 
implement, and is not the most effective use of taxpayer money.  This route also 
affects significantly more properties due to length; not only that, it disproportionately 
affects properties of people who deliberately settled away from town to avoid traffic 
and noise - it's unethical to push the cost (in property values and in disruption to 
people's lives) onto these people in order to benefit the ones living in town.  

405.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 
landscape. 

406.  Everything  
407.  Still will be someone's property affected 
408.  Nothing 
409.  As someone who doesn't drive a truck, I would like to take the quickest route 

across town. Route A appears to be 3 times the distance. Even with higher speed 
limit, this will not encourage cars to drive around the center of town. 

410.  I am satisfied with that route  
411.  Fails to utilize Friendship Lane from 290 E. to 16 S.  To consider this proposal, or 

any proposal that fails to enlist Friendship Lane, is a belligerent waste of resources 
which would deface the very landscape people come here to see.   

412.  Will be close to lady bird park 
413.  Runs through people’s property 
414.  I don't want an interstate running through the the Fredericksburg countryside. The 

drive coming into Fredericksburg is one of my favorite drives, adding this interstate 
would ruin it 

415.  Blue Route A don't like that it will impact a lot of raw property and owners and it is 
so far away from the city. It will cost more. 

416.  Long distance, it goes right over my business on Leyendecker but that's ok, easier 
to relocate a business than to relocate a historic home! 

417.  Heritage school is too close 
418.  Might be a little far out.  
419.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 

landscape. 
420.  That it impacts historical land marks and cuts certain property owners in half 
421.  Seems viable  
422.  Nothing 
423.  It is interfering with established homes, neighborhoods, and schools. This will 

greatly change our quaint town. It must not happen! 
424.  Nothing 
425.  Major danger to wildlife and vehicle traffic on FM 2093. The route has too many 

curves and grade changes. There would be a huge potential of head on crashes 
due to passing slow moving traffic. 

426.  No dislikes 
427.  Too long and too expensive for residents 
428.  I don't like that is it a new road for environmental reasons, for the land and wildlife 

access that will be harmed. 
429.  Too costly, enviromental impact is the greatest for Route A. 
430.  Length and obvious cost associated with the length. 
431.  Everything 
432.  Longest and most expensive option. Destroys the most scenic part of Gillespie 

County. Its close proximity to my property will destroy the value of my property. 
Rough topography greatly increases construction difficulty and costs. Major river 
and stream crossings require expensive bridges. Brings both light and noise 
pollution to dark and quiet country landscape. Wildlife habitat destruction highest 
with this route. Hunting issues impact both recreation and ranch economics. 



433.  Too invasive; noise, and pollution from trucks and autos 
434.  There is nothing about it that I don't like. 
435.  It is way to long.  Not only will costs tremendous, truckers will not use it, remember 

time is money to them.  Also think of all the battles you will have trying to condemn 
all of the property needed for this route.  The length of the route will also create 
more environmental pollution due to the length of the route in fuel consumed.   

436.  Very long and looks like it might affect the most landowners... 
437.  Nothing  
438.  Font on map is too small to read 
439.  The cost would be immense and I worry about re-routing people too far from 

Fredericksburg from an economic standpoint. 
440.  N/A 
441.  nothing 
442.  I don’t think we need a super highway bypass at all 
443.  Everything 
444.  The cost to build this route would be huge. The people of Fredericksburg should not 

have to pay for a route that far out of town. No one would use it. If the city annexes 
the land up to the road, then county residents would be forced to pay city taxes. 
This would not be fair either.  

445.  Nothing, it's the best option. 
446.  Nothing  
447.  too long, no need to invade the rural areas 
448.  This route is much further, narrow, curvy, dark and thick with deer and wildlife. We 

need to preserve our back roads! Cyclists often use this route and the beauty and 
uniquess of the Hill Country depends on quiet pretty roads for tourism. 

449.  Very long route. Will be very expensive and is not necessary. A shorter more cost 
affective route should be used. Why would drivers choose to take a route that adds 
more time to their travel?!? Also, Tivydale Rd (2093) is comprised of beautiful 
ranches and high end forever homes, this relief route (freeway) will negatively affect 
property values and make Gillespie County feel like a big city and not a small tourist 
town 

450.  displace families, ruin properties, damage wildlife habitats. 
451.  Too much destruction of trees and farmland.    
452.  it is too far from town. 
453.  Size of the proposed loop is too large 
454.  it will impact the tourists or the local businesses 
455.  I don't like anything or everything about Blue Route (Route A). 
456.  Everything 
457.  .This route takes generational family homes from away myself and friends. It cuts 

into precious natural habitats/ ecosystems, sensitive waterways will be disrupted. I 
would like more community input about other options using existing roads. 

458.  EVERYTHING 
459.  It’s too long and too far out to be useful to the city population  
460.  eveything about it 
461.  Nothing 
462.  Still very disruptive of wildlife and many homes, farms and ranches 
463.  Everything 
464.  Seems expensive 
465.  everything 
466.  too expensive and disruptive to people's homes and farms 
467.  I like everything about it 
468.  Too far out of town, too big a loop 
469.  Too much of a negative enviromental impact. 



470.  It is too long and crosses too many farmers and ranchers that have been owned by 
families for the generations. This land should be left alone. Additionally their arm 
properties that have artifacts dating back for thousands of years along this route 

471.  Everything. See above 
472.  everything 
473.  I like it fine.  
474.  Too long, too costly, not functional for city residents  
475.  Too far out of town 
476.  Everything 
477.  Everything! Too many negative impacts on landowners and environment; excessive 

length. 
478.  Everything 
479.  Everything 
480.  It brings Fredericksburg WAY OUT from where it already is. I hate the idea of 

Fredericksburg creeeping out further and futher. 
481.  Everything; ruins the homesteads and properties of too many; too costly 
482.  Everything 
483.  Too costly, to long wouldn’t save time, not functional for locals 
484.  Too expensive, taking away land from people, not very efficient 
485.  It’s a good route 
486.  Too far out, will affect tourism as people will not stop. 
487.  Everything, way to long! 
488.  i dont like ANY of the routes - this relief route is not needed 
489.  No issue 
490.  Landowners will be affected, no matter what route. 
491.  The fact that it comes near the river. 
492.  Don't like anything about this route 
493.  It's expensive, unnecessary and very damaging to many ranches and homes. 
494.  EVERYTHING 
495.  Properties disrupted. 
496.  Too  long, ignores RT 16, does not use Friendship Ln 
497.  This affects too much land 
498.  To long way too expensive for tax payer, not to mention no truck will take a route 

that is longer than the one they have always been taking. Tax payer dollars need to 
be spent more wisely. A much shorter route would be more beneficial. Remember 
this is just about reducing, the number of trucks going through downtown 
Fredericksburg. A long route such as this, Is more expensive and time consuming 
for trucking companies, and a huge drag on tax payers. 

499.  too far out too expensive 
500.  everything, this is too long and costly to tax payers 
501.  See above. Not as many trucks will take it as a inside routes  
502.  Everything, Too costly, invades 120 year old homesteads 
503.  Everything 
504.  Longest and most costly. Exceedingly steep north of Loudon Rd. 
505.  Longest. May be most expensive short term, but not long term 
506.  Cost would exceed efficiency. Too lengthy. Defeats goal of being environmentally 

efficient  
507.  Everything.  
508.  it goes through several family heritage properties. Including our family heritage 

property that has been in the family since 1852. It has been recognized through the 
state of texas.  

509.  Too long. 
510.  It makes too far a loop around town, cutrting through scenic hill country views. 
511.  It's way too far out for it to be useful for most local people 



512.  Most costly to build. Impact the greatest about of beautiful land. Impact my home 
value negatively. Impacts my quality of life in a negative manner due to noise and 
light pollution.  Since moving here we see more and more lights illuminating the Hill 
Country Sky in the direction of Fredericksburg from my property on FM 2093. 

513.  Based in the apparent length of the route it appears to be the most expensive and it 
impact the greatest number of current landowners. Additionally the proximity of 
route ‘A’ to my residence could negatively impact my property values not to mention 
the undetermined impact of noise and light pollution. In short I feel the selection of 
th8s route would negatively impact the currently quality of life I enjoy today. 

514.  Longest route 
515.  I think it's the best. 
516.  Too long, runs through too many properties 
517.  See above.  Strongly dislike this route.  Too long.  Too expensive to build this much 

highway!  Does not utilize the Pedernales River Bridge. Impacts way too many 
property owners.  Too far out of town.   

518.  It's a little too far out, I'm afraid it won't get used as much as you'd like. 
519.  Everything 
520.  Takes out historical family farm land; would compromise ag tax exemption; noise 

polotion would be horrible. 
521.  everything 
522.  Too expensive. Disrupts too much of the Texas Hill Country. Trucks will look for 

shortest route around Fredericksburg and if that is straight down Main St, then 
that's the way they will go, not even using the very expensive route. It doesn't use 
the Pedernales Bridge already there. Lots of bridges to cover smaller creeks are 
expensive. Historically, several of the new bridges recently built have already 
washed out. Cost for land is very expensive and it would be unethical not to pay the 
amount that it currently sells for--$50,000 to $100,000 an acre. In the spirit of the 
German heritage we all hold so dear, we should use what is already there and not 
waste money needlessly. Use Friendship Lane, rename it if you need to. Trucks 
already use it anyway since its a shorter route. I would have much less impact on 
our neighbors who live all though the area that would be destroyed. Trucks have to 
get from point A to point B as quickly as possible due to electronic regulation of 
distance they are allowed to travel. 20 miles even at a faster speed would not be 
the fastest route so again, they will continue to come straight down Main Street. 
Remember your German forefathers, use what you already have. It will be less 
expensive even without TXDOT's help than it would be to use Route A. 

523.  should be further out to avoid more developed areas 
524.  Everything 
525.  Cost more and longer route 
526.  Blue Route A I don't like that it would badly affect land and land owners. It is way 

out of the way. The cost would be extremely higher.  
527.  It is so far out that there is almost zero local use and the construction costs would 

be high for the length. 
528.  1) Adds RR 1376 as an additional highway to control.  2) Adds traffic & noise near 

Ladybird park.  3) Adds expense of bridge over Pedernales river. 
529.  This route would require crossing the Pedernales river, increasing cost with a new 

bridge. The other route can utilize the existing highway 87 bridge.  
530.  cost too much, length not necessary 
531.  It's too far out, any growth on route will be on septic and Wells.   
532.  Plans grind slowly and by the time they are finalized the city will have grown much 

bigger.  Perhaps it will be too close to town. 
533.  Goes thru so many peoples land, cost to build 
534.  Nothing 
535.  everything- too long,costly,environmentally destructive 
536.  Too much of an impact on our countryside.  



537.  Everything, same as question 1 
538.  Not sure about exact alignment. It should be aligned as to minimize impact on 

existing homes.  
539.  Makes county pay a disproportionate amount to address a city problem. Any route 

that entirely avoids city land will NEVER gain county bond approval. 
540.  First and foremost, I do not believe that the benefits of a “relief route” outweigh the 

negative factors.   First, there is no safety concern with traffic going through Main 
Street.  There have been no deaths from traffic accidents on Main Street.   The 
safety concern is on the high speed Hwy 290 where there have been many deaths.  
We should put our money into improving Hwy 290 by adding turn lane from Hye all 
the way to Fredericksburg.  This would prevent some of these tragic traffic deaths 
that are on the rise. Main Street is congested, but what problem is that actually 
causing.  Locals have avoided Main Street for many years.  Locals just go around 
Main Street.  Tourists don’t care that Main Street is crowded.  They aren’t in a 
hurry.  Tourists are not deterred from coming to Fredericksburg because of some 
traffic on Main Street.  Truckers can just spend an extra 15 minutes going through 
town.  Why should we change our community for the benefit of a few trucking 
companies? Any “relief route” that is chosen will devastate properties and families.  
I cannot see why in the world we would do this just to increase the convenience of 
people who are passing through our town – truckers and tourists. Imagine how it 
will change our beautiful community by having a 4+ lane highway going either 
through town or through our beautiful hill country?  The quaint community and 
beautiful hill country is what draws tourists and creates a wonderful quality of life for 
residents.  Why would we destroy that for the ability to move down Main Street a 
little quicker? The cost of buying the land necessary for this route will require many 
millions of dollars.  Imagine how we could improve our community with affordable 
housing, other improvements to Main Street, shuttle buses for tourists.  Why would 
we spend millions of dollars for the convenience of people who are passing through 
town – tourists and truckers? 

541.  It is all in the county and is too long and expensive. All that is needed is a simple 
means of getting trucks off of Main Street, not a restricted access four-lane highway 
that splits the county. 

542.  We just need a truck relief route, not a monstrous superhighway that splits the 
county in half. 

543.  People who live on the western edge of town cannot actually use it because they 
would have to drive west in order to bypass town. Not worth it. 

544.  It is way too long and would probably take just as long as going through town 
already, also doesn’t utilize the new 290 bridge 

545.  Very long, obviously more expensive and take longer to build plus Bridge over the 
Pedernales. 

546.  Nothing 
547.  To long 
548.  Cost 
549.  To long not practical  
550.  everything 
551.  Too long, too costly.  Destroys too much land. 
552.  To long and thus to expensive 
553.  It’s way too far out of town, too expensive, not practical 
554.  Thought has not been given to the amount of traffic with intersecting roads.  How is 

traffic supposed to cross a busy highway?  Also, many landowners will still have 
their property cut in half!  WE DO NOT NEED AN INTERSTATE!!! 

555.  Costly, impractical and truckers will probably not use it 
556.  I don't think we need a 423 wide right-of way and thus do not like this option 
557.  Its way too long -  



558.  By far the worst option. All businesses in town lose passing business, the beauty of 
the surrounding area gets destroyed, light pollution becomes a disaster, and the 
noise in what are now tranquil areas would escalate.  

559.  Relief Route A is too long.  People will just go through town instead of using the 
relief rout which defeats the purpose.  Further, Route A is the longest of the routes 
and would therefore be the most expensive.  Route A also does the most 
environmental damage as it goes through more agricultural land than any other 
route. 

560.  too far a sweep from town, pointless for commerce 
561.  Too far out to be useful to local residents use to avoid downtown congestion 
562.  it may not be used as much due to its avoidance of many commonly accessed 

roads especially on the east side 
563.  It is too long, too far outside of the city, would be too expensive, disrupts the 

environment and the historical homes in the area.  Is in the County when this is a 
City of Fredericksburg issue. 

564.  nothing 
565.  too long 
566.  Too far around town 
567.  Too far out Too expensive. It has to cross the Peedernales River 
568.  Disturbs long standing rural area. 
569.  Too wide a detour and longer bypass travel time 
570.  Too far out of town, too expensive, and no one will use it 
571.  Too long, too expensive  
572.  Longest route would require acquisition of greatest expanse of parcels to obtain 

ROW. Would be costly and likely to take the most time to construct at a time when 
the need for relief is already urgent. Also appears to require a bridge over the 
Pedernales. 

573.  Too far out, Too expensive! 
574.  The outermost route A is too long, too expensive, too environmentally damaging, 

affect too many historical properties and homes, will not be utilized by many due to 
the length and likely will not be voter-approved due to the extra cost. 

575.  Building new road when there is existing route on Tivydale. 
576.  This route is too far out of the City.  It would not be utilized due to it's far extent from 

the City of Fredericksburg.  The length of this route would be very costly to 
construct and maintain due to the sheer amout of roadway planned.  It would also 
destroy pristine Hill Country land currently utilized for farming and ranching and 
also destroy many historic homes and land that has been in families for more than 
100 years,  

577.  We have to convince the truckers it is a faster route, making it too long a swing to 
go around may make it too long a distance thus defeating any advantage for them 
to use it. 

578.  It runs through people’s land and that’s not right. It’s historical land and your trying 
to take it away from them.  

579.  I like route A 
580.  It connects to 87 and 290 too far out 
581.  ... 
582.  Too long and costly 
583.  Too long 
584.  It is too far from main street to be useful for locals, it may allow large trucks around 

town but it provides no tangible benefit for the locals while damaging our 
environment, it will impact private ranchs owned by families for generations. 

585.  It’s too long, too much land to acquire, disruptive to the country 
586.  Greater cost due to length, huge negative environmental impact, greater potential 

for traffic to ignore the route due to inconvenince. 



587.  Infringes on property owner rights. Costly to build. A new highway through this 
pristine countryside would have a negative impact on environment and beautiful 
views/property values 

588.  See above 
589.  It is so much longer, so it will have to cost many times what the shorter routes.  It is 

also too invasive into the countryside. 
590.  Too far out and potentially would not be used. 
591.  Too far outside of town and affects rural farmland, rather than already developed 

commercial zones 
592.  Impacts too much sensitive land, wildlife, water, noise pollution 
593.  It's a long route. 
594.  This is an absolute overkill project for the area.  It is totally out of balance in terms 

of expenditure, the actual needs for transportation and the impact on the area.   
595.  too expensive, too lolng, too invasive 
596.  Nothing, it seems best 
597.  Nothing really 
598.  N/A 
599.  Too expensive to construct 
600.  too far out, historic family lands and farms 
601.  It will require the most land purchasing from an acreage perspective, but it might 

actually have fewer land owners because of the density of the population as you 
get closer to town.  

602.  nothing, like everything about it 
603.  It's still too close to the city. 
604.  Probably a little far out. Also appears to cross river which would be expersive 
605.  It crosses family and divides it into two tracts.  It is also too far from the city for most 

residents to make use of the relief route.  It also involves a lot of elevation 
difference between US 87 and US 290 on the northwest side of Fredericksburg. 

606.  Too long, which means too expensive, and it crosses grazing land.  What are you 
going to do with all the cattle?  They're a traffic hazard!  The topography is hilly, and 
construction would likely destroy the ecology of Live Oak Creek. 

607.   Too far out. Seriously impacts and hampers agricutural use of many still in 
production farm and ranch land. Some of that land has historical heritiage. 

608.  No particular complaints as i live within town. 
609.  It is so far out that many will avoid it altogether and go straight through town.  Also, 

as the longest route, it will cost much more than the other routes. 
610.  Too far out and would drivers wouldn't use due to the time it would take to reach 

the other side of Frederiscksburg. 
611.  It cuts through family land and ruins already laid plans to build a home in a specific 

area. This is far off Main Street and would likely cost the taxpayers the most 
amount of money and add unnecessary driving for truck drivers.  

612.  Appears to encroach outside study area.  Length and cost issues.  More impact to 
more properties. 

613.  See answer above. Probably the worst of the options. Trading 2 miles of traffic 
issues on Main street for 15 or more miles through pristine Hill Country. Again hard 
to imagine anyone other than a concrete company coming up with this route. 

614.  Too far and too much property impacted  
615.  It’s to far out of town. 
616.  Properties impacted  
617.  It would require the condemnation of the most property.  It would dissect Loudon 

Rd which would cut off any access to 290 for people living North of the new route 
and Loudon Road.  It would destroy access for people living off Loudon Road.  It 
would destroy bucolic and scenic ranch land and residential areas. 



618.  It will destroy what people choose to come to Gillespie County, and is too long for 
trucks to rejoin *& North, they will simply continue through town in the middle of 
night as they do now. 

619.  nothing but love 
620.  Too expensive  
621.  It's too long and pulls traffic too far away form the city, encouraging urban sprawl. 

As Austin learned with 130, if the relief route takes vehicles too far out of their way 
truckers will not use it. The length, topography and bridges will greatly increase the 
expense. It will also ruin some of the most scenic and pristine areas in Gillespie 
County.  

622.  Too long for trucks to use and too costly. 
623.  Route A , will go directly over our two house's. My daughter lives in the house 

behind us and we live up front. My wife has been living on this property since 1957. 
Her grandfather bought this property in 1943. We think building this (Route A) the 
longer way would cost to much. 

624.  This route goes directly through my house anlands.I tly through my daughter's 
house. It runs through at least 6 other families properties. My family has lived on 
this land since 1943. My granddaughter will inherit this place and she will be the 5th 
generation living here.I personally was born and raised on this land and I still live on 
it. Cost wise, this route would be an expensive route to build. 

625.  Too long, too far out of town, affects too much environmentally sensitive land, 
creeks and historic homes.    

626.  Too long and too far out of town making it too expensive.  Also within the first 1mile 
after it crosses US290West it takes out 2 historic homes (built in late 1800s).  Also 
within 500 yards north of where it crosses US290 there is what amounts to a 
unseen cavern that sucks up runoff without ever filling up.  Additionally, this area 
immediately north of US290 West contains Indian artifiacts, arrowheads and such.  

627.  Expensive, too far out. 
628.  Too far out and by far the most expensive option 
629.  Chops through my family land! 6 generations of family land will be sliced in half, 

diagonally. Not to mention our neighbors across Leyendecker Rd who will have 2 
generations of houses plowed over.  It is too long/far out.     Purely on a financial 
side: It will hurt businesses that traffic doesn't go by. This is like Route 66 all over 
again. It kills little towns and local businesses. 

630.  No 
631.  This route is likely to be unnecessarily more expensive because it is longer. I does 

not provide ready access to the new hotel and conference center. Finally, the need 
for a bypass is primaruily a city problem, and this route seems to palce most of the 
burden of land acquisition cost and all of the inconvience and property disruption on 
county residents. This is simply not fair. 

632.  It's too long, too far away from town, and will cost way too much to build!  Also it 
would be approximately 700 ft away from my house which my wife and I built on 
family property.  We decided to live here because of the peacefulness of the 
country and the safety of our kids.  Having this 4 lane highway next to our house is 
NOT something we will be for! 

633.  a. Takes too much land b. Too far outside FBG. 
634.  It intersects 290E too far out. 
635.  This route intersects 290 East farther out than is necessary. 
636.  It is too long, too far from town and will cause significant noise and light pollution in 

the county 
637.  Route A appears to be the best option 
638.  there is nothing I dislike about Route A 
639.  Maybe a little too far out west of Hwy 16  
640.  Nothing 
641.  Too long around  



642.  it cuts across TONS of privately-owned land that has probably been in families for 
generations 

643.  To long  
644.  Nothing 
645.  Nothing 
646.  too far south&west from main street area 
647.  Too long, too far out, too expensive to build, no transportation benefit for local 

residents. 
648.  nothing is bad for greater good 
649.  it goes right thru our property as well as the new kinder morgan pipeline that is 

being forced upon us thru eminient domain which is bs because its not in the best 
interest of the public its so the big gas company can get there product to the coast 
at which point it will be shipped to foreign countries for a profit . 

650.   I believe it is too far out. I feel one of the middle  black ones would be better 
probably the one further out. Also it’s pretty close to the Pedernales river 

651.  Goes through the middle of my farm. The Kinder Morgan pipeline is going to also. 
Destroying the whole reason we bought the property-peacefulness and beauty.  

652.  Too long. Too costly. Numerous bridges and road cuts add to the expense  
653.  I DON’T LIKE A THING ABOUT THIS ROUTE. The destruction of homes. and my 

Neighbors have live our properties three generations........three just to to make the 
city of Fredericksburg happy at the cost of the people that chose to stay on the 
family land.   

654.  ties in to US 87N at Old Mason Rd, needs overpass 
655.  Will be expensive 
656.  It is way too long and will be too expensive.  
657.  EVERYTHING!!! Land that is 5th generation. Same with my 3rd generation 

neighbors only it completely displaces their lifelong homes. Families struggle to 
keep land that has been handed down for generations. Leyendecker Rd was 
named for my grandfather, his parents lived on the property also. Our daughter has 
hopes to move back to Fredericksburg & the proposed BLUE route is exactly where 
they hoped to build. The area has been cleared already... If you have to cut across 
Leyendecker Rd, why wouldn't you go through the existing fields rather than 
displace 2 families on handed down land?  

658.  Dangerous  
659.  too long and costly. Suspect it will not be used because people will still short-cut 

thru town 
660.  N/A 
661.  I like it over all the others 
662.  Nothing. It's the best. 
663.  Too enspensive, extensive and intrudes on too many people. 
664.  Too expensive, effects 6 families 
665.  too long, too much oak wilt, too expensive, too much time around city, too many 

landowners affected 
666.  This route goes through our property.  Our home is 400' from the route and 

improvements go through our farm building 
667.  It runs right over a farm house, small house, barn, and smokehouse all built starting 

in 1851.  It is a residential property, has established agriculture, is an established 
business. 

668.  It's too far out and will not be the most beneficial. Requires too much property 
acquisition as well. 

669.  It runs through a historic property.  House and barn built in 1851.  The property is 
also a vineyard, residential property, and business along with being Historic. 

670.  To far from town and commerce....too expensive to build - lenghty...destroys farm 
lands 



671.  KMpipeline;our homes;oak wilt;take out natural springs;economic loss; loss 
historical & cultural fossils and Indian artifacts; pipeline leaks/explosions; downtown 
Fbg. becomes ghostown due to development of B&B, hotels, vineyards, 
entertainment, orchards, trade days, etc on 290; just not safe with the proximity to 
KM pipeline which can carry any substance; too far and costly 

672.  Route A is too far away from the city. word would be 
DETACHED/ISOLATED/INSULATED. No connection with the community. 

673.  It will completely destroy my home and 41 acres.  It is too far out to be of practical 
use for local residents getting around town. 

674.  KMpipeline;our homes;oak wilt;take out natural springs;economic loss; loss 
historical & cultural fossils and Indian artifacts; pipeline leaks/explosions; downtown 
Fbg. becomes ghostown due to development of B&B, hotels, vineyards, 
entertainment, orchards, trade days, etc on 290; just not safe with the proximity to 
KM pipeline which can carry any substance; too far and costly 

675.  Expensive river crossings 
676.  Takes farm land away from generations of families. 
677.  Nothing! 
678.  all routes take someones land (and not anyone on the task force) 
679.  Nothing. It's the best. 
680.  I like it over all the others 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



How would you rate potential Blue Route (Route A)? 
 

 
 
Strongly Like: 10.12% 
Like: 4.28% 
Undecided: 2.53% 
Dislike: 4.45% 
Strongly dislike: 78.62% 
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(Route A)?

Responses



 
What do you like about potential Green Route (Route B)? 

 
1.  Not warranted 
2.  Nothing 
3.  Not much. 
4.  It is away from the city 
5.  nothing 
6.  Nothing 
7.  nothing 
8.  I like the distance it is from downtown  
9.  Not much.  Still impacts too many farmers/ranchers. 
10.  Nothing. 
11.  Nothing  
12.  The southern half makes more sense than route A, but the northern half leads 

much too far out of the city. It doesn't appear to cross any rivers, which increase 
costs. 

13.  NOTHING. 
14.  Nothing 
15.  Nothing  
16.  Don’t like 
17.  I do not like anything about route B.  
18.  Nothing  
19.  Nothing  
20.  Nothing 
21.  Don’t like 
22.  Proximity to Lady Bird Park and airport 
23.  Nothing  
24.  That it's further away from the city 
25.  Nothing 
26.  Nothing!! 
27.  Shorter than blue = less expensive 
28.  NOTHING 
29.  Nothing 
30.  It should be considered, but it is long and expensive. 
31.  nothing 
32.  Nothing  
33.  mothing 
34.  nothing 
35.  nothing 
36.  nothing 
37.  nothing 
38.  Nothing 
39.  nothing 
40.  nothing 
41.  nothing 
42.  nothing 
43.  nothing 
44.  nothing 
45.  nothing 
46.  None 
47.  nothing 
48.  nothing 



49.  nothing 
50.  nothing 
51.  nothing 
52.  nothing 
53.  Nothing 
54.  essentially nothing 
55.  Nothing 
56.  Nothing 
57.  Nothing 
58.  Nothing, this route is also very long and will be very expensive to build 
59.  Nothing  
60.  Nothing  
61.  Away from tiwn 
62.  nothing 
63.  It is a bad idea.  
64.  nothing 
65.  Nothing 
66.  Not too long, leaves plenty of room for the city 
67.  Nothing 
68.  It ok 
69.  Nothing  
70.  It is largely well out of the scope of the city and tourist areas. 
71.  Nothing  
72.  Nothing 
73.  Don not like it.  I consider Route B and impossibility. 
74.  It's further out of town so less interference with existing traffic.  Also fruther away 

from Heritage, FHS, and the airport. 
75.  Same answer  
76.  Also far from town and best able to accomplish what a relief route should-relieve 

pass through traffic 
77.  NOTHING 
78.  Still out of the way of businesses, but not as long as Route A 
79.  Nothing. 
80.  Nothing  
81.  No 
82.  Route B is mostly outside the current city limits... 
83.  It is a shorter stretch of road, but still further away from higher density residential 

areas and far from Heritage School. 
84.  NOTHING! 
85.  Nothing  
86.  A good distance from businesses, schools, and neighborhoods 
87.  It is my second choice and also further from town.  
88.  Nothing 
89.  nothing 
90.  Nothing. 
91.  Nothing  
92.  Nothing 
93.  I don’t like it 
94.  Not a thing 
95.  Nothing 
96.  nothing 
97.  NOTHING! 
98.  After route A, next most likely to endure without need for replacement 



99.  I like that’s it’s farther out, like A 
100.  Nope 
101.  nothing 
102.  Not acceptable  
103.  nothing 
104.  Nothing 
105.  Nothing  
106.  Nothing 
107.  Nothing. Why spend money to route traffic when we already have routs to use. 

Wake up you people  
108.  nothing 
109.  Nothing  
110.  Nothing  
111.  It’s green 
112.  Nothing. Terrible idea and waste of money.  
113.  Nothing 
114.  nothing 
115.  No 
116.  No 
117.  NOTHING 
118.  Allows growth/less impact current business,homes and farms 
119.  Outside the central city  
120.  Nothing 
121.  Nothing 
122.  Nothing.  
123.  Don’t  
124.  Nothing  
125.  Acceptable  
126.  Well outside most built up areas in city 
127.  No 
128.  nothing 
129.  I like that it’s fargher out from town 
130.  nothing 
131.  Out of city area 
132.  Like it’s shorter route and the way it is located in least disruptive way to deal with 

land owners   It’s located close to town 
133.  I feel about Route B the same as I do about Route A. 
134.  Ok 
135.  nothing 
136.  NOTHING!  This route also destroys 100 year old family homesteads that have the 

5th & 6th generations still living in these homes and on this property; still farming 
and ranching.  This route is too long and too costly  

137.  Nothing 
138.  It gets the job done... 
139.  Nothing 
140.  Strongly dislike it 
141.  Nothing 
142.  Everything 
143.  Nothing. 
144.  Hate it! 
145.  Nothing 
146.  Nothing 
147.  Nothing 



148.  Nothing  
149.  Strongly dislike 
150.  strongly dislike 
151.  Not as long as blue 
152.  avoids most densely populated areas - misses having to cross major water features 
153.  Not an option. Again Sidney Barker works fine. 
154.  Do not like 
155.  Nothing 
156.  don't like any option 
157.  Strongy dislike. Don't make our area into a freeway zone, suburb encouraging, big 

city area. 
158.  Nothing. 
159.  Strongly dislike 
160.  I don't  
161.  Gets traffic out of FBG 
162.  Nothing  
163.  Nothing to like 
164.  Nothing  
165.  Strong NO 
166.  That it’s further away from my home than route a 
167.  Nothing 
168.  NOTHING 
169.  NOTHING 
170.  Nothing  
171.  Nothing 
172.  Nothing 
173.  NOTHING 
174.  nothing 
175.  Nothing; it will destroy the evolving wine industry on hwy 16 
176.  Nothing 
177.  Dont  
178.  Nothing 
179.  Route has the minimal impact upon existing infrastructure and does not cross the 

Pedernales River 
180.  Better 
181.  Strongly dislike  
182.  NOTHING 
183.  Not much 
184.  Too far out.  Leads to sprawl which will bamkrupt our city. 
185.  I like that it is far from Fredericksburg. 
186.  Same as A 
187.  Faster  
188.  Nothing 
189.  Nothing 
190.  I dont 
191.  Nothing 
192.  Nothing  
193.  Nothing 
194.  Nothing 
195.  Not a thing 
196.  like the 290 starting point better than A. 
197.  nothing 
198.  avoids unnecessary additional bridging of the Pedernales 



199.  I like Route B because it is shorter but still directs traffic outside of town. 
200.  Nothing 
201.  It is better than Route A, in that it eliminates a Pedernales River crossing 
202.  I don't 
203.  Accomplishes goal 
204.  Nothing 
205.  That, as with route A, it keeps outside the airport and fairgrounds and does not 

encroach closer to our town 
206.  Nothing, it is too long/expensive, impacts river area even more than others driving 

cost and environmental concerns, and impacts Ag land   
207.  Nothing  
208.  Nothing  
209.  nothing 
210.  I do not like Route B 
211.  nothing 
212.  Nothing 
213.  nothing 
214.  I dont like it 
215.  hate 
216.  nothing . 
217.  I like that one too. It might be a little shorter 
218.  Route B is still meandering through the county.   
219.  nothing 
220.  nothing 
221.  Nothing  
222.  Not much  
223.  I like it ok. It is far enough overall for new development and expansion  
224.  Nothing!! 
225.  hate it 
226.  hate it 
227.  nothing 
228.  The western part of the route is the furthest from the city.  If you coupled the 

eastern and souther portions of Route A, with the western portion of Route B, and 
not having the curve towards town at Highway 16 for the reasons mentioned above, 
that would appear to be the best route for the city. 

229.  distance from city center 
230.  Nothing 
231.  Nothing 
232.  shorter than a 
233.  Nothing 
234.  Absolutely nothing!! If this route is going to be a super highway I don’t want it in 

Gillespie Highway!!!  It makes no since to build a super highway in the most hilly 
area of the routes.  

235.  Nothing  
236.  I don't 
237.  again, difficult to see due to the poor quality map. 
238.  Nothing 
239.  Don't like it 
240.  It does not go near/on 1376, which is a good thing. It also stays away from town for 

the most part. 
241.  Dont like this route 
242.  Far enough out to accomplish the goal of a relief route 
243.  Fewer Bridges, less land needed, more cost effective 
244.  Nothing. 



245.  Nothing 
246.  Nothing 
247.  Strongly prefer this Rooute as well as it also is far out enough for future planning 

and growht of county and City.  
248.  Nothing. Will likely cost less. 
249.  It is far enough away from town to help with traffic relief 
250.  It is shorter than Route A, but still does not present an attractive option for a 

bypass. 
251.  It bypasses most of town 
252.  Nothing 
253.  Nothing 
254.  Marginally less expensive.  
255.  I do not like this route 
256.  Nothing 
257.  Nothing 
258.  starts closer in from the east, not so far out as the other 
259.  nothing 
260.  Nothing  
261.  Terrible route as well 
262.  Circumvents most of the more developed areas of town 
263.  I don't. 
264.  nothing 
265.  I do not like the green route. 
266.  Nothing.  
267.  Nothing 
268.  It goes around town and will not displace any residents or businesses 
269.  Not much 
270.  Less developed.  Ranks 6th of 8 choices.   
271.  Route B Green I like nothing. 
272.  Furturer away from town  
273.  nothing at all 
274.  Nothing  
275.  Furth 
276.  I do not like route B.  
277.  Hate 
278.  nothing 
279.  Nothing. Along with Route A, this is the least desirable option. 
280.  This is a route to be considered, but it is long and expensive 
281.  nothing 
282.  nothing 
283.  Nothing, it cuts through the middle of our family land  
284.  Ok but think the route should truly bypass town.  Route A gives room for the town to 

grow without interfering with a relief route. 
285.  Nothing 
286.    That it doesn’t cross the Pedernales river on south side 
287.  Nothing, the route is to far out 
288.  2nd best route for relief from the city center 
289.  Better option since it doesn’t loop as far around  
290.  Nothing - this route should not even be a consideration 
291.  Nothing 
292.  Also appears to be a very good route.  Not as redundant (close proximity to 

Friensdship Lane) as the northern routes. 
293.  Green Route B I like nothing. 



294.  Nothing. 
295.  Nothing 
296.  I don't like route b either.  It does reduce some time around the city.  
297.  It is almost like A,  well outside of the city population. 
298.  nothing 
299.  it is the second route that is farthest out as an option ad doesn't seem to be 

affecting so much surface area 
300.  less out of town than A 
301.  Nothing 
302.  Is not as out of the way as route a 
303.  nothing 
304.  I do not like this route.  
305.  nothing 
306.  Nothing  
307.  Nothing 
308.  Nothing 
309.  Nothing 
310.  Nothing  
311.  Nothing 
312.  There are better route options. 
313.  nothing 
314.  Green Route B I like very little about this route. 
315.  Nothing, big loop without benefit to city 
316.  Nothing 
317.  Nothing - its is still too long and expensive 
318.  Still nothing.  It still starts too far north.  Need a shorter route.   
319.  Nothing 
320.  Route B I like nothing. 
321.  Nothing 
322.  Nothing 
323.  Still too far away from town 
324.  Nothing 
325.  again appears to have less impact on property owners 
326.  It allows for true growth over the next 20 years and doesnt require the extension or 

expansion of another loop to accomodate growth 
327.  Nothing 
328.  Nothing 
329.  Nothing 
330.  Nothing 
331.  Best for growrh and expansion 
332.  Nothing 
333.  Nothing 
334.  Avoids encroaching on town. Removes heavy traffic far from town. Allows for 

significant future growth/expansion of town. 
335.  Nothing....this is not a viable option 
336.  leaves room for the town to expand  
337.  Nothing adamantly opposed 
338.  Nothing 
339.  That is goes to the outside of most of the town. 
340.  Nothing 
341.  Not much better than A except that one end is close to town and is inside the river 
342.  Nothing 
343.  Do not like. 



344.  Nothing 
345.  Nothing 
346.  Ok 
347.  shorter route on south side and still does well to avoid more populated areas 
348.  Nothing  
349.  nothing 
350.  Nothing 
351.  NOTHING 
352.  Nothing  
353.  NOTHING - This route is too long.  No one is going to use it. 
354.  Nothing 
355.  I still don't like this Green Route (Route B), needs to be closer to town so people 

will use it. 
356.  Nothing 
357.  no 
358.  No 
359.  nothing 
360.  Nothing 
361.  Nothing!   
362.  Nothing 
363.  Nothing 
364.  Nothing 
365.  Nothing 
366.  Nothing 
367.  Nothing 
368.  It also is away from the town and would work to get traffic off Main st 
369.  Nothing really. 
370.  I disagree and do not like it 
371.  Green Route B I like is nothing. 
372.  It's a little shorter than the blue one 
373.  Semi trucks off the main road 
374.  Not much since it goes near my home 
375.  I like the end and the beginning but it’s intersection with hey 16 is very unfavorable.  
376.  Allows for potential long term growth away from the city  
377.  Still far enough out - less impact. 
378.  Nothint 
379.  Good route 
380.  I do not like anything about Route B 
381.  Nothing 
382.  Do not like 
383.  Do not like Route B 
384.  Nothing 
385.  Nothing 
386.  As with Route A, nothing. 
387.  NOTHING 
388.  Seems to be ok. 
389.  Nothing 
390.  not much.... 
391.  Part is still outside main city. 
392.  Don't know because map font too small to read 
393.  This appears to be the best route from my perspective. It would limit flow through 

town, would minimize disruption through communities and community expansion 
areas, and would be a long term solution as opposed to a stop gap. 



394.  Lots of room for FBG to grow, BUT, the growth is the wrong direction.  More 
development is happening toward Johnson City. 

395.  second best to Blue route 
396.  Nothing 
397.  Nothing 
398.  I do not like anything about route B.  
399.  Still leaves room for southern development. 
400.  Nothing  
401.  nothing 
402.  I think it is a poor choice 
403.  Nothing  
404.  Nothing  
405.  Not much. Do not see any advantages of this route.. 
406.  Nothing 
407.  Maintains downtown, it is the least invasive route 
408.  There is nothing about it I like 
409.  I don't like anything about the Green Route (Route B) 
410.  Nothing 
411.  Nothing  
412.  NOTHING 
413.  Nothing 
414.  nothing about it 
415.  Nothing 
416.  Nothing 
417.  Nothing 
418.  Nothing  
419.  I don't like this route  
420.  nothing 
421.  nothing 
422.  It is further out than two other potential routes 
423.  Nothing. 
424.  The south part makes sense  
425.  Northern end is okay 
426.  Nothing 
427.  nothing 
428.  This one is acceptable also. Like that it is far enough out 
429.  Nothing  
430.  not much 
431.  Nothing 
432.  Nothing 
433.  Nothing 
434.  Nothing 
435.  Nothing 
436.  nothing 
437.  Nothing 
438.  Nothing 
439.  Nothing 
440.  It is further outside 
441.  Nothing 
442.  Not a thing 
443.  HORRIBLE - THE WORST OPTION - STAY AWAY FROM THE PEDERNALES 

RIVER - THIS OPTION DOES NOTHING WELL 



444.  I like that this route will affect the less number of existing homes and homesteads 
who build or moved to their home without knowing a large highway bypass might be 
built very close by their property (as compared to the inside routes). 

445.  2nd Choice 
446.  Nothing 
447.  Nothing 
448.  Not much. 
449.  NOTHING 
450.  I do not like Route B 
451.  Much like A, its far enough out to last for many years. 
452.  nothing 
453.  like that it is on the northside of pedernales river 
454.  East entrance is closer to town.  
455.  Nothing 
456.  Nothing 
457.  Nothing 
458.  Same as a.  Also both provide bypass on 87 and 290 well away from towm 
459.  Nothing 
460.  Nothing. 
461.  NOTHING 
462.  I do not. 
463.  AWAY FROM TOWN 
464.  Nothing 
465.  It's a little closer in than A 
466.  Absolutely nothing! 
467.   Nothing 
468.  Far from downtown  
469.  Would be my second choice.  Goes further away from town. 
470.  Nothing 
471.  Nothing. 
472.  Closer in, I like. 
473.  Nothing 
474.  Nothing. Don't like it! 
475.  nothing 
476.  Nothing 
477.  Nothing 
478.  Shorter route 
479.  Green Route B I like zero. 
480.  It stays north of river 
481.  It's a little further away from the airport. 
482.  no opinion 
483.  Nothing 
484.  It goes further SW from town leaving more room for invite able expansion of the 

city.   
485.  Nothing 
486.  Nothing 
487.  nothing-negative affects to waterways and farm land 
488.  Nothing  
489.  Nothing,It destroys ranches and homes and lives 
490.  Same likes as A above 
491.  None 
492.  Nil. 
493.  I do NOT like. 



494.  Nothing at all 
495.  Nothing. 
496.  Outside town 
497.  Not a thing  
498.  nothing! 
499.  Nothing  
500.  nothing 
501.  Nothing 
502.  Nothing 
503.  Nothing 
504.  NOTHING!! 
505.  I do not like the Green Route. The right-of way is excessive, it is too far out of town, 

it is too expensive to construct 
506.  nothing 
507.  It starts in a logical spot that would be close enough to town to at least retain some 

level of convenience. 
508.  Nothing. 
509.  nothing 
510.  I like that it stays north of the Pedernales but still is significantly away from town to 

attract bypassers 
511.  Nothing 
512.  hwy 16S to 87 North is the only thing I like about this route 
513.  Minimal impacts on residents/businesses, eastern entrance close to city 
514.  Allows for further development of town to the South 
515.  Not much 
516.  Nothing 
517.  Nothing. 
518.  Nothing 
519.  Nothing. 
520.  Friendship Lane is already built for truck route from 290 to 2093 
521.  I do not like the Green Route (Route B), 
522.  quicker to get around the city, shorter than A. Truckers would pick a quicker route. 

We want them to want to use it! 
523.  Another terrible idea.  
524.  It is my 2nd choice because did does not impact the road and access to the fair 

grounds etc. 
525.  It hits 290 closer to town 
526.  out of the way of town, avoiding cramming traffic 
527.  Nothing 
528.  nothing 
529.  I don't mind where it starts on 290.  
530.  Nothing  
531.  Nothing! This route is long and will be expensive to build.  Furthermore it will have 

significant negative environmental impact.  
532.  DIVERTS traffic through town. 
533.  Nothing 
534.  nothing 
535.  West section is out of town 
536.  Nothing 
537.  Nothing 
538.  This route is another example of too much money for little justification.  You are 

desecrating the area to increase the scope of Tex.dot.  see Hwy. 16 Austin.  
539.  nothing 
540.  Second choice, not as disruptive at closer routes 



541.  Lessens traffic on Mainstreet  
542.  Gives plenty of room/cushion for growth for FBG 
543.  This green route is still far enough out to be helpful to improve the safety of our 

community. 
544.  Nothing 
545.  nothing 
546.  It allows for growth towards San Antonio and Kerrville, as well as Mason 
547.  it is far out and less disruptive to town people and businesses 
548.  furthest out loop is good, but entrance is NOT acceptable 
549.  Only the part that is farther from the city 
550.  Probably better that A because it doesn't cross river. A possibility.. 
551.  The US 87 end is near my home and have good access to the relief route 
552.  Nothing 
553.  Nothing 
554.  don't like this route.  Entry is too close to exsiting dense residential area.  Certain 

portions of this route go close to homes within the city limits!!! 
555.  same as A 
556.  Nothing 
557.  Better than A as it's closer in but still outside of town.  
558.  Nothing. 
559.  Nothing 
560.  Absolutely nothing. 
561.  N/A 
562.  Nothing it would take away my home. My land.  
563.  Nothing  
564.  Nothing at all.  It is a terrible proposal. 
565.  Nothing 
566.  North end is OUT of town 
567.  Nothing 
568.  Nothing 
569.  Stays north of Pedernales 
570.  Nothing. 
571.  Not anything. 
572.  nothing 
573.  Nothing 
574.  Doesn't cross the Pedernales 
575.  Not anything. It is too long.  
576.  No 
577.  Outside town 
578.  Nothing 
579.  Nothing! 
580.  Nothing 
581.  This is my favorite route.  "B" is very good because of where it starts and ends.  It 

also doesn't come in too close to the core of town and its surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

582.  Being further out from the town core, this route has the best chance for long-term 
benefit, and intersects 87 North and 290 East in good locations. 

583.  nothing 
584.  I do not like Route B 
585.  NO NO NO , this land use for farming and cattle use.Also it been in the family over 

150 years .We think that is very important to us !!!!!!!!! 
586.  The distance from town is great.....we need to plan for the future and stay away 

from neighborhoods and apartments  



587.  I like the Green Route because it is further away from Main Street allowing more 
growth for the city.  

588.  Avoids some housing neighborhoods 
589.  Only viable alternative to route A in my opinion 
590.  it doesn’t cut across as much private land 
591.  Nothing 
592.  Seems like it would less expensive than A 
593.  Far outside city 
594.  nothing 
595.  Marginally better than A, but nothing else 
596.  far out for future growth (30+ yrs) and less disruptive to businesses & homes 
597.  Shorter than A. Avoids some of the hillier land. 
598.  NOTHING 
599.  good distance from town 
600.  Again, allows for growth 
601.  It is after the 290 bridge, closer to town, and is shorter. 
602.  NOTHING!!  
603.  Nothing  
604.  southern section might work but northern section cuts thru high hills 
605.  Nothing. 
606.  Nothing 
607.  The second half of the route between 16 and 87 that crosses 290 
608.  Nothing 
609.  nothing 
610.  nothing 
611.  This route would ruin my familys land and would cost way more money than the 

other choices avaliable. THERE IS NOTHING POSITIVE ABOUT THIS ROUTE 
612.  only the 290E to the 16 section 
613.  I like the lower part of B 
614.  It is a bit closer in than route A 
615.  I like BD but not AB for AB has the KM pipeline next to it.   
616.  Nothing 
617.  Still further out and room for Fredericksburg to grow. 
618.  It is away from town.  Less future congestion. 
619.  Convenient for truck 
620.  further out the better 
621.  It's second best. It too avoids truck traffic noise and stays clear of more dense 

residential areas just outside of city limits. 
622.  Get the route farther from town. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



What don't you like about potential Green Route (Route B)? 
 

1.  Not warranted 
2.  Damages pristine hill country ranches and misplaces families.  
3.  Too long and expensive  
4.  It’s basically the same as Route A... doesn’t make sense 
5.  To long and taking land from landowners 
6.  Nothing 
7.  also goes thru residences of good friends 
8.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

9.  It’s about the same as a. Costly, impacts the most land, takes too far out of town 
10.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

11.  I don’t like how it cuts through people’s lands  
12.  Impacts too many farmers/ranchers. 
13.  See my comments about Route A. 
14.  Everything  
15.  This route follows the same path as the proposed Permian Highway project and 

therefore has huge potential safety issues.  
16.  IT IS TOO FAR AWAY FROM TOWN, TOO MUCH LAND USE, TOO $$ 
17.  To far out, too close to River and Expense of Land 
18.  Nothing 
19.  Takes out too many houses 
20.  I don't like that this route will cost a good amount of money to build. I don't like how 

close it runs to the Pedernales River. I don't like that it runs through a dairy farm 
that has been in the same family for 167 years.  

21.  Nothing  
22.  Too long   Too expensive urban sprawl  
23.  It cuts through personal property.  
24.  Too long; too impactful on airport, Pedernales flood plain, and other waterways; not 

needed 
25.  Running thru people’s homes 
26.  That it impacts homes and properties 
27.  It goes through people’s land and peach farms.  
28.  Cuts through a charming , beautiful area, to be cut through by tourists and Truck 

traffic 
29.  Does this encroach on any historical sites? 
30.  Too far out on the North and West side. Devastates historic homes and ranches. 

Locals will not use if too far out.  
31.  Would effect vineyards 
32.  Again, the Pipeline project is following along this same route, creating huge safety 

risks. 
33.  same as route a, too much farm land for hazmat/18wheeler traffic 
34.  Same as before, will take the tourist trade away  
35.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 



sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

36.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

37.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

38.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

39.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

40.  Stop making changes, just leave things alone  
41.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

42.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

43.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

44.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

45.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 



it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

46.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

47.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

48.  Too close to 290 east 
49.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

50.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

51.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

52.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

53.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

54.  Destroys miles along the Pedernales River and countryside.  It's very long. 
55.  Goes through nice vineyard 1851 
56.  It is to far out of town, it will hurt business. crosses family property 
57.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  



58.  It is not needed 
59.  Same -- goes through too many homesteads 
60.   This route follows the same route as the Permian highway pipeline project and it 

would seem that this would create a hazardous situation. The pipeline has a 3500 
foot impact area should a leak occur and will negatively impact properties and any 
development around this route  

61.  Too far out. Unreasonable expense  
62.  It’s excessive. Too big.  
63.  Not starting far enough out 
64.  too long, too expensive, no one will use it 
65.  It will destroy the Pedernales River and the Meusebach Creek Community areas 

that together are a very nice area that the City should preserve for a good 
neighborhood in the future. It is too far away from the City at this point plus it goes 
through environmentally sensitive area [Pedernales River and Meusebach Creek]. 
Too expensive. 

66.  too close to the river in spots, goes thru too much country,  
67.  Cuts my working farm into. 167 years in the family. To close to the river. High cost 

and to long 
68.  The economic impact seems very high for every route on this map. Peach growers, 

livestock and crop farmers, wineries and people’s homes are all in direct path of 
this proposed road. These activities are what makes Fredericksburg attract so 
much traffic in the first place. I’m disappointed that landowner family’s who have 
been here since our town was settled in 1846 will be displaced or forced out of 
business and their livelihood which has sustained them over several generations. 
What about the property taxes paid, the legacy that will no longer be, and the 
heritage completely lost on a convenience in favor of those just passing through? 
The cost is high and our townfolks deserve some respect. 

69.  Use friendship lane 
70.  Cuts through and splits someone’s property 
71.  It destroys too much private property 
72.  It is not ok the grab land from citizens  
73.  The East side access point is too close to town. 
74.  It takes away from our small town 
75.  Everything 
76.  This route should not be built.  See letters written by Loudon Rd. residents 

opposing this route, indicating its rural nature and expense. 
77.  Hooks up with 290 on the south side too close to town 
78.  Nothing 
79.  Everything. Leave the Property ALONE. 
80.  Too close to my property  
81.  Goes right through current businesses  
82.  It crosses many creeks and low lying areas near the Pedernales River. It is likely 

prone to flooding. Also, it is too close in to allow for much in the way of growth on 
the east side... 

83.  Nothing. 
84.  Within 150 Yds. of our front door. 
85.  Everything  
86.  Impacts people’s land and homes  
87.  Nothing 
88.  Too far out of the way 
89.  Runs through fragile vineyard country 
90.  same as above 
91.  Cuts through family land. Not far enough out. Large trucks do no miss enough 

traffic on 290E. 
92.  Everything  



93.  Don’t need it 
94.  Again this would potentially hurt this town. Specifically the businesses that people 

depend on to make a living.  
95.  It is a peaceful and serene spot. 
96.  Damage to local food 
97.  I think that Route B is unnecessarily long, and also cuts near the highway, which 

will split the property of those who live and work on properties abutting that road will 
be split into pieces that are small and much less productive and profitable 

98.  It too destroys the ambience of the Hill country 
99.  North west section across property 
100.  EVERYTHING. THIS route is too far out, too long and will be too costly. it Destroys 

too many family properties that have been family homesteads for over 100 years, 
5th and 6th generations of the same family live in these homes and some still farm 
and ranch the propedties. These are families that help build Gillespie Co and Fbg 
and take pride in their homesteads. Putting a 400 ft wide highway would be 
devastating destroying all of this land along this route. People who bought and 
move on these properties did so because they want to live out in the country not 
wanting to live in town of close to more noise . 

101.  Not as far-sighted as A 
102.  Not far enough out 
103.  Nope 
104.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

105.  Need to review overall impact to country side 
106.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

107.  It goes over people's property 
108.  Through vineyards! 
109.  Everything 
110.  This option runs too close to the Perdanales River, bisects the historical Boos home 

place, eliminates some neighbors homes, sets up remaining homes on Boos Lane 
to be subject to a high volume of traffic noise, prvides ample opportunity for an 
environmental problem resulting from an accident involving a hazardous carrying 
vehicle spilling waste into the river, requires expense of additional bridge building, 
and the displacement or elimination of local wild animals 

111.  See answer 4 
112.  too far out, it cuts through the hill country 
113.  Everything  
114.  Ruins the area  
115.  Large are too 
116.  Everything. The entire reason Fredericksburg is awesome is because of the 

quaintness. This destroys everything Fredericksburg stands for.  
117.  too close to river 
118.  Everything 
119.  bypassing businesses the city is planning to annex 
120.  Too far out 
121.  Destroying the beauty for which we moved to the HILL COUNTRY 



122.  Nothing 
123.  It’s invasive 
124.  Everything 
125.  Hate everything about it. Stop destroying our town.  
126.  See above  
127.  Impact on local traffic  
128.  290 east entry too close to east side shopping areas and tourist venues 
129.  No 
130.  destruction 
131.  Nothing 
132.  Loss of land to homeowners  
133.  Nothing   It’s the best route 
134.  How do the impacted landowners feel about this route? 
135.  Nothing  
136.  too much concrete 
137.  EVERYTHING!!  Again, this route destroys land that was established over 100 

years ago, destroying their homestead, farming & ranching land.  Devestating 5th & 
6th generartion of the same family living along this route.  and destroying peoples 
homes and property who choose to live in a rural route away from the city 

138.  Too long; crosses too many riparian waterways; too expensive 
139.  Does not go around the 290 east portion where high concentrations of businesses 

and slower traffic areas are located.And, it runs too close to the river.  
140.  You run right over the top of prime vineyard property from one of the best vineyards 

in the state. 
141.  Same as above. Loop around Fredericksburg is a terrible idea! 
142.  Too close to my property.  Violates private property 
143.  Nothing 
144.  Ruining the beauty, peace and quiet of our country homes, our dream homes. 
145.  Hate all of it. Keep Fredericksburg small. 
146.  Same reason as #2 on the North & West side of the route. 
147.  Everything 
148.  Anything 
149.  Diverts traffic too far from Fredericksburg business and is cutting right through an 

existing successful business. Don’t steal property from families especially locals.  
150.  Any bypass invites development and destruction of what makes Fredericksburg 

"quaint". Subdivisions, increased road noise, destruction of agricultural endeavors. 
151.  strongly disagree  
152.  strongly dislike 
153.  Nothing 
154.  Invasive to the property rights of land owners 
155.  longer route would be costlier 
156.  Terrible decision to ruin others land and livelyhood. 
157.  Do not like this 400ft wide road thru our county.  
158.  This ruins hill country 
159.  don't like any option 
160.  Strongy dislike. Don't make our area into a freeway zone, suburb encouraging, big 

city area. 
161.  It will destroy the rural ambiance of the area and bring unwanted development 

which will cause a terrible environmental impact. 
162.  Everything! 
163.  Strongly dislike 
164.  The roads are good where there at 
165.  Nothing I don't like 
166.  Destroys ambiance of area 



167.  Taking away hill country aspect of area 
168.  Off the beaten path  
169.  That it still cuts through so many properties that won’t be able to keep doing what 

they’re currently doing if this road goes is 
170.  Everything  
171.  EVERYTHING 
172.  EVERYTHING 
173.  I don’t want it there 
174.  It will run through winery land 
175.  Too far out 
176.  Devastates undisturbed historic homes and rural property. Too far, locals will not 

get use of it. Too expensive. Truckers may not even use. 
177.  ruins too much farm and ranch land and is too expensive 
178.  Everything; it will destroy the evolving wine region on hwy 16 
179.  It runs through 1851 
180.  It goes throught 1851 Vineyards 
181.  Dont 
182.  STRONGLY DISLIKE 
183.  Minimal objections 
184.  At least its not down the middle of Fredericksburg 
185.  The topography of the north end of the B route makes a 400 foot road almost 

impossible. Have y’all driven up through there with some DOT engineers? 
186.  Strongly dislike 
187.  Everything, too long and takes too much undisturbed land and homes on the 

Northwest side 
188.  It parallels a major waterway for a substantial distance increasing the risk for runoff 

from a hazard material wreck to get into the navigable water way. I believe it will 
require substantial more bridge work to cross the Pedernales. Large Landowner 
tracts that are divided by the road easement could cut off access to the water 
currently being utilized by livestock. Stranded land from large sections could 
warrant substantial damages being awarded through the condemnation process. 
Historical Boos property and others will be impacted. Residences on Boos Lane will 
be harmed by noise from freeway. 

189.  If it leads to sprawl, it will bankrupt our city.  Stay very compact to be financially 
resilient city. 

190.  Route B ends too close to Fbg on Hwy 290 
191.  Same as A. 
192.  Cuts through hill country  
193.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

194.  Lication 
195.  It’s going to cut through family lands that have been in our family since the 1840’s 
196.  Everything 
197.  Large amount of land affected, very expensive, does not take advantage of 

Friendship Lane  
198.  Nothing 
199.  Nothing 
200.  SAme comment as on A-this route is no good 
201.  The end point on Hwy 87 is too far out for B.  Same place as A and it's too far. 
202.  it is long, expensive, and disrupts quiet contryside 
203.  similarly to Route A, still unrealistically lengthy & distant from town 



204.  I like everything about Route B. 
205.  Is too disruptive to businesses and ranch/home owners  
206.  The eastern origin on 290 East impacts some newly developed commercial areas 

(YeeHaw and the development underway adjacent to the west. This area is prime 
for expanded commercial development, while route A has less impact. 

207.  Again, takes locals too far out of town and takes up too much private land.  Longer 
than is needed to service the purpose. 

208.  Too long 
209.  too long of a route and too expensive for me and other home owners in the area 
210.  Many things, it is too long/expensive, impacts river area even more than others 

driving cost and environmental concerns, and impacts Ag land   
211.  87n is to far out 
212.  It’s not necessary  
213.  Too long  
214.  2. Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to 

happen.  Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many 
water sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally 
making it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all 
history and culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, 
destroys orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

215.  Route B is virtually the same at route A:  it is too long, too expensive, topography 
doesn't lend itself to these types of construction and it degrades the prettiest parts 
of our bucolic countryside.  The footprint is far beyond the original options 

216.  2. Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to 
happen.  Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many 
water sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally 
making it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all 
history and culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, 
destroys orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

217.  2. Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to 
happen.  Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many 
water sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally 
making it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all 
history and culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, 
destroys orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

218.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

219.  Its too long and too expensive  
220.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches. 

221.  Too long and too expensive 
222.  Nothing 
223.  Closer to town 
224.  Too long.  Still expensive to buy, build, and execute. 
225.  cuts through too much property and is too long. Also the development near the 

River could potentially upset the wildlife including white tail deer, axis deer, 
migratory waterfowl (including the whopping crane) and wild turkey 



226.  too long and too expensive 
227.  Cuts back too soon into 290E. 
228.  Everything, way too long 
229.  It’s to far out and will impact the rural communities that have least to gain from the 

proposed routes 
230.  I think the loop should miss more of winery row, for safety.  
231.  one of the longest routs so it disrupts & damages more land and homes. 
232.  Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  Exasperates oak wilt, takes too 

many peoples land, takes my new home, takes put two natural springs, in flood 
pjain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making it too difficult to 
get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and culture of 
hundreds of genereations of families ranches, destroys hunting leases, deatroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches. 

233.  Follows 42 in Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a ctasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, takes my new home, takes put 
two natural springs, in flood pjain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town 
totally making it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all 
historand culture of hundreds of genereations of families rancges, destroys hunting 
leases, deatroys orchards, vineyards, and ranches. 

234.  Same exact comment as the blue route.  
235.  I don't like the connection to highway 290 east of town being so close in nor how it 

crosses highway 16 as it appears to cross over the Guenther house. 
236.  See 2. 
237.  I am completely against any and all relief routes.  The best solution would be to use 

the already existing Friendship Lane & modify it.  These proposals will ruin 
Fredericksburg. 

238.  Everything 
239.  long and more expensive construction,much eminent domain 
240.  Pretty much same as blue, still too far, still too much land being taken and would 

take way too long to compelte 
241.  I am opposed to any super highway on any of the routes. More tax dollars will be 

spent to build this highway. It will destroy the ambiance of this area which hosts 
various bicycles events, motorcycle events, tractor events, etc. all these events 
contribute to the tourist trade in Fredericksburg. They come here for the beauty & 
uniqueness of the hill country which you want to destroy!!! 

242.  If you’re going to build a superhighway, we don’t want it. The best solution would be 
to use the already existing Friendship Lane & modify it. Me (Kim Van Antwerp) as 
an inheritor of the land (Norris) are vehemently opposed a superhighway that would 
destroy the ambience of the hill country and Fredericksburg.  

243.  Again, still too close to rural properties on quiet FM 2093 
244.  forces drivers too far from town and will destroy too much private property. 
245.  Would greatly increase traffic noise for those of us living nearby. 
246.  Again it will disrupt the beauty of countryside. Who would want to live close to the 

monster of a bypass proposed. 
247.  There are sections that wind too close to town and my daughter school. To be safe, 

this type of highway bypass should run no where near a school. 
248.  Too long and far out of town for good access 
249.  Nothing  
250.  Uses too much farm land for owners who have been here from the beginning.  Too 

far out.  Still goes through the highest hills 
251.  To far out of town.  Still have bridges and being affected by wet weather / water 

drainage.  More expansive, requiring more taxes.   
252.  Everything, The route is too loing, highest elevation, and impacts too many historic 

homes sites along the route.  
253.  Same comments I made on Route A 



254.  It does take lots of property into consideration at this time. 
255.  Adverse impact surrounding communities. 
256.  I think it is still to close to town 
257.  Route B is also too long and invasive. Any potential bypass route should be a short 

and non-disruptive as possible. 
258.  It’s not built yet 
259.  Don’t like the areas of the city affected by this route 
260.  Too far from businesses 
261.  still way too long and expensive 
262.  The 400 foot width is excessive and unnecessary. This route also destroys local 

family farms, ranches and historical connection to the city. 
263.  See comments at end of the survey 
264.  too far and will cost too much because of a need to build new roads 
265.  Particularly do not like when it connects and follows the blue route.   
266.  "• 
267.  "a) It is too far out into the county.   b) It disrupts way too much property.   c) It 

would cost a fortune because of its length, crossings of multiple streams and 
uneven terrain (there is a rise of 60 feet in .13 miles from Loudon Road at the point 
where A crosses Live Oak Creek and that route is another 20 feet over the creek).   
d) Truckers would be reluctant to use it because of its length.  e) This route would 
probably ruin a major route that bicycle tourists use.  f) The people that are affected 
by the truck traffic (those in town) are just pushing their problems out on people 
who are not affected by the trucks which isn’t right. g) Excavating for bridge piers to 
cross Live Oak Creek would penetrate our shallow aquifer (which is essentially at 
creek level) and possibly contaminate the area water source for many folks.  h) 

268.  Too long and cannot be used by locals to get around town. 
269.  Too far out. Similar issues to route a 
270.  Ends too far west 
271.  It's too close to town and could disastrously impact Fredericksburg and the 

community it serves. 
272.  same as before 
273.  It will have negative impact on the land owners along the river frontage and 

contribute to noise and exhaust pollution in the county 
274.  It destroys historical property and bicycle routes 
275.  Nothing. 
276.  Too long, too expensive, too much property value lost 
277.  250-400 easement is too big and overkill.  Too many property owners negatively 

affected. 
278.  Nothing. I like this route.  
279.  It seems to pass by already developed neighborhoods 
280.  Too far.   
281.  Green Route B I don’t like that it will consume land and affect land owners. The 

cost is out rageous.   
282.  It looks the same as the first route...too long. 
283.  it invades homeowners properties, deteriorates quality of life and devalues the 

area. 
284.  Still impacting more people negatively and again too far out making it longer and 

thus not cost effective  
285.  Stays on 290 longer than blue 
286.  It is much too long to be a “relief” as I believe trucks will still follow the shortest 

route possible. The cost of such a long route will be considerably higher than a 
shorter route.  

287.  Adjacent or on top of 42” natural gas pipeline; too far; too expensive, exasperates 
oak wilt; too many property owners and homes; bypasses town and too far into 
town 



288.  Also Way too long, too expensive to build, goes over areas of high elevation, 
disturbs many homes and ranches, trucks won’t follow such a long route 

289.  too long and expensive  !!!!! 
290.  Along with Route A, this is the least efficient and likely least used option in terms of 

relief.  This is significantly rerouting traffic off their desired course (frankly, I would 
rather have the traffic on main street than disrupt the beauty of the countryside). 
This significantly impacts land values, is very expensive and doesn't even 
necessarily solve the problem. Indications are that 70% of truck traffic is due to 
local deliveries. So it is uncertain if a bypass will significantly decrease trucks on 
Main Street. 

291.  The ending area of this route does cross where the Permian Highway Pipeline is 
being routed. 

292.  too long for trucks to use and costly 
293.  It doesn't stick to utilizing/modifying/expanding existing roadways. 
294.  Everything  
295.  Think the 290 east entry is too close to town 
296.  Too long and more expensive 
297.  The loop is still far from town and cost lots of money 
298.  The route is to far out.  i thought the purpose of the route was to get the trucks off 

Main Street.  Like the question before, if you build the route longer, it will be very 
inconvient for the trucks and they will not take the route and they wil continue to 
drive through town and this route will not be used. 

299.  No negatives for this route 
300.  Nothing 
301.  1) Relief is needed from tourist traffic in town - not from traffic going through town - 

this route does not give local access to navigate around town. 2) Route is too long 
and too expensive, with very little potential for use. 4) Relief route must be readily 
accessible to local residents as well a small amount of through traffic in order to 
relieve traffic issues in town - this does not accomplish this! 

302.  Too long, too expensive, too much ranch land destroyed 
303.  Route B is the same in I don’t like it due to the negative impact on land and land 

owners and the high cost of the project. 
304.  Too costly, too long of a route around town 
305.  Cutting through valuable farmmland 
306.  It is another long path around the city.  The trucks will be hesitant to usder it 

because it will add a significant amount of time to their driving.   It also fragments 
large parcels of land that our aquifers and wildlife need to thrive.   It cuts through 
wildflower growing areas, which is one of our tourist attractions.  

307.  It is closer to town on the eastside access 
308.  n/a 
309.  still way to long and out of town to be practical 
310.  Everything 
311.  The route seems to be to far out of town. This is supposed to be a route so 18 

wheelers don’t have to go on 290 down main. This seems like it’s a lot of extra road 
which equals extra cost. 

312.  too long=too much cost, messes up too much undeveloped land 
313.  It is too far in the county and would disrupt way too much property. The cost would 

be significant because of its length, crossings of multiple streams and uneven 
terrain. Trucks would be reluctant to use it because of its length. This route would 
probably ruin a major route that bicycle tourists use.  

314.  too expensive and waste of land for its use 
315.  Too long and too far out 
316.  Bad for business 
317.  Bad for business 
318.  Bad for business 



319.  Bad for business 
320.  Bad for business 
321.  N/A 
322.  everything 
323.  Route B I don't like that it's too far out of the city. Costing too much. Disrupt a lot of 

land and land owners. 
324.  Too far, bad for tourists, citizens, and business  
325.  to long of  a distance 
326.  Same as A.  See above 
327.  It is too long.  No opne is going to want to drive on it. 
328.  Route is too long.  That makes is expensive  No one will take the route because it 

will be faster on current way 
329.  Everything, too long 
330.  Route B is too far out. It will take up too much land from land owner and destroy 

good land. Won't be driven if so far away. Cost too  much. 
331.  Negative business impact 
332.  Too far from town 
333.  Again the distances affect business within town negatively 
334.  Destruction of environmentally sensitive property.  Encumbrance to cross traffic.  

Destruction of pristine bicycle routes in the county. 
335.  same as answer no 2 
336.  I like everything about route B 
337.  I hate that it cuts through historical settlements. 
338.  Again, too long and will take up too much property. 
339.  Once again,too long and too expensive. 
340.  Everything 
341.  Encourages urban sprawl, very limited law enforcement resources outside city 

limits 
342.  Still too far out of town, too long, and too expensive to build. Drivers would not use 

it because it would be faster to go through downtown. 
343.  Longer distance = more expensive land acquisition and construction costs. 
344.  Everything....this is not acceptable 
345.  nothing  
346.  This route is too long, too expensive, impacts too much beautiful hill country land 

and citizens. The route will be under utilized and have little benefit 
347.  Everything 
348.  That it goes near the road off which I live and would cost more to build b/c it’s 

longer. 
349.  Everything 
350.  Also too long and far out of town 
351.  Everything 
352.  Invasion and destruction of private property of land owners with no true voice. 
353.  Too close to park and residential areas 
354.  This route is going to be 4 houses away from my property. It will destroy a farm 

since 1854 in my neighbors family. I moved out her to be away from the city traffic. 
It will decrease the value of my home. I am completely against this route. Choose 
the route by Kerr road. 

355.  NA 
356.  not sure why it extends as far out on northwest part 
357.  Again distance and expense  
358.  everything 
359.  Everything, it runs through my property, cost istook muc 
360.  EVERYTHING 
361.  That your taking land from Fredericksburg residents who don’t want this road 



362.  This route is not reasonable.  No one is going to use it.  Too long.  The long the 
route the more problems with the implementation 

363.  I do not feel Route B would be beneficial to Fredericksburg or its taxpayers.  It 
follows the Pedernales River.  The maintenance required to constantly repair due to 
flooding would be too much as well as the environmental impact to the river and its 
inhabitants.   This route also goes right through several existing homes along Boos 
Lane.  Route is too expensive as it is farther out. 

364.  I don't like anything about this Green Route (Route B); too long. 
365.  It’s too far out for any of the tax paying locals to use.  
366.  again too far from town and takes to much land 
367.  Way too close to the river/flood areas 
368.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 

landscape. 
369.  Everything! 
370.  Too far out and too long - trucks will still go through downtown to avoid this long of 

a detour.   Due to the length, this route will cost a lot more in money and time to 
implement, and is not the most effective use of taxpayer money.  This route also 
affects significantly more properties due to length; not only that, it disproportionately 
affects properties of people who deliberately settled away from town to avoid traffic 
and noise - it's unethical to push the cost (in property values and in disruption to 
people's lives) onto these people in order to benefit the ones living in town.  

371.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 
landscape. 

372.  Everything 
373.  Too close to residential and community businesses 
374.  It’s too far in 
375.  Again, such a great distance to get around town. 
376.  To enter the route it appears to be close in to too many congested areas along wine 

route  
377.  Again, a failure to embrace Friendship Lane.  Friendship Lane from 290 E. to 16 S. 

achieves much of the stated relief route goal, which should cause anyone of 
moderate intelligence this advanced into the matter at hand to question the 
seriouseness of these propasals.  Unless you are bidding on the opportunity to 
construct proposal A, or B, their validity escapes explanation. 

378.  Runs through people’s property  
379.  I don't want an interstate running through the the Fredericksburg countryside. The 

drive coming into Fredericksburg is one of my favorite drives, adding this interstate 
would ruin it 

380.  Green Route B I don't like that it will impact a lot of farmer, land and land owners. It 
is too far out and won't be use by truckers. IT will cost too much. 

381.  It goes right over my business on Leyendecker, but we are okay. 
382.  Heritage School is too close 
383.  It’s pretty close to friendship lane which we already use as a loop.  
384.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 

landscape. 
385.  The intersection at hwy 16 
386.  Seems Viable  
387.  Nothing - maybe getting too close to town on 290 east 
388.  We don’t need this in our town. Please make it further out...not near homes and 

schools. 
389.  Nothing 
390.  Major danger to wildlife and vehicle traffic on FM 2093. The route has too many 

curves and grade changes. There would be a huge potential of head on crashes 
due to passing slow moving traffic 



391.  It intrudes on established residential areas and substantially changes the nature of 
those areas - particularly at the eastern intersection with 290. 

392.  too long and too expensive for residents 
393.  I really dislike that this road would follow along the Pedernales River, taking a huge 

cut away from beautiful and natural land and its use by wildlife and the community.  
This would rapidly decrease the natural habitat for so many native creatures.  It will 
also disrupt family homes that have survived many generations.   

394.  Too costly, enviromental impact too great. 
395.  Length and cost 
396.  Everything 
397.  Most importantly, it crosses my property. Will totaly destroy the value of my 

property for my family. Twenty plus years of improing natural habitat on my property 
would be destroyed. Selecting this route would completely destry our family's 
morale. Everything I did not likeabout Route A also applies to Route B with the 
exception that this route is slightly shorter. 

398.  Too invasive; noise and pollution from trucks and autos 
399.  Doesn't go far enough out from town on the East end.   Seems to run too close to 

the river in case of flooding. 
400.  Dose not allow for growth and expansion 
401.  Everything that I stated in the blue route comment holds true for this route as well. 
402.  Very long and skirts the Pedernales river for a long way... 
403.  Coming closer to main city 
404.  Don't know because map font too small to read 
405.  Potential cost 
406.  It runs for miles along the Pedernales, which feels like an ecological and 

developmental misstep.  
407.  east end too close to town 
408.  It is too close to town.  
409.  Everything 
410.  I don't like that this route will cost a good amount of money to build. I don't like how 

close it runs to the Pedernales River. I don't like that it runs through a dairy farm 
that has been in the same family for 167 years.  

411.  The meetup at 290 is too close to town. 
412.  Nothing  
413.  too long, invades rural areas with traffic and noise  
414.  It is an uneccessarily long route around and would disturb the back country 

serenity. 
415.  Same as option A. Too long and too costly. Putting a freeway across residential 

ranch land comprised of multimillion dollar homes is a horrible idea 
416.  displace families, ruin properties, damage wildlife habitats 
417.  Still too much destruction. Theae outer routea are way too long and destroy too 

much of our beautiful environment. 
418.  Too far from town. 
419.  Proposed size of highway 
420.  Again it is too far of town and will negatively impact businesses 
421.  Everyting  about Green Route ( Route B) is terrible 
422.  Everything 
423.  This route takes generational family homes from away myself and friends. It cuts 

into precious natural habitats/ ecosystems, sensitive waterways will be disrupted. I 
would like more community input about other options using existing roads. 

424.  EVERYTHING 
425.  It’s too far out to useful to the city populous, too long and more expensive, more 

environmental damage  
426.  everything about the route 
427.  Not enough room for growth, loss of homes,  



428.  Too close to town 
429.  Particularly disruptive of wildlife, hunting and recreational activities running so close 

along much of the Pedernales river! 
430.  Everything 
431.  If the city is going to destroy so much land and spend so much money, it needs to 

be further from the city. Choose the closest or the furthest. This option is bad.  
432.  everything 
433.  it destroys valuable animal habitat and endangers sensitive waterways 
434.  Too close to town  
435.  this route destroys the value of properties built along the environmentally sensitive 

waterways, it will disrupting historical archeologic areas, and a large part of it is in a 
floodplain that will require continuous repair work. 

436.  Too much enviromental impact. Disrupting rural ambiance. 
437.  The northern part is too far out of the city and also would distroy land that is not 

developed and owned by families for Generations. Taking a route this far out in the 
country is going to destroy the environment and beauty of this area 

438.  Eastern end is too close to town.  Impacts future housing growth and potential 
businesses 

439.  See answer to route A 
440.  everything 
441.  Nothing  
442.  To long and costly, not practical for locals 
443.  Too far out of town 
444.  Everything 
445.  Everything 
446.  Everything 
447.  Everything 
448.  Not as good as route A because of the proximity to the city where it intersects HWY 

290.  
449.  East of Hwy 16, it would be disruptive to wildlife habitat along the Pedernales. 

Would wipe out my family's 110 year old home and buildings. Our family has been 
in Fredericksburg since the mid 1850's. Would totally disrupt the peaceful life I have 
in the country. On our property, bilding a bridge along the Pedernales would involve 
building a 30 ft high bridge, 100 yards long over a ravine (hidden by trees in your 
photos). I know you guys can build bridges, but that would be costly. And a 
TERRIBLE loss of habitat. 

450.  too many homesteads ruined as well as ranch land; too costly 
451.  Nothing 
452.  Too long and costly, unpractical  
453.  Too expensive, takes away farm land, inefficient 
454.  Too far out 
455.  Too long and too far out of town on the north end 
456.  EVERYTHING - PARTICULARLY TOO CLOSE TO THE RIVER - 

ENVIRONMENTALLY CRAZY TO PUT THEIR  
457.  No major issue although I think Route A will be less disruptive to our neighborhood 

on Hwy87. 
458.  Some landowners will be affected. 
459.  It is too close to the river. Does not make sense for a myriad of reasons.  
460.  Eveverything  
461.  It's expensive, unnecessary, and very damaging to many ranches and homes. 
462.  EVERYTHING 
463.  Properties disrupted. 
464.  A bit shorter, ignores  Rt 16, does not use Friendship Ln 
465.  Same problem as Option A. Affects too much land / too many people. 



466.  Way to expensive and out of the way for trucking. The shorter the route the better, 
rite now the route through downtown Fredericksburg is easier than spending more 
time and expense taking a route that is way to far out of the way 

467.  too far out too expensive 
468.  its too long & North end goes through too many homes 
469.  Most of it is too far away from town.  
470.  Everything, Too costly, invades 125 year old homesteads 
471.  Everything 
472.  Costly. Exceedingly steep north of Loudon Rd 
473.  Same as a 
474.  Too lengthy to build to save tax payers dollars. Environmental impacts are greatest 

with this route. 
475.  Everything. 
476.  it goes through too many family properties. family heritage land including our 

family's heritage land that has been in the family since 1852 
477.  Too long. Costs 
478.  It is as bad as Route A 
479.  It's too far out to be helpful for most local people 
480.  It's similar to the blue route so the same answers apply. 
481.  For the same reasons outlined for route ‘A’. 
482.  The east side of 290 is getting close to town. 
483.  Too long, runs through too many private properties 
484.  This route is also too long and impacts too many property owners.  Too expensive 

to build this much highway. 
485.  Everything  
486.  Takes out historical family farm land; would compromise ag tax exemption; noise 

polotion would be horrible. 
487.  everything 
488.  To long and expensive. Many of the same problems as Route A. Varied land 

elevations will make it also very costly and disruptive of the pristine Texas Hill 
Country. 

489.  goes through larger amount of developed areas.  Needs to b further out. 
490.  Everything 
491.  More impact on residential 
492.  Green Route B I don't like the that the land owner and land would be badly 

affected. Too far out of the way. The cost is extremely high. 
493.  Still a bit far out of reality for length.   
494.  It cuts right through 1851's vineyards. 
495.  length not necessary 
496.  It's too far out, Wells and septic on growth, not usable by residents in city 
497.  I would rather see it start where Plan A starts and move on where Plans A and B 

cross South of town  
498.  Goes Thru a lot of land and some houses on that land and close to river. Are 

people just expected to pick up and move because a high way which is pretty 
unnecessary is going to be built? cost to build 

499.  It is not far enough away from high traffic area to be a relief route 
500.  i do not like it- noise & light pollution to Hill Country 
501.  Again too much of a negative impact on our country side 
502.  Ido not like anything about this route, too long & costly 
503.  Same dislikes as A above 
504.  Same as above 
505.  First and foremost, I do not believe that the benefits of a “relief route” outweigh the 

negative factors.   First, there is no safety concern with traffic going through Main 
Street.  There have been no deaths from traffic accidents on Main Street.   The 



safety concern is on the high speed Hwy 290 where there have been many deaths.  
We should put our money into improving Hwy 290 by adding turn lane from Hye all 
the way to Fredericksburg.  This would prevent some of these tragic traffic deaths 
that are on the rise. Main Street is congested, but what problem is that actually 
causing.  Locals have avoided Main Street for many years.  Locals just go around 
Main Street.  Tourists don’t care that Main Street is crowded.  They aren’t in a 
hurry.  Tourists are not deterred from coming to Fredericksburg because of some 
traffic on Main Street.  Truckers can just spend an extra 15 minutes going through 
town.  Why should we change our community for the benefit of a few trucking 
companies? Any “relief route” that is chosen will devastate properties and families.  
I cannot see why in the world we would do this just to increase the convenience of 
people who are passing through our town – truckers and tourists. Imagine how it 
will change our beautiful community by having a 4+ lane highway going either 
through town or through our beautiful hill country?  The quaint community and 
beautiful hill country is what draws tourists and creates a wonderful quality of life for 
residents.  Why would we destroy that for the ability to move down Main Street a 
little quicker? The cost of buying the land necessary for this route will require many 
millions of dollars.  Imagine how we could improve our community with affordable 
housing, other improvements to Main Street, shuttle buses for tourists.  Why would 
we spend millions of dollars for the convenience of people who are passing through 
town – tourists and truckers? 

506.  Same as the first one. 
507.  This is essentially the same as the one above - bad. 
508.  Like the blue route, this one represents the city dumping their problem entirely onto 

the county residents. 
509.  Also too long, not practical  
510.  Long and expensive. 
511.  Not a thing 
512.  To long 
513.  It would cut thru my family's farm that has been in continuous operation for over 

100 years!  It would destroy my parents livelihood!  Proposed path not only cuts 
thru property but is within feet of their home! Obviously historic preservation is only 
important on mainstreet!  What about the founding families of the community that 
made it so special to begin with!  What heritage would you be able to brag about 
were it not for these original families!  How special is it that these properites have 
made it generations without being chopped up to now be forceably chopped up by 
the City, County and State!!!!! 

514.  To long not practical 
515.  everything 
516.  Too long, too costly! 
517.  Destroys to much ranch land 
518.  Too far out of town, too long of a route, not practical  
519.  It does not change hardly anything!  It still effects many homesteads and solves 

nothing.  WE DON'T NEED AN INTERSTATE!!! 
520.  ditto above. Too much right-of way, too long, too expensive 
521.  still too long - ridiculous 
522.  It sweeps way too far out and negatively impacts the surrounding countryside.  
523.  Route B, like Rout A, is too long.  Drivers would most likely end up driving through 

town to avoid the extra mileage.  Further, Route B, like Route A, would be the most 
expensive.  Route B would also do nearly as much damage to the environment as 
Route A. 

524.  too far a sweep from town, pointless for commerce 
525.  Better than A, but still to far it to be useful to local residents to use to avoid 

downtown congestion 



526.  It extends too far west to be attractive to people looking to pass through 
fredericksburg 

527.  It is too long, too far outside of the city, would be too expensive, disrupts the 
environment and the historical homes in the area.  Is in the County when this is a 
City of Fredericksburg issue. 

528.  290 E to 16 S to many area in a flood plain  
529.  too long 
530.  Intersection with 87 is too far North 
531.  Too expensive 
532.  This one is also too far out of town. 
533.  Too long , too expensive  
534.  Similar to Route A, this route would require acquisition of a great number of parcels 

to obtain ROW. Would be likely to take a great amount of time to construct at a time 
when the need for relief is already urgent. 

535.  Too far out, too expensive. 
536.  Route B, like route A, is too long, too expensive, too environmentally damaging, 

affect too many historical properties and homes, will not be utilized by many due to 
the length and likely will not be voter-approved due to the extra cost. 

537.  As stated about Route A, this would seriously impact pristine hill country land 
utilized by family farming and ranching maintaining family traditions of over 100 
years.  It would also destroy historical homes along it's route. The cost to construct 
and maintain such a long route too far outside the city proper would be entirely too 
costly, to the residents of the city, the county and the landowners effected by such 
an atrocity. 

538.  Could tie in a bit closer on the west side, its a big swing. 
539.  Again like before. It will ruin the land people worked so hard to get.  
540.  Moving further out will enable correction of Dead Man’s Curve. 
541.  It hits 87 too far out of town 
542.  indifferent 
543.  Too long and costly.   
544.  too long and expensive 
545.  It is too far from town, environmental damage in otherwise pristine land that does 

provide enough benefit to locals. It is also too long, with greater costs. 
546.  It’s also too long .....same a A 
547.  I do not think this route will succeed in ameliorating the traffic -- it is too long and I 

think drivers will not use it.  Furthermore there is a huge negative environmental 
impact. Finally, the significant length will make it more expensive to build.  

548.  Costly to build. Negative footprint on environment. Infringes on property owners 
rights and devalues properties. 

549.  Same comment as I made in A. A very poor choice n 
550.  the same reasons I don't like Blue Route A 
551.  East entrance is NOT acceptable. Over homes and businesses Along the river is 

not a good plan, I know Arah Duecker Campbell  invited you for a closer look at the 
city creek/Pedernales river intersection  

552.  Too far out, as well. 
553.  Too far outside of town and affects rural farmland, rather than already developed 

commercial zones 
554.  Impacts sensitive wildlife, farming, water 
555.  Curvy for big trucks, they will avoid.  
556.  It is an unnecessary, expensive and destructive project.   
557.  tppm long, too expensive, too invasive 
558.  Nothing, it seems fine 
559.  Seems too long and rounded off 
560.  N/A 
561.  This Green Route does not help with the winery traffic as Route A. 



562.  Too costlt to build 
563.  too far out, historic family lands and farms 
564.  I think it is too close on the east side and will defeat the purpose of a bypass as 

Fredericksburg grows to the east. 
565.  nothing; its okay 
566.  South entrance goes directly over Dr Emily Morales-Ball and Dr Krogers home as 

well as direct impact to Weimers and Duecker home.... 
567.  Too close to the city. 
568.  Maybe a little far our. 
569.  The route splits family land into 2 parcels.The route is too far from Fredericksburg is 

too far out for residens of Fredericksburg to use.  There are significant elevation 
differences between US 87 and US 290 on the northwest side of Fredericksburg. 

570.  See "A" above 
571.  Too far out. Seriously impacts and hampers agricutural use of many still in 

production farm and ranch land. Some of that land has historical heritiage.. 
572.  Comes too far into town so that portions of existing subdivisio residences will have 

noise and safety issues. East side has an existing light which means trucks will 
have to stop rather than continuing on there way to bypass. Residences will have 
heavy truck noise issues/  

573.  Traffic dumps back too close to town  
574.  Too far out resulting in more construction costs and the possibility that many 

travelers will avoid it altogether since it will take too long to go around town. 
575.  Ends too far to the west. Still has potential for drivers not taking due to drive time to 

bypass town thus not solving the original problem. 
576.  Same problems as Route A. Far out of the way, runs straight through family land 

deterring younger generations from wanting to move back and contribute to the 
community, costs the most as far as amount of resources to build the road, 
unnecessary addition of driving distance/time for truck drivers. 

577.  Is not feasible due to distance (trucks won't use and costly). 
578.  It trades of congestion on 2 miles of downtown for 12-15 miles of high speed traffic 

through the County. The death toll on this road will be higher than that of doing 
nothing 

579.  Too far and too much impact to riverfront properties 
580.  ITS MY HOME. MY LAND. 
581.  Properties impacted  
582.  We don't like anything about this proposal.  It destroys ranch land, farm land and 

bucolic residential areas.  It will make 290 inaccessible for residents living North of 
the intersection of Loudon Road and the new roadway. 

583.  It is too long, is not desired by truck drivers that wish to continue 87North, and 
destroys what little of pristine Gillespie County that remains dark sky at night, free 
of truck noise, and is what people come to enjoy versus what they can get in every 
other toursist town in Texas 

584.  Southern entrance is directly over 2 homes in its first 1/2 mile!! I live at the city 
creek and river intersection, it is not feasible for a simple bridge, I would invite you 
out to look.   

585.  Too expensive 
586.  Same problems as route A. Too long, too expensive, too far out of town, too much 

disruption of the Hill Country.  
587.  Still too long and costly. 
588.  Route B , would still go over our two house's. 
589.  This route will run directly through my home and my daughters' home. My 

grandfather bought this land in 1943. He passed it to my father in 1954. He passed 
it to me in 1980. When I pass on,it will go to my daughter and son and then on to 
my granddaughter. She will be the 5th generation to live here. Personally I was 
born and raised on this land. It also will run through land on Leyendecker for at 



least 6 other families. Most of those families are like mine where it has been passed 
down from each generation to the next. Also cost for this route being this long 
would be very expensive to build. 

590.  same as A 
591.  Same reasons I don't like Blue Route. 
592.  Too far out on 87N 
593.  Chops through my family land! 6 generations of family land will be sliced in half, 

diagonally. Not to mention our neighbors across Leyendecker Rd who will have 2 
generations of houses plowed over.  It is too long/far out.                 Purely on a 
financial side: It will hurt businesses that traffic doesn't go by. This is like Route 66 
all over again. It kills small towns and local businesses. It is too long and bypasses 
so many businesses. This town depends on visitors a lot! By sending them around 
will drop the revenue of the town. Even just trucks, they drive by and tell people 
about what they see.  

594.  No 
595.  Closer in than Route A 
596.  Same issues as with plan A. 
597.  It's too long, too far away from town, and will cost way too much to build!  Also it 

would be approximately 700 ft away from my house which my wife and I built on 
family property.  We decided to live here because of the peacefulness of the 
country and the safety of our kids.  Having this 4 lane highway next to our house is 
NOT something we will be for! 

598.  a. Too much land b. Too far from Fbg. Better than A 
599.  Nothing... I strongly think "B" is the very best route! 
600.  Nothing.  Route B is unquestionably the best route for long-term benefit. 
601.  It is too long, too far from town and will cause light and noise pollution in the county 
602.  You would be taking away land from people that enjoy there land .And it means alot 

to them and their hertiage. 
603.  There is nothing that I do not like...it’s is a good distance from town and is also 

good for future growth 
604.  There is nothing I dislike about the GreenRoute 
605.  Restricts  growth of Fbg on southside:  cuts thru existing developed neighborhoods 
606.  Too close to the river and closer to the city than A 
607.  it still does invade ranches and farms  
608.  To long 
609.  Nothing 
610.  Nothing, second best 
611.  too far south & west of main street area 
612.  Too far out,  no transportation benefit to local residents 
613.  on the Southern end it is not as far out as Route A  
614.   If you’re going to go that far out then the blue line is better than the green one  
615.  Still very long and expensive 
616.  It goes thru my property and MY HOUSE. The destruction of homes and property. 
617.  ties in to US 87N at Old Mason Rd, needs overpass 
618.  Entry way on 290 E seems pretty close to city limits 
619.  It goes too far out 87N. Needs to be shorter.  
620.  EVERYTHING!!! Land that is 5th generation. Same with my 3rd generation 

neighbors only it completely displaces their lifelong homes. Families struggle to 
keep land that has been handed down for generations. Leyendecker Rd was 
named for my grandfather, his parents lived on the property also. Our daughter has 
hopes to move back to Fredericksburg & the proposed BLUE/GREEN route is 
exactly where they hoped to build. The area has been cleared already... If you have 
to cut across Leyendecker Rd, why wouldn't you go through the existing fields 
rather than displace 2 families on handed down land?  

621.  Distroy homes and lives 



622.  still very long and costly, consider difficult topography 
623.  Begins to close to city and busier area of 290 E. 
624.  Cross to many historical properties. 
625.  Too many river/creek crossings in a short area (between 16 and 290) where the 

route is the same as D, seems to try to be a medium choice but overall is mediocre 
in all of the ways that A and C excell and doesnt do anything to asuage their 
shortcomings 

626.  Too costly, too extensive and affects too many people 
627.  too expensive, road noise from 16 is loud enough without adding more to it 
628.  too long, too much oak wilt, too expensive, too much time around city, too many 

landowners affected 
629.  It runs right over a farm house, small house, barn, and smokehouse all built starting 

in 1851.  It is a residential property, has established agriculture, is an established 
business. 

630.  Takes away part of my property. Puts it right on the highway 
631.  It runs through a historic property.  House and barn built in 1851.  The property is 

also a vineyard, residential property, and business along with being Historic. 
632.  16 to 87N- too long -expensive -destroys to much farm land 
633.  I don't like the upper part of B since it is next to KM pipeline.  SAFETY! 
634.  It is still too far out of the city, leaving one with the detached feeling and of little use 

to local citizens 
635.  Western portion is too far from town for local use. 
636.  I don't like AB for the KM pipeline is next to it.  SAFETY! 
637.  Too close to town; expensive to move so many utilities; separate Ricky Boos 

pastures from barn; excessive noise on Boos Lane; cuts too near airport and Lady 
Bird park 

638.  Taking land from people. 
639.  Getting close to town. 
640.  still someones property (but not the commissioners, city council, or task force 

members) 
641.  Nothing. It's 2nd best. 
642.  Prefer the BLUE...away from town 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



How would you rate potential Green Route (Route B)? 
 

 
Strongly Like: 4.24% 
Like: 6.10% 
Undecided: 3.00% 
Dislike: 7.95% 
Strongly dislike: 78.71% 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



What do you like about potential Yellow Route (Route C)? 
 

1.  Not warranted  
2.  Nothing 
3.  Not much 
4.  It is away from main street 
5.  nothing 
6.  Absolutely nothing 
7.  nothing 
8.  Nothing 
9.  Not much. 
10.  Nothing. 
11.  Nothing  
12.  The northern portion makes more sense than routes A and B, but it sill routes traffic 

too far around Fredericksburg.    
13.  IT IS BETTER THAN A AND B BECAUSE IT IS CLOSER TO TOWN BUT IT IS 

STILL UNNECESSARY TO HAVE A ROUTE THAT FAR AWAY FROM TOWN. 
STILL TOO $$ 

14.  Nothing 
15.  Nothing 
16.  Better 
17.  It's not too far from town that vehicles won't use it.  
18.  Nothing 
19.  Nothing  
20.  Nothing  
21.  Nothing 
22.  Closer-in connector of hwys 16, 290W, and 87 
23.  Nothing  
24.  Nothing 
25.  Nothing 
26.  Leave Fredericks burg as it is and not for Trucks and Tourists 
27.  Where it intersects with 87 N. by the commercial businesses and power plant. 
28.  Nothing 
29.  Nothing, it direcly crosses the Permian Highway Pipelines plotted route and 

shouldn't be considered. Also it is a very expensive and long route. 
30.  nothing 
31.  It’s better than the other two  
32.  nothing 
33.  nothing 
34.  nothing 
35.  nothing 
36.  nothing 
37.  nothing 
38.  nothing 
39.  nothing 
40.  nothing 
41.  nothing 
42.  nothing 
43.  nothing 
44.  Avoids high accident area on 290 east of Fredericksburg  
45.  nothing 
46.  nothing 
47.  nothing 
48.  nothing 



49.  nothing 
50.  Nothing 
51.  Nothing  
52.  essentially nothing 
53.  Nothing 
54.  Nothing 
55.  Nothing 
56.  Nothing. It crosses where the Permian highly pipeline project is being routed and 

should be reviewed before even considering this route. It is also an expensive Lee 
long route with high infrastructure issues. 

57.  still nothing  
58.  Nothing 
59.  Away 
60.  hate it 
61.  It is a bad idea. 
62.  nothing 
63.  Nothing  
64.  Not too long, leaves room for the city 
65.  Nothing 
66.  Na 
67.  Nothing  
68.  Nice wide berth  
69.  Nothing  
70.  Nothing 
71.  Not a consideration; do not like. 
72.  Meets with 290 south of town further out. 
73.  Nothing 
74.  Nothing. 
75.  Nothing  
76.  No 
77.  Route C is far enough outside of the current development (on the east only) to 

allow for growth of the city to the east within the bypass route... 
78.  I like Route C and B equally and for the same reasons. Further away from high 

density residential areas and Heritage School. 
79.  NOTHING! 
80.  Nothing  
81.  Nothing 
82.  Nothing 
83.  nothing 
84.  Goes around most of town.  
85.  Nothing  
86.  Nope 
87.  I don’t like it 
88.  Nothing  
89.  That the N end is closed to town and near a business area already. Keeping traffic 

closed to town and by the RV park could be good for them 
90.  Starting point is good; arrival at 87N is to close in 
91.  Nothing  
92.  Nope 
93.  nothing 
94.  Undecided  
95.  nothing 
96.  Nothing 



97.  Nothing 
98.  Nothing 
99.  Still makes no sense. See previous answers  
100.  it's closer 
101.  Nothing 
102.  Nothing  
103.  Better 
104.  Nothing 
105.  nothing 
106.  No 
107.  No 
108.  NOTHING 
109.  Outside the central city  
110.  Nothing  
111.  Nothing 
112.  See above  
113.  Unacceptable  
114.  Well outside most built up areas in city 
115.  No 
116.  nothing 
117.  nothing 
118.  Same, out of city area, but convenient  
119.  Nothing 
120.  Same as A and B 
121.  nothing 
122.  that the route comes out closer to town and in a business area already affected by 

higher traffic. could be good for the RV park that is there 
123.  Nothing 
124.  It gets the job done 
125.  Nothing 
126.  Come on! It’s all terrible! 
127.  Nothing 
128.  Good 
129.  Nothing!  
130.  Hate it! 
131.  I like where is comes out on Hwy 87 on the North. 
132.  Nothing 
133.  Nothing 
134.  Nothing  
135.  iT WOULD BE ABOUT THE SAME AS THE BLUE ROUTE. 
136.  Nothing 
137.  involes less populated areas especially in the the southern parts 
138.  Best because it is further out of town.  
139.  Nothing. This ruins the hill country 
140.  best option further from town 
141.  Strongy dislike. Don't make our area into a freeway zone, suburb encouraging, big 

city area. 
142.  Nothing. 
143.  Nothing 
144.  Strongly dislike 
145.  No 
146.  Nothing to liks 
147.  Nothing  



148.  NO! 
149.  Nothing 
150.  Nothing  
151.  NOTHING 
152.  NOTHING 
153.   Nothing  
154.  Nothing 
155.  Nothing!!!! 
156.  Comes out on the North side just behind commercial properties that have already 

compromised land and home values. 
157.  route from Hwy 290 west to Hwy 87 north 
158.  Nothing; it will destroy the evolving wine industry on hwy 16 
159.  Nothing 
160.  Dont 
161.  Nothing 
162.  Southern most portion of route westbound to State 16. 
163.  nothing 
164.  That is is shorter on the North side and comes out behind the commercial property 

that is already so junky. 
165.  It is further out and does not parallel water way. 
166.  Don’t.   Too far out. 
167.  I like where it ends on 290 
168.  Same as A/B. 
169.  Easier 
170.  Nothing.  Cuts out way too early.  
171.  Nothing 
172.  Nothing 
173.  Nothing  
174.  Nothing 
175.  Easier to get to 
176.  Flatter terrain and shorter distance will make it cheaper to build. It's close enough to 

town so we can use it too, not just the semis. 
177.  like the Hwy 87 location better, but the 290 location is still bad.  Too far from town.   
178.  nothing 
179.  nothing 
180.  We do not like a single thing about Route C, nor do we approve of it. 
181.  It is away from main street 
182.  The southernmost leg, common to the Route A is the best route for that section 
183.  It's just like number 1. 
184.  Accomplishes goal 
185.  Nothing 
186.  Again, that it keeps outside the airport and fairgrounds...keeping the large highway 

as far as possible from our quiet town 
187.  Nothing, still too long/expensive. too far out to be used by locals who pay for it. 
188.  Nothing 
189.  Nothing 
190.  nothing 
191.  I do not like the option of Route C 
192.  nothing 
193.  Nothing 
194.  nothing 
195.  I dont like it 
196.  hate 



197.  nothing 
198.  Looks good but might be hard to do since near 87 there are to many structures 
199.  This cuts off some of the route, but is still too far to the east. 
200.  nothing 
201.  nothing 
202.  Nothing 
203.  North side where it hits 87N looks to be a good location  
204.  I like it best. Leaves room for expansion, misses winery row, close on west end of 

main to spur development.  
205.  hate it 
206.  hate it 
207.  Makes more sense. Less costly, less disruptive, less environmental issues  
208.  I like the eastern and southern part of C, but not the western part as it is my opinion 

that the route needs to be furtherst away from the city to be successful.  I also do 
not like the curve towards town at highway 16 for the reasons mentioned above 

209.  Nothing! 
210.  Closer to town seems less expensive overall 
211.  sorter than a and b 
212.   I thing same as above blue and green routs 
213.  Absolutely nothing if it is going to be a super highway!!!!   
214.  Nothing  
215.  Better, but, not best 
216.  Little, as it is hard to see due to the poor quality map. 
217.  Hate the whole idea of having a truck bypass so far out of town. 
218.  It’s far from the city between 290 & 87. 
219.  Dont like this route at all 
220.  Very good route to tie into 290west and 87 north 
221.  Less disturbance of property rights. Fewer bridges to build.  
222.  Nothing 
223.  Nothing. 
224.  Nothing 
225.  It is far enough out to consider future growth of county and city. 
226.  Nothing. Will likely cost less. 
227.  It is away from town 
228.  The relatively short distance between 290 and 87. 
229.  It bypasses most of town 
230.  Norhing 
231.  Nothing 
232.  Traffic diverts well outside of town 
233.  I do not like this route 
234.  Nothing 
235.  Nothing 
236.  nothing 
237.  Nothing 
238.  Not much 
239.  Ends at a good location 
240.  I don't. 
241.  nothing 
242.  I do not like the Yellow Route 
243.  Nothing.  
244.  Nothing 
245.  It will not displace many residents or businesses 
246.  Not much 



247.  Nothing.  Ranks 7th of 8 choices.   
248.  Route C I like very little. 
249.  Nothing  
250.  nothing at all 
251.  Nothing  
252.  Don’t like 
253.  I do not like route C.  
254.  Hate  
255.  none of the maps show all the roads so I couldnt even pick any route because I 

cant even see all the roads 
256.  While I like this only slightly better than options A & B, I still dislike this option given 

that it is still not the most efficient or cost-effective route. 
257.  Nothing; it crosses where the Permian Highway Pipeline Project is being routed and 

should be reviewed before considering this route. 
258.  nothing 
259.  nothing 
260.  Everything  
261.  Ok, but think the north exit is too close to town. 
262.  Nothing 
263.  Nothing.  
264.  It goes over an area that is less hilly 
265.  3rd best option for relief 
266.  Nothing 
267.  This is at least starting to get better on the northwest side of town, but this is still a 

bad choice because of the distance on the east side of town.  It is still too long, 
thereby too expensive and inaccessible to local traffic to be of benefit of "relief".  
This in general is still a very bad choice. 

268.  Nothing 
269.  Seems to be a nice compromise. Could also serve as an alternate route to 

Stonewall LuckenbachNot too close to current city limits and ETJ but not to far out 
to be feasible. Could be ideal to take visitors directly to proposed city convention 
center at Hwy 87/ 290 West. 

270.  Route C I like very little. 
271.  Nothing 
272.  Nothing 
273.  It swings a little farther out from the city,  but adds less time to the truck routes.  
274.  The eastern access is well outside of the city 
275.  nothing 
276.  I don't like this option 
277.  less out of town than others 
278.  This route is further from the homes of long time residents and would be more 

appealing to citizens. 
279.  Nothjng 
280.  nothing 
281.  Nothing 
282.  nothing 
283.  Not much but way better than a&b 
284.  Nothing 
285.  Nothing 
286.  Nothing 
287.  Nothing  
288.  Nothinh 
289.  Dislike this entire route. 
290.  It's shorter, decreasing time and expenses 



291.  Route C I like very little. 
292.  Nothing, long looping distance, without benefit  
293.  Nothing At All! 
294.  The area for the route is flatter 
295.  Terrain is flatter  This means less expensive to build 
296.  Nothing  
297.  Route C I like very little. 
298.  Nothing  
299.  Nothing  
300.  Nothing  
301.  Nothing 
302.  appears to have a less impact on property owners 
303.  I like that it allows for some growth of the city 
304.  The route is shorter and flatter than other options, so it would both be less 

expensive to build and better for drivers. 
305.  Nothing 
306.  Nothing 
307.  Shorter route, less impact on landowners and better terrain. 
308.  Nothing 
309.  Nothing 
310.  further from homes, shorter then A&B, less costly as it looks like it's more level 
311.  nothing 
312.  Nothing adamantly opposed! 
313.  It is a shorter route, which will cost less as well as a flatter terrain.  
314.  Still far enough outside of town.  
315.  Less elevation change, shorter distance, closer to town. 
316.  I dont like this route 
317.  flatter and cheaper 
318.  Do not like 
319.  Nothing 
320.  Nothing 
321.  ?? 
322.  shorter route than A and still avoids populated areas 
323.  Shorter distance, more useable route 
324.  closer to town, locals would use it more 
325.  Nothing 
326.  FLAT TERRAIN, CAN BE USED BY LOCALS AND TRUCKERS, AWAY FROM 

CURRENT LONG TIME OWNERS MAINTAINING THEIR LEGACY 
327.  Nothjng 
328.  The ground on the route is flatter than some part of the route A or B 
329.  Absolutely nothing. 
330.  I like it!  Reasonable route 
331.  Since this route is closer to town, it could be used by locals as well as truck drivers, 

so the community would get use of its tax dollars as well. 
332.  no 
333.  No 
334.  same as A 
335.  Nothing 
336.  Because this route is closer to town, it could be used by locals as well as truck 

drivers.  Thus, the community would get use of its tax dollars as well.  Secondly, 
this route is further from many family homes and would be less disruptive to long-
time residents of this beautiful community! 

337.  Nothing 
338.  Nothing 



339.  Nothing  
340.  Nothing 
341.  I dont 
342.  Nothing 
343.  It is also a good choice  
344.  Nothing... 
345.  I disagree and do not like it 
346.  Yellow Route C I like very little. 
347.  skirts far enough West to stay out of town but not so far that it is a long loop around 
348.  Semi trucks off of the main road 
349.  Love this option the most.  
350.  The end and beginning  
351.  To close to the cities west side and the parks, airport and businesses 
352.  Nothing 
353.  Nothing 
354.  Great 
355.  I do not like Route C 
356.  It largely keeps the disruptive traffic from our residential areas. The shorter distance 

on the western half of the route is slightly less desirable than the other southern 
bypass. 

357.  Gives easier access to the park and the airport 
358.  Probably better than A Or B 
359.  Nothing 
360.  Since this is a shorter route, fewer right-of-ways would be needed, resulting in less 

time and expense. 
361.  Nothing except it is slightly shorter, which is almost insignificant. 
362.  Nothing 
363.  I like the East end connection and it is farther away from the river. 
364.  Nothing 
365.  not much as well... 
366.  Nothing 
367.  Map font too small to read 
368.  Overall a good route limiting disruption to town. 
369.  This route is the best - allows room for growth in the direction where growth is 

already happening 
370.  nothing 
371.  Nothing  
372.  shorter, wont interfere with existing homes 
373.  It's not too far from town that vehicles won't use it.  
374.  The meet up 290 is far out of town. 
375.  Nothing  
376.  only that it's better than A and B 
377.  It is a little better than A and B but not much. 
378.  Nothing  
379.  Nothing 
380.  Absolutely nothing! 
381.  Nothing 
382.  Maintains our current community and unique downtown, one of the least invasive 

options 
383.  It is closer to town, shorter distance to construct 
384.  Shorter route equals less expensive route. Flatter terrain would be easier and less 

tax payer money to build.  Does not cross the Pedernales River like the AB route.  
Smaller Route means fewer right of ways which means less time and money.  



Route C is closer to town so it will also benefit the people who live in 
Fredericksburg.  Better cost/benefit for tax dollars. 

385.  Flatter terrain that would be easier to  build on. Shorter than A&B which means less 
cost. Less right-of-ways needed. Closer to town means locals could use it as well 
as trucks. Further from family homes and long time residents. 

386.  Nothing  
387.  This is several miles shorter than the AB route and therefore, would be less 

expensive.  This route is also further from many family homes and would be less 
disruptive to long-time residents. 

388.  Nothing 
389.  flatter route, not as expensive, is so much shorter in distance 
390.  Is the right distance from town 
391.  Further from the Pedernales, than B, is the only good thing I can say. 
392.  Everything  
393.   this is the second best large route, but it still isn't great 
394.  Travelers who do not plan to stop in town could also use the route and avoid main 

street traffic. 
395.  nothing 
396.  this route also avoids most of the historic and environmentally sensitive waterway 

areas 
397.  Nothing 
398.  The northern part is more reasonable 
399.  Eastern end is okay.  
400.  Nothing 
401.  less cost for building 
402.  Hits Hwy 290 far out.  
403.  Zero 
404.  Not much 
405.  Good route perfect for putting a road on 
406.  Nearer to town of Fredericksburg, allowing local traffic use for convenience. Shorter 

overall length than A & B routes, so cheaper. Significantly flatter countryside and 
fewer homes impacted.  

407.  Flat land easier to build on LESS Expensive 
408.  Makes more sense.  Flatter terrain. 
409.  closer to town, shorter route, less costly 
410.  A money saver and a lot shorter and adquate 
411.  Nothing 
412.  Nothing 
413.  It’s further outside 
414.  flatter terrain, shorter, less expensive 
415.  Its shorter, and bring in the north enterence 
416.  it is far away from FBG and allows for future growth 
417.  I like that this route stays further away from our home and homestead that they 

other routes. 
418.  3rd Choice 
419.  It also is far out. 
420.  Shorter distance and less expensive 
421.  Extending Upper Live Oak to Hwy 87 North could complete the Inner Loop. 
422.  EVERYTHING 
423.  I donot like Rpute C 
424.  The route seems somewhat shorter than other routes  
425.  nothing 
426.  where it comes out on the north end 
427.  West entrance better than B. 



428.  Nothing 
429.  1. Less expensive because it's shorter than A&B 2. Closer to town, so feel it would 

be used by locals as well as travling through 3. Flatter terrain, easier to build 4. 
Further from numerous family homes 

430.  Minimizes distance to north while moving out of city 
431.  Not much 
432.  Nothing 
433.  Everything. The topography is flat and it will  be less expensive to build here. 
434.  it doesn't go through our family land 
435.  I do not like it. 
436.  Puts trucks on the route before they get too close to town, but doesn't put them so 

far out, that they'll be tempted to go through town.  It puts truck traffic back on 87 
sooner than AB but isn't as close as the others.   

437.  Absolutely nothing! 
438.  Better than A or B as options due to distance and impact 
439.  Nothing 
440.  Shorter than A or B 
441.  Nothing.  
442.  Nothing 
443.  Everything 
444.  Nothing. Don't like it. 
445.  less expensive to build 
446.  Nothing 
447.  Topo maps indicate the terrain is much flatter than the AB route and would be less 

expensive and easier to build on. It's a shorter route and could therefore, be used 
more by locals. It's shorter than AB and would cost less and be finished quicker. 

448.  Yellow Route C I like zero. 
449.  I don't. 
450.  Nothing. 
451.  nothing 
452.  Nothing 
453.  It starts further East on 290 
454.  Nothing 
455.  It is fairly far away from busy areas. 
456.  nothing- inaccessible-useless for in city residents 
457.  Nothing 
458.  Nothing,it destroys homes and lives,to expensive 
459.  The south side seems reasonable to me as it seems to go through rural areas far 

enough from town. But the north side splits highly developed residential areas from 
town...such as settlers ridge...and is too close to town. However, at least it doesnt 
split/separate our unique airport from town. This is important...the airport should 
remain “inside the loop”  

460.  none 
461.  Not much. 
462.  Not much. 
463.  Zero 
464.  Nothing. 
465.  Outside town.  Less congestion 
466.  Not a thing 
467.  It is one of the longer routes that allows for future growth of the city 
468.  Nothing  
469.  nothing 
470.  It puts all the traffic further away from residential 
471.  Nothing 



472.  Nothing 
473.  Nothing at all 
474.  NOTHING!!! 
475.  I don't like yellow route. 
476.  nothing 
477.  Nothing. It’s potentially disasterous for our community. 
478.  Route C is shorter that Route A and Route B.  Therefore it would cost less and do 

less environmental harm that Route A and Route B. 
479.  nothing 
480.  Western section is more useful to local residents to use to miss downtown 

congestion 
481.  I like where it connects to 87 N 
482.  Nothing 
483.  Meets route criteria the best. 
484.  Yellow route is my second favored.   Second for city Growth 
485.  Very minimal impacts on residents/businesses, western entrance close to city 
486.  It diverts traffic off of 290 well before town and it intersects 87 at a reasonable area 

that's not too far North of town.  
487.  Not much 
488.  Not too lengthy a route. 
489.  Somewhat shorter than A and B. 
490.  Nothing  
491.  Still nothing. 
492.  I do not like Yellow Route ( Route C). 
493.  Like the West side portion the best 
494.  Nothing. I don’t like it.  
495.  I prefer the east access of 290. 
496.  It hits 87 closer to town 
497.  out of the way, avoiding cramming traffic close to town 
498.  compromise between too close and too far 
499.  nothing 
500.  That it ends on 87 closer to town. 
501.  Nothing 
502.  Nothing! 
503.  NOTHING 
504.  Nothing  
505.  nothing  
506.  South of river!! East entrance!  
507.  Nothing 
508.  No. 
509.  do not like.  
510.  nothing 
511.  Southern part is ok, northern part is too close to town 
512.  Stays along the outskirts of town for the majority and doesn't run through it 
513.  Provides room/cushion for growth in FBG 
514.  Route C is our second-best option in my opion. It expands in the most helpful 

direction of our town's "natural growth." 
515.  Less costly to build than Routes A and B 
516.  nothing 
517.  It allows for growth to the east (you'll see this as a theme in my answers) 
518.  the south end is good and far out; that's only think I like 
519.  south entrance is far enough out to actually help traffic 
520.  Nothing 



521.  Not much. 
522.  The north end of the relief route is closer to Fredericksburg.  
523.  Nothing 
524.  Nothing 
525.  Like the East side junction distance from town.   
526.  Exit away from town 
527.  Routes away  from town but not too far out. 
528.  Better than A but it starts too far east. 
529.  Nothing. 
530.  Nothing 
531.  Nothing 
532.  N/A 
533.  Still nothing. It’s still family land that it’s running through. 
534.  More direct route to 290 and 87. 
535.  It follows logical topography for a route, minimizes the length required for trucks to 

rejoin 87North, and minimizes destruction of personal property and their values 
536.  way out of town, to actually help traffic 
537.  It'll work 
538.  The Western section is preferable to routes A or B. 
539.  Nothing 
540.  Nothing. 
541.  Not anything.  
542.  the section from 290W to 87N is better and doesn't affect as much environmentally 

sensitive land 
543.  closer to town. more likely to be used 
544.  Closer in on 87N 
545.  Slightly shorter, less cost. 
546.  Yes 
547.  Too close in to town - may not truly be a relief route in future 
548.  Starts further east of town, so potentially more effective.   
549.  Nothing 
550.  Not much. 
551.  Not much. 
552.  nothing 
553.  I do not like Route C 
554.  It is a good distance for town and allows for future growth....just makes more sense 
555.  I like the Yellow Route because it is further away from Main Street allowing more 

growth for the city.  
556.  Far enough south of river to allow expansion of Fbg to the south; far enough west 

of Hwy 16 to avoid most housing neighborhoods but reduces total length compared 
to Roue A: IT'S THE VERY BEST ROUTE TO ALLOW EXPANSION OF THE CITY 
WITHOUT BECOMING OBSOLETE (ANOTHER FRIENDSHIP LANE LINED WITH 
DEVELOPMENTS) IN THE NEAR FUTURE. 

557.  Do not  like. Too close to airport and empties onto 87 too close to the city 
558.  it avoids the east side of town to a high degree 
559.  A little shorter 
560.  Slightly shorter than A or B? 
561.  Still far out, but not enough 
562.  not much 
563.  Nothing 
564.  that it is far out on the southern end of the route 
565.  nothing  
566.  Nothing 
567.  NOTHING. 



568.  good distance from town 
569.  Away from city limits somewhat 
570.  It doesn’t go as far out 87N.  
571.  NOTHING 
572.  Further out 
573.  traverses flatter land and industrial corner at 87 N 
574.  Nothing. 
575.  Nothing 
576.  Much closer between 16 and 87 where the route crosses over 290, is the 2nd best 

after route A 
577.  Nothing 
578.  nothing 
579.  nothing 
580.  They all compromise  
581.  16-87N section 
582.  Closer to town . Of more use to local traffic 
583.  nothing 
584.  I like CD part 
585.  Nothing 
586.  Nothing 
587.  Should effect less residential homes.  Still away from town congestion. 
588.  Satisfactory route 
589.  assume it is still someones land but not anyones who are making the decsion 
590.  Nothing. Too close to town. The community will grow. Noise is a problem. 
591.  too close to town 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 



What don't you like about potential Yellow Route (Route C)? 
 

1.  Not warranted  
2.  Damages pristine hill country land  
3.  Too long and expensive  
4.  Everything  
5.  To long and taking land from land owners 
6.  Nothing 
7.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

8.  Too long, expensive, impacts the most land, too far out  
9.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

10.  Too close to town 
11.  Too many farmers/ranchers impacted. 
12.  See my comment on Route A, they also apply to Route C. 
13.  Everything 
14.  This route is very long and crosses hilly terrain and rivers, thus increasing the cost 

substantially. It is too long to be of use to locals and most likely truck drivers. Again, 
it follows the same route as the proposed Permian Highway Pipeline, thus raising 
gigantic safety issues.  The 42" pipeline has a 3500' impact area.   

15.  TOO EXPENSIVE.  IT IS NOT NECESSARY TO HAVE A RELIEF ROUTE THAT 
FAR AWAY FROM MAIN STREET.  THIS ROUTE AFFECTS TOO MANY LAND 
OWNER'S PRIVATE PROPERTY. 

16.  Too far out, Too close to River, and land expense 
17.  Nothing 
18.  Ok 
19.  It is going to be very expensive to build it.  
20.  Nothing  
21.  Too long too expensive urban sprawl  
22.  It cuts through personal property. 
23.  Too long 
24.  Running thru private property  
25.  The impact on peoples homes and property 
26.  It goes through people’s land and peach farms.  
27.  Cuts into beautiful homes and ranches. Leave something that was created LONG 

AGO as is! 
28.  West end too close to town. 
29.  Goes too far out on the South side. Locals will not utilize and to expensive and 

takes too many ranches. 
30.  Vineyards would be effected 
31.  The safety risks involved in it crossing the pipelines route. 
32.  still cuts too much on 1376, is a straighter route, but too much of a cut 
33.  Still goes around the city 
34.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 



sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

35.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

36.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

37.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

38.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

39.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

40.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

41.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

42.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

43.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 



culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

44.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

45.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

46.  It comes too close to center of town and will be costly 
47.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

48.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

49.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

50.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

51.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

52.  Destroys miles of farmland and too close to Lady Bird Park 
53.  Goes through nice vineyard 1851 
54.  It is to far out of town, it will hurt business. crosses family property 
55.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

56.  It is not needed 



57.  Through too many homesteads and flood plane 
58.  The Permian highway pipeline project  follows the same route and there are 

incredibly safety issues from pursuing this route 
59.  Still too wide a route particularly to the east. Unreasonable expense  
60.  It’s excessive. Too big.  
61.  End too close on west side 
62.  same as above but add environmental damage to 1. creeks, 2. wet lands, 3. 

wooded areas and 4. multiple small properties affected.   
63.  It will destroy the Meusebach Creek Community area that is a very nice area that 

the City should preserve for a good neighborhood in the future. It is too far away 
from the City at this point plus it goes through environmentally sensitive area 
[Meusebach Creek]. Too expensive. 

64.  too far out, ruins country and farms 
65.  To long and very expensive.  
66.  The economic impact seems very high for every route on this map. Peach growers, 

livestock and crop farmers, wineries and people’s homes are all in direct path of 
this proposed road. These activities are what makes Fredericksburg attract so 
much traffic in the first place. I’m disappointed that landowner family’s who have 
been here since our town was settled in 1846 will be displaced or forced out of 
business and their livelihood which has sustained them over several generations. 
What about the property taxes paid, the legacy that will no longer be, and the 
heritage completely lost on a convenience in favor of those just passing through? 
The cost is high and our townfolks deserve some respect. 

67.  Use friendship lane 
68.  Na 
69.  It destroys too much private property. 
70.  No land grabs 
71.  Nothing 
72.  It takes away from our small town 
73.  Everything 
74.  This is only a slight deviation from Route A and B and as such is still too rural and 

expensive.  It is opposed similar to Routes A and B. 
75.  Closer to town and the airport. 
76.  Uses too much existing road ROW that would infringe on residences 
77.  Everything.  Not needed. Leave the Property Owners property alone. 
78.  Disturbs too many old homesteads and again too close to my property  
79.  Same reason 
80.  Too close to the city center on the northwest side of town... 
81.  Nothing. 
82.  Same dislikes as route A & B 
83.  Everything  
84.  Getting too close to schools and homes 
85.  It is too close to businesses and schools.  
86.  Won’t get me anywhere I need to go easier 
87.  Runs through fragile vineyard country 
88.  same as above 
89.  Too close to Lady bird park. I think the traffic on the relief route would effect that 

park wildlife and creek running through there.  
90.  Everything  
91.  Don’t need it 
92.  Going to hurt businesses 
93.  It’s not needed, there are plenty of super highways in Texas. 
94.  It is too long and starts in the South side of the Pedernales River, this will be too 

costly. It destroys family land on the East side that have been in families for 100 



years with 5 th and 6 th generations still !living in the homes and on their family 
land. Still farming and ranching  this land. People who have property along this 
route have worked hard to do d land that they can live in and ranch and not to live 
in town.  

95.  Connection at 87N will create unnecessary congestion just north of the newly 
planned conference center 

96.  Not far enough out 
97.  Nope 
98.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

99.  Undecided  
100.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

101.  It plows over people's property 
102.  Through vineyards! 
103.  These are getting increasingly horrid 
104.  It runs too near Perdanales River and is way too long, which seems to logically 

correlate to a higher cost of both construction and right of way land acquisitions 
105.  Same answer as blue and green. Use resources already in tact 
106.  it's yellow 
107.  Everything  
108.  Ruins the area 
109.  Nothing  
110.  Everything 
111.  bypasses business you city is planning to access  
112.  No 
113.  too lengthy and divides our beautiful country side 
114.  Nothing 
115.  It’s invasive  
116.  Everything 
117.  Absolutely nothing. You have no value or decent vision. Stop destruction.  
118.  See above  
119.  Impact on existing historical land 
120.  290 west and 87 west exits close to new convention center, likely to cause 

congestion headaches 
121.  No 
122.  destruction of the Texas Hill Country 
123.  Looks like lots of homes affected 
124.  Too long 
125.  Same as A and B 
126.  too much concrete 
127.  This is not good for the route to start on the South side of the Pedernales Bridge, 

this is too far out and too costly.  It also affects homesteads that have farmed and 
ranch this side of the county for 100 years and are still living in the family 
homesteads.   



128.  too expensive; too long; too much land acquisition; too much distruption of native 
waterways 

129.  It is too close to town on the north side. 
130.  You run right over the top of prime vineyard property from one of the best vineyards 

in the state. 
131.  Same 
132.  Violates private property 
133.  Na 
134.  Again, ruining the beauty, peace and quiet of our dream country homes we have 

built. 
135.  Hate all of it, keep Fredericksburg small. 
136.  It is too long on the south Side of town and exits too far out.  
137.  Everything 
138.  Anything 
139.  Diverts traffic too far from Fredericksburg business and is cutting right through an 

existing successful business. Don’t steal property from families especially locals.  
140.  Any bypass invites development and destruction of what makes Fredericksburg 

"quaint". Subdivisions, increased road noise, destruction of agricultural endeavors. 
141.  bad 
142.  i DON'T.  
143.  Length 
144.  Invasive to property rights of land owners 
145.  more populous areas are disrupted in the northern portion of the route 
146.  Do not need a 400ft wide road. Two lanes would be better.  
147.  Everything this ruins the hill country feel. No more large roads 
148.  don't like any option 
149.  Strongy dislike. Don't make our area into a freeway zone, suburb encouraging, big 

city area. 
150.  It will destroy the rural ambiance of the area and have a terrible impact on the 

environment and agriculture. 
151.  Everything 
152.  Strongly dislike  
153.  Everything  
154.  Taking away hill country aspect of area 
155.  Through a vineyard  
156.  Again, It would cut through my neighborhood, as well as so much country land that 

won’t be able to be utilized if that road’s in place 
157.  Everything  
158.  EVERYTHING 
159.  EVERYTHING 
160.  I don’t like it  
161.  It would run through wineries 
162.  Goes too close to my property!!! 
163.  Comes out too far out on the South side of town. 
164.  ruins too much farm and ranch land  
165.  Everything; it will destroy the evolving wine industry on hwy 16 
166.  It runs through 1851 
167.  It goes throught 1851 Vineyards 
168.  Dont like it  
169.  STRONGLY DISLIKE 
170.   Western connection to US290 is too close to city.  Eastern connection to US290 

seems redundant to existing FM1376 intersection. 
171.  I don't 
172.  It is still too long & too far out on the south side of town. 



173.  It is a longer route impacting more tracts and more costly. 
174.  Too far out.  Promotes sprawl which bankrupts our city. 
175.  The western side of the route is too close to Fbg 
176.  Same as A/B. 
177.  It's ok 
178.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

179.  It’s going to cut through family lands that have been in our family since the 1840’s 
180.  Everything 
181.  Large amount of land affected, high cost , does not take advantage of existing 

Friendship Lane  
182.  Nothing 
183.  Nothing 
184.  I like this route a lot. It's a good compromise 
185.  Don't like the 290 connection point.  It's too far out. 
186.  it is long, expensive, and disrupts quiet contryside 
187.  unrealistically lengthy & distant from town, plus unnecessary additional bridging of 

the Pedernales  
188.  It would GREATLY impact our business and would actually cut into our park. It 

would affect the inflow here, as well as the success of our business. 
189.  Too disruptive to businesses and ranch/homeowners 
190.  The western leg, from TX16 to US87 is too close to Ladybird Park, which will add a 

lot of road noise to that park and golf course. The leg from US290 west to US87 
North is too close to the new convention center and may stunt growth in that area. 

191.  Too long and takes too much land 
192.  Long 
193.  too long of a route and too expensive for me and other home owners in the area 
194.  Still too long/expensive. Too far out to be used by locals who pay for it. Impacts ag 

land and environment. 
195.  290e to far out 
196.  It is not necessary in the area 
197.  Too long  
198.  2. Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to 

happen.  Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many 
water sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally 
making it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all 
history and culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, 
destroys orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

199.  Route C bisects historic properties, the cost of a route of this size is hard to justify 
when the relief of traffic on Main is still questionable. This route is still very long and 
expensive.   

200.  2. Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to 
happen.  Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many 
water sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally 
making it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all 
history and culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, 
destroys orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

201.  2. Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to 
happen.  Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many 
water sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally 
making it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all 



history and culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, 
destroys orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

202.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

203.  Its too long and too expensive  
204.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches. 

205.  Again, too long and too expensive 
206.  Too close in. 
207.  Close to town  between 290 and 87 
208.  Too far to the south and east of Fburg;  still to far out of the way for a bypass. 
209.  still too far out which would be expensive from a land acquisition  perspective 
210.  too long and too expensive 
211.  Everything way too long 
212.  South and east side of the route are too far out to benefit the community so that 

they can use the road as well as keeping trucks off main 
213.  I have no dislikes 
214.  Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  Exasperates oak wilt, takes too 

many peoples land, takes my new home, takes put two natural springs, in flood 
pjain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making it too difficult to 
get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and culture of 
hundreds of genereations of families ranches, destroys hunting leases, deatroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches. 

215.  Follows 42 in Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a ctasophe waiting to happen.  
Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, takes my new home, takes put 
two natural springs, in flood pjain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town 
totally making it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all 
historand culture of hundreds of genereations of families rancges, destroys hunting 
leases, deatroys orchards, vineyards, and ranches. 

216.  N/A 
217.  see above, I like the furthest part from the city 
218.  West side getting too close to city, plus 2. 
219.  I am completely against any and all relief routes.  The best solution would be to use 

the already existing Friendship Lane & modify it.  These proposals will ruin 
Fredericksburg. 

220.  Nothing 
221.  still unecessarily long and costly, requires much imminent domain condemnation, 

litigation and cost, to far from fredericksburg to directly benefit local resident traffic 
222.  Same as above too far from town too much land being taken up etc etc 
223.  I don’t want it to be a super highway. All I want is a simple 4 lane highway similar to 

all the highways approaching Fredericksburg.  
224.  If you’re going to build a superhighway, we don’t want it. The best solution would be 

to use the already existing Friendship Lane & modify it. Me (Kim Van Antwerp) as 
an inheritor of the land (Norris) are vehemently opposed a superhighway that would 
destroy the ambience of the hill country and Fredericksburg.  

225.  Seems as if it will be too close to neighborhoods within Fredericksburg Proper 
226.  takes drivers too far from town and will destroy too much private property. 



227.  Again, too far out. Keep the hustle and bustle of city life close to the city!!!!! 
228.  It is too close to town after 87. The path takes the bypass very close to my daughter 

school. Again, to increase safety for our children, this type of bypass should not run 
near any schools (you weren’t willing to draw one near the elementary school, so 
why would you draw it near a private school?) 

229.  Displaces too many agriculture property owner from land used to make a living and 
has been in families for generations Would require building a river bridge when 
almost new one exists 

230.  A little close to existing city limits on west side 
231.  Too far out and too long.  Will disturb the Fredericksburg lanscape 
232.  Have to cross the Pedernales with more bridges.  Already have a bridge, start 

closer to town.  Affecting to many individuals that should not be affected by 
downtown merchant complaints. 

233.  Comes too close to the airport and park.  
234.  Still a long route and disrupts numerous homes and subdivisions. 
235.  On the South side it appears that it could be farther South for planning purposes.   
236.  Will likely impact surrounding communities. 
237.  would still like to see it further away from town 
238.  The overwhelmingly long distance and amount of right-of-way that will be 

necessary to acquire from the initial cut-off at East 290, down through the South of 
Fredricksburg, and then North up to the intersection with West 290. 

239.  It’s not built yet 
240.  Don’t like the areas of the city affected by this route. 
241.  Too far from businesses 
242.  too long 
243.  Tremendous cost for construction, for removing families from their lands and still 

has an outrageous easement. 
244.  See comments at end of survey 
245.  Too long on the southern end; too near the airport & park.   
246.  "• 
247.  a) It is too far out into the county and too long.   b) It disrupts way too much 

property.  c) It would cost a fortune because of its length, crossings of the 
Pedernales River and multiple streams and uneven terrain.   d) Truckers would be 
reluctant to use it because of its length.  e) Light and noise pollution would ruin the 
hill country ambience for folks who paid to get it.  f) The people that are affected by 
the truck traffic (those in town) are just pushing their problems out on people who 
are not affected by the trucks which isn’t right. 

248.  Too long and locals cannot use to by pass downtown without going far out of way. 
249.  Still disrupts country life too much 
250.  crosses a waterway and starts too far east 
251.  It's too close to town and could disastrously impact Fredericksburg and the 

community it serves. 
252.  same as above 
253.  It will have negative impact on the land owners by dividing tracts of land and 

contribute to noise and exhaust pollution in the county 
254.  It destroys historical property and bicycle routes 
255.  Nothing.  
256.  Too long, too expensive, too much property value lost 
257.  250-400 easement is too big and overkill.  Too many property owners negatively 

affected. 
258.  It is getting closer to town 
259.  It appears to bring heavy traffic near existing neighborhoods 
260.  Too Far.  Additional expense to build a bridge over the Pedernales River.   
261.  Route C I dislike that it is too far out of the way and cost too much. 



262.  Too close to town  
263.  it invades homeowners properties, deteriorates quality of life and devalues the 

area. 
264.  Impacting more people and again too far out making it longer and thus not cost 

effective  
265.  Comes in close to lady bird park 
266.  Again, this route is too long to be a “relief” as truckers will still choose shortest 

distance, and because of the length of the proposed route I see the cost as too high 
for the benefit of removing some traffic from Main Street.  

267.  Adjacent to 42 inch pipeline of natural gas; too far; too expensive; exasperates oak 
wilt; too many land owners and homes; to far into town 

268.  Goes down Upper Liveoak which is already a heavily-traveled route which will 
increase congestion 

269.  I cant see the roads so not sure if I would like it. 
270.  While this is slightly preferable to Routes A & B, this is still far out from main street, 

expensive, and unnecessary (especially at the scale of project that is currently 
proposed) 

271.  The Permian Highway Pipeline project follows this same route and there are 
incredible safety issues from pursuing this route.  A 42 inch pipeline has a 3500' 
Impact area. 

272.  too long  
273.  It doesn't stick to utilizing/modifying/expanding existing roadways. 
274.  Nothing, good route  
275.  Ok but route A is better 
276.  Again, too long and more expensive 
277.  Everything. Crosses the river. Goes down to far south. Effects many peoples land, 

agriculture, livestock and wildlife  
278.  Less hills, I don't think it goes over the Pedernales River so I don't think you would 

have to have a bridge 
279.  Does allow enough room for growth 
280.  Everything and it crosses the river 
281.  1) The route is still too long to give any "relief" to local residents and "thru" traffic 

from the tourist congestion downtown. 2) The route is too long and hence too 
expensive to build and purchase right-of-ways. 

282.  Too long, too expensive, too much ranch land destroyed 
283.  Seems like a great route. 
284.  Route C is still too far out of the way for a well planned out route. Too expensive! 
285.  Too costly, too long a route around town 
286.  Cutting through valuable farm land 
287.  It continues to fragment land.   It hurts wildlife and agriculture exemptions. 
288.  the western access is too close 
289.  It starts too far out and seems to be affecting too many  residents and businesses 
290.  still seems too far out of town to be practical 
291.  Nothing 
292.   I don’t like anything about it. It goes to far out. It’s supposed to be a relief route for 

town to keep 18 wheelers off main. It would  be a waste of money too, with how 
much longer the road will be compared to the other routes. 

293.  too long=too much cost 
294.  too far in the county and is disruptive to way too much property. It would cost a 

fortune because of its length, crossings of multiple streams and uneven terrain. 
Trucks would be reluctant to use it because of its length.  

295.  too expensive and waste of land for its purpose 
296.  Too far out 
297.  Bad for business 



298.  Bad for business 
299.  Bad for business 
300.  Bad for business 
301.  Bad for business 
302.  Route would not be feasible for travelers or local rsidents. 
303.  nothing 
304.  Route C I don't like that it will cost too much and so far out of the city. 
305.  Too far with no benefit for local citizens or tourists. Increased cost 
306.  to long of a distance 
307.  1.  Expensive due to many historic homes having to be purchased and demolished( 

It actually will eliminate the historic community of Live Oak Community.) 2.  Another 
very expensive aspect of this route would be the building of many bridges due to 
the large number of acres in the flood plain.  3. It is in the flight path of air planes 
landing at the Gillespie County Air Port which is becoming a vital air port for the hill 
country. 4. It could also disturb the Gillespie County Fair Grounds and all of the 
activities that occur there. 5. This area contains Native American camp grounds 
which would be disturbed. 6.  It could diminish the endanagered species the Texas 
blind Salamander, the San Marcos Salamander, the Black-Capped Vireo, the 
Golden-Cheeked Warbler, and Tobusch Fish Hook Cactus. 

308.  OK - nothing 
309.  This a little long but could possible live with this 
310.  Too long 
311.  Route C I don't like that it's too far away still from the city. Cost too much. 
312.  Negative business impact 
313.  Too far from town  
314.  Again too far from businesses 
315.  Destruction of Property. Incumberance to cross traffic.Destruction of pristine bicycle 

routes 
316.  same as answer no 2 
317.  I think it is not extended out from the city far enough to allow for true growth 
318.  Nothing 
319.  Too long. 
320.  Goes too far to the east before rejoining 290 
321.  Nothing 
322.  Dose not allow for growrh and expansion 
323.  Unnecessarily long (expensive) route. Intersects with Hwy 16 at an already very 

dangerous section locally known as deadman's curve 
324.  Too far outside of town, too, long, too expensive to build, and less likely to be used 
325.  Nothing 
326.  too close to town 
327.  This route is too long, too expensive, impacts too much beautiful hill country land 

and citizens. The route will be under utilized and have little benefit 
328.  There is nothing that I dislike about it. 
329.  Nothing 
330.  Too far out of town and too long for people to actually use Too expensive because 

of amount of land needed, many low water crossings, very sought after property on 
290E, and does not make use of existing updated river bridge. Negatively impacts 
too many properties that have been in families for generations 

331.  nothing 
332.  Invasion and destruction of private property of land owners with no true voice. 
333.  Too close to town, to park, to schools 
334.  Impacts homeowners 
335.  ?? 
336.  significant added length on south end of loop 



337.  Nothing really 
338.  nothing 
339.  Everything, runs through my property, cost is too much 
340.  NOTHING 
341.  We don’t need a relief route. 
342.  I can not say anything that really bad about this route.   
343.  I do not feel Route C  would beneficial to Fredericksburg or its taxpayers.  It 

crosses the Pedernales River and feeder creeks, just ask FEMA and TXDOT how 
many times they have replaced the bridge on Boos Lane and River Road.  It is also 
the most expansive and expensive route since it is the furthest outer loop resulting 
in the most amount of land to be acquired and roads built.  A sprawl that far away 
from Main street would only make our quaint town a city like any other one and no 
longer the unique tourist destination that funds this town.   The proposed route C 
crosses right through our family’s historical home, century oaks, my family's hay 
field which we rely on to feed our livestock and where they graze.  This route would 
inhibit our ability to safely hunt.  This also applies the the bordering ranches around 
us with homes already in place. 

344.  Appears to be reasonable 
345.  Nothing 
346.  again to far from town and to much land taken 
347.  No 
348.  Not as long, bus still very long distance 
349.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 

landscape. 
350.  Nothing! 
351.  Too far out and too long - trucks will still go through downtown to avoid this long of 

a detour.   Due to the length, this route will cost a lot more in money and time to 
implement, and is not the most effective use of taxpayer money.  This route also 
affects significantly more properties due to length; not only that, it disproportionately 
affects properties of people who deliberately settled away from town to avoid traffic 
and noise - it's unethical to push the cost (in property values and in disruption to 
people's lives) onto these people in order to benefit the ones living in town.  

352.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 
landscape. 

353.  Everything 
354.  Too close to town 
355.  It’s in the city and will cause congestion  
356.  This seems like Route B shifted down. Essentially the same.  
357.  On west end still close to town 
358.  See 2 and 5.   
359.  Too close to schools  
360.  Runs through people’s property 
361.  I don't want an interstate running through the the Fredericksburg countryside. The 

drive coming into Fredericksburg is one of my favorite drives, adding this interstate 
would ruin it 

362.  Yellow Route C I don't like that it is still too far from the city and won't be utilized. It 
will cost too much.  

363.  Long way from the East, prefer a closer loop to the river 
364.  Heritage School is too close 
365.  Nothing 
366.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 

landscape. 
367.  The intersection at hwy 16 
368.  To close to the cities west side and the parks, airport and businesses 



369.  Too close in to town on the left hand side.  Impacts schools and businesses. 
370.  Move it far away from Fredericksburg  
371.  Nothing 
372.  Too much traffic congestion on Friendship at Hwy 16. This route will disrupt school 

traffic and stadium traffic as well as delay emergency services in the area. 
373.  More intrusive on westside residential areas. 
374.  too long 
375.  No opinion. 
376.  Length and cost 
377.  Nothing at this time. 
378.  Basicly everything I did not like about routes A and B except  that it does not 

directly impact my property. 
379.  too invasive for a populated area; noise and pollution 
380.  It runs too close to town at the 16 crossing and is TOO close to the new Convention 

Center on the West end. 
381.  Dose not allow for growth and expansion 
382.  Same comments relate to the previous routes  
383.  Very long and looks disruptive to many landowners 
384.  Close to schools & homes 
385.  Map font too small to read 
386.  It seems to add a lot of length on the east side of town without a clear advantage. 
387.  Nothing 
388.  Too close to town 
389.  It is too close to town.  
390.  nothing 
391.  It is going to be very expensive to build it.  
392.  It is too close to town on the northern end. Too much impact on existing 

businesses. 
393.  Nothing  
394.  still longer than it needs to be 
395.  Too far around 
396.  Same as A and B.  
397.  displace families, ruin properties, damage wildlife habitats 
398.  Again, too much desteuction of property. We need routes that do not destroy so 

much land. This is an exceaaive expense.  Let's preserve as much of the beauty of 
our beautiful land as we can. 

399.  Too far from town. 
400.  size of proposed loop 
401.  there is nothing that I do not like 
402.  I don't see anything that I don't like about the Yellow Route (Route C). 
403.  Nothing 
404.  This route takes generational family homes from away myself and friends. It cuts 

into precious natural habitats/ ecosystems, sensitive waterways will be disrupted. I 
would like more community input about other options using existing roads. 

405.  NOTHING 
406.  Too far out and not useful to the city populous, too long, more environmental 

damage 
407.  there is nothing I do not like 
408.  Nothing 
409.  Closer to the city and impacting more homes, businesses, and our local ecology 
410.  Nothing 
411.  Either spend the money for A so it will last for a long time or choose H for cheap 

and just protect downtown 
412.  nothing 



413.  too much highway for a small town. 
414.  Enviromental impact. Too far out of way. Disrupting rural lifestyles 
415.  The southern portion of this route is too far out in the country and will negatively 

impact the beautiful countryside and ranches that have been in families for 
Generations 

416.   Northern end is too close to town.In 20 years it will be no good 
417.  Ruins the Pedernales Valley 
418.  nothing 
419.  West end is too close to city limits.  
420.  Too long and costly 
421.  Starts too far out of town 
422.  nothing 
423.  No complaint. 
424.  Nothing 
425.  Nothing 
426.  Eventually comes too close to the city and future growth. 
427.  Puts highway WAY OUT in what is supposed to be country. Go CLOSE TO TOWN. 
428.  nothing 
429.  Not a thing 
430.  Too long, unpractical  
431.  Inefficient, expensive 
432.  Might be too far out still 
433.  its still too long 
434.  I dont like any of the routes - they are not needed 
435.  This route appears to affect more homes on the west side of town that routes A and 

B.  
436.  Landowners being affected, as with all these routes 
437.  it crosses the river 
438.  Nothing 
439.  It's expensive, unnecessary and highly damaging. 
440.  NOTHING 
441.  Properties disrupted. 
442.  Too long, ignores rt 16, does not use Friendship Lane 
443.  Option C has the same problems as A and B. Still affecting too much land. This is 

way overkill. 
444.  Seems to start too close to west side of town 
445.  It is still a somewhat long out of the way route. 
446.  still too far out,county voters will not support the cost of funding a project this far out 
447.  dont like entering south of the pedernales river destroying peoples property  
448.  East entrance is too far away.  
449.  Everything, it is not needed 
450.  Nothing 
451.  Needlessly lengthy to south and east 
452.  Too close to town 
453.  Seems impractical because of length. Drivers using 87 would most likely not elect 

to use. Cost of overpass for 16, 2093, & 290. 
454.  Nothing. 
455.  it will still de-value the land for the other residents of gillespie county 
456.  It's too long. 
457.  It is the best option 
458.  It's similar to the green and blue route so my answers to the blue route apply. 
459.  Still quite long 
460.  Too close to town 



461.  Still runs through a lot of properties 
462.  This route is too long.  It will be very expensive.  Impacts too many property owners 

and farmers. It is too far out of town. 
463.  Too far out on the E, too far in on the N. 
464.  Nothing 
465.  Would take out historical family farm land and many homes. 
466.  nothing 
467.  Much the same as Route A. Too long. We can't even get the turning lane finished 

on 290, so how will we ever get something this expensive completed and paid for. 
There is an option already in place with Friendship Lane. I now its been said that 
this isn't an option, but I don't buy that. It was built for that, its already in place and 
would save the county tons of money. We can't afford Routes A and C. 

468.  goes through heavily developed areas. Should be further out. 
469.  Nothing 
470.  To much impact on the Northern end and to close to the city 
471.  Yellow Route C I don't like the distance outside the city. Too expensive to built.  
472.  I have recently learned that the property my siblings and I own is a part of the relief 

route.  I'm concerned because it will go thru the middle of our historic house which 
is located at 1120 Upper Live Oak Road.  This beautiful old pioneer home was built 
on 80 acres of fertile land in 1853 by Fritz Kneese.  Situated near a flowing creek 
and in the midst of beautiful rolling hills, it is very serene and peaceful.  In 1857, 
Jacob Weirich and his wife Elizabeth bought this place from Fritz Kneese.  Built out 
of log and rock, the home first consisted of two front rooms and a seventeen foot 
breezeway or dog run as it was called then.  Later two rooms and an extended 
breezeway were added.  The original part of the house was constructed out of logs.  
All the rafters and beams were hand cut and hand hewn.  In place of nails, wooden 
pegs about 3/4 inch thick were used to put the rafters and beams together.  The 
additional two rooms and breezeway were built out of rock.  In later years, the son 
William Weirich bought the place from Elizabeth Weirich, his mom.  This house 
served as the community bakery, and the spring on the property was the 
community's drinking water.  Also, William was the community's blacksmith.  Jacob 
and Elizabeth Weirich were my great-great grandparents.  This house and property 
has belonged in my family for 166 years.  We have maintained and kept this house 
in good condition.  We use it as a bed and breakfast.  Our guests have enjoyed 
staying there and reading the history of our house.  Fredericksburg is known for it's 
German heritage.  This house is a part of this heritage.  Please do not destroy it.  I 
have more history about this house, if you car to read about it.  My comment is 
getting lengthy so I will end.  Again, I plead that you will not destroy this historic 
house.  Sincerely, Kathryn Harper  P.O. Box 216 Harper, TX  78631 

473.  To far south and starts on other side of 1376 
474.  Again, it has the added expense of overpassing/controlling RR 1376 in addition to 

bridging the Pedernales river. 
475.  Requires the creation of a new bridge across the river increasing cost and 

devaluing, destroying river front land 
476.  length not necessary 
477.  Too far out, not usable by citizens, too many Wells and septics for growth 
478.  It ends too close to town on the West end 
479.  Same as others. Cost of all that land and displacing people from their homes and 

land.  
480.  It does not end far enough away from heavy traffic areas. 
481.  starts too far south-goes too far west for city use 
482.  Too much rural land impacted  
483.  same as answer 7, we do not need it 
484.  North side is too close to town and splits highly populated residential from town.  
485.  City avoids fair responsibility. 



486.  First and foremost, I do not believe that the benefits of a “relief route” outweigh the 
negative factors.   First, there is no safety concern with traffic going through Main 
Street.  There have been no deaths from traffic accidents on Main Street.   The 
safety concern is on the high speed Hwy 290 where there have been many deaths.  
We should put our money into improving Hwy 290 by adding turn lane from Hye all 
the way to Fredericksburg.  This would prevent some of these tragic traffic deaths 
that are on the rise. Main Street is congested, but what problem is that actually 
causing.  Locals have avoided Main Street for many years.  Locals just go around 
Main Street.  Tourists don’t care that Main Street is crowded.  They aren’t in a 
hurry.  Tourists are not deterred from coming to Fredericksburg because of some 
traffic on Main Street.  Truckers can just spend an extra 15 minutes going through 
town.  Why should we change our community for the benefit of a few trucking 
companies? Any “relief route” that is chosen will devastate properties and families.  
I cannot see why in the world we would do this just to increase the convenience of 
people who are passing through our town – truckers and tourists. Imagine how it 
will change our beautiful community by having a 4+ lane highway going either 
through town or through our beautiful hill country?  The quaint community and 
beautiful hill country is what draws tourists and creates a wonderful quality of life for 
residents.  Why would we destroy that for the ability to move down Main Street a 
little quicker? The cost of buying the land necessary for this route will require many 
millions of dollars.  Imagine how we could improve our community with affordable 
housing, other improvements to Main Street, shuttle buses for tourists.  Why would 
we spend millions of dollars for the convenience of people who are passing through 
town – tourists and truckers? 

487.  This is still a monster. It just shifts the whole thing east a bit.  
488.  Like the blue route, this one represents the city dumping their problem entirely onto 

the county residents. 
489.  Still too long, doesn’t use the new 290 bridge, not practical, doesn’t really solve the 

problem  
490.  Long, expensive, bridge over the Pedernales. 
491.  Nothing 
492.  To long 
493.  Cost 
494.  To long not practical 
495.  everything 
496.  Nothing 
497.  It eats up way too much land on the southeast side 
498.  Destroys too much farm and ranch land 
499.  Too long of a route 
500.  Still too far out and long!  Trucks won't travel it because going through town is 

closer.  DO NOT NEED AN INTERSTATE!! 
501.  right of way too wide, too expensive, no guarantee trucks won't simply continue 

down Main Street. 
502.  why would anyone drive this far to bypass downtown - this is crazy 
503.  It’s dreadful. If we do anything that impacts so much of the surrounding beauty then 

we shoot ourselves in the foot. All of my comments on the blue route apply equally 
to this one. 

504.  Route C unnecessarily goes through valuable agricultural land and would disrupt 
local wildlife as well as crops.  Further, Route C is longer than Routes E,F,G, and H 
and would cost more to build and maintain. 

505.  too far a sweep from town, pointless for commerce and folks living here to escape 
the clogs of tourist 

506.  The southern section is too far out of town to be useful to local residents. 
507.  could potentially be too far south thus not attracting enough traffic 



508.  It is too long, too far outside of the city, would be too expensive, disrupts the 
environment and the historical homes in the area.  Is in the County when this is a 
City of Fredericksburg issue. 

509.  a few areas in flood plain 
510.  too long 
511.  It has too cross the Pedernales, too expensive 
512.  It is still too long. 
513.  I don't see the need for the route to follow the southern border of the study area. 
514.  Too far out, too expensive 
515.  Though route C is somewhat shorter it is still too long, too expensive, too 

environmentally damaging, affect too many historical properties and homes, will not 
be utilized by many due to the length and will not likely be voter-approved due to 
the extra cost. 

516.  Building roads that you don't need, when Tivydale & Friendship Lane is aready 
there. 

517.  This route is also too far away from the city and will likely not be used by the 
citizens having to foot the bill.  In the process it would destroy pristine hill country 
land, including historic homes, long-standing family ranches and farms and the cost 
of building and maintaining such a proposed highway would be far more expensive 
than a more logical route closer to town. 

518.  making a East side entry too far out, need to look for optium entry and path on the 
East side. 

519.  It will ruin everything.  
520.  I do not like the point where C crosses 290 
521.  It hits 290 farther from town 
522.  undecided 
523.  Length of route 
524.  too long, expensive and environmentally damaging 
525.  It seems longer than necessary. It seems to pointless cut through a lot of private 

land. It will be more expensive than a route closer to town and not likely useful for 
local traffic. 

526.  Looks like it goes through Lady Bird Johnson Park 
527.  Too much of bypass for drivers to really take it -- would not help traffic.  Big 

environmental impact. Huge expense. 
528.  This route runs through business and will RUIN our homes' property value. It is 

positioned between two high end subdivisions and this comment will apply to many 
homes. 

529.  Still eats up too much land and is too long.  
530.  too long and expensive 
531.  Evironmentally damaging. 
532.  Too far outside of town and affects rural farmland, rather than already developed 

commercial zones 
533.  High impact noise and ground water 
534.  Appears to cut through open space, which has been open for a long time. 
535.  It is overkill for the need in the area.   
536.  ame as blue and green...too excessive 
537.  Northern part too close to town 
538.  Cuts through some main roads 
539.  N/A 
540.  Route C does not allow for projected growth as well as Route A. 
541.  Still too extensive for size of town and amount of traffic it is proposed to carry 
542.  too far out, historic family lands and farms 
543.  It cuts a little close to the current edges of town on the west and north sides. More 

landowners to likely have to deal with. 



544.  North end Hwy 87N to Hwy 16S is too close in and does not give a true by-pass for 
town; too much negative impact on homes, businesses that are endangered by this 

545.  Much too close to the city 
546.  Again, it crosses river at great cost and East tie to US290 a little far out. 
547.  The south and east end are too far from Fredericksburg. 
548.  See "A" above.  Also, if there's going to be a hotel complex at the split of 87/290, 

this is going to create a traffic nightmare 
549.  Too far out. Too close to the Golf Course. Seriously impacts and hampers 

agricutural use of many still in production farm and ranch land. Some of that land 
has historical heritiage. 

550.  West side might affect existing subdivisions amd residences. 
551.  Entrance close too town  
552.  Starts too far out of town on the east side of town. 
553.  Starts too far east. It may be a pretty drive though. Misses the original scope of the 

project. Is the idea to bypass Fredericksburg or to relief traffic congestion in 
downtown? 

554.  Another long option. More financial burden to the taxpayers, disincentive for family 
to move back and contribute to the community, unnecessary increase is time and 
distance for truck drivers to drive.  

555.  Negative impacts to Pedernales River basin.  Too long. 
556.  Crossing the rivers and creeks is a really terrible idea. Why would anyone think this 

is a good plan? 
557.  Too far and adversely impacts royal oaks loop neighborhood 
558.  IT WOULD TAKE AWAY FAMILY LAND. Historical land mark land. 
559.  Settlers Ridge will not like the noise and light that this propped rite will bring  
560.  Interior routes make more sense economically 
561.  north entrance is questionable area 
562.  Nothing 
563.  The Southern section is too far out of town. The length and need to bridge the 

Pedernales will greatly increase the cost.  
564.  Too long and costly.  Major environmental impacts. 
565.  Still to close. 
566.  Again,it takes land from families that have lived in Fredericksburg for generations. 
567.  still affects too much environmentally sensitive land between 290E and 290W  
568.  Still very long and thus very expensive. 
569.  Entry too far out on 290E and crosses Pedernales 
570.  Still a very long route. The cost will be much higher than a shorter one such as H. 
571.  Nice  
572.  Too close in to town 
573.  It is apparent that a lot of planning is being done in the absence of an adequate 

stduy of where the truck traffic is actually going. This study needs to inform the 
whole process, not be tacked on at the end as an afterthought. This route also 
places a disproportionate burden on the county residents, while the city residents 
who benefit from the project get off scott free. 

574.  a. Still too much land b. Still too far from south Fbg. 
575.  It intersects 290E too far out and 87N too close in. 
576.  Not a good route, because it intersects 87 North too close in, and 290 East too far 

out. 
577.  potential for noise 
578.  It is too long, too far from the city limits and will cause significant noise and light 

pollution in the county 
579.  There is nothing that I do not like 
580.  There is nothing I dislike about the C Route 
581.  As stated in # 7 



582.  it cuts across private land and ranches 
583.  Still to long 
584.  Nothing 
585.  87 N intersection 
586.  Way too far south & east 
587.  Too far out, too expensive to build, esp. with river crossings, no benefit for local 

residents 
588.  The Hwy 87N to Hwy 290W section is too close in and has negative impact on 

businesses and home in path of the route, the mid section is too close in town for a 
true relief route 

589.  once again it goes right thru our property, once again i do not understand how our 
governement can force a pipeline  for kinder morgan via emienient domain which is 
supposed to be for the best interest of the public which is bs its so the big gas guys 
can line there pockets when they sale there natural gas to foreign countries, then 
now you want to force a bypass loop thru us as well 

590.  Still too long. Too many road cuts and bridges south of 290 
591.  EVERYTHING. Disruption of families lives land and homes. 
592.  do not like routing between 290W and 87N 
593.  290 W too close to city limits 
594.  It starts too early on 290. It is too long. 
595.  EVERYTHING - You are again, displacing families that have lived on the same land 

for generations.  
596.  Dangerous  
597.  may displace some low income folks close to town 
598.  Too close to city and busy areas, including Lady Bird Park and youth sports fields. 
599.  Not close enough to town, to much road noise. Cross multi properties that are 

Hisctorical 
600.  nothing 
601.  Too costly and extensive. Affects more people the longer the route is. Town already 

has noise, won't affect them as much. 
602.  too expensive, cuts into too many homes 
603.  too long, too much oak wilt, too expensive, too much time around city, too many 

landowners affected 
604.  This route goes right thru our business and property. Our home is 400' away from 

route 
605.  It runs right over a farm house, small house, barn, and smokehouse all built starting 

in 1851.  It is a residential property, has established agriculture, is an established 
business. 

606.  Noise from truck traffic and displaced residential areas just outside city limits. 
607.  It runs through a historic property.  House and barn built in 1851.  The property is 

also a vineyard, residential property, and business along with being Historic. 
608.  290E to 16 - too far out, too expensive, keeps commerce from town,destroys too  

much property / farmland agriculture 
609.  KMpipeline;our homes;oak wilt;take out natural springs;economic loss; loss 

historical & cultural fossils and Indian artifacts; pipeline leaks/explosions; downtown 
Fbg. becomes ghostown due to development of B&B, hotels, vineyards, 
entertainment, orchards, trade days, etc on 290; just not safe with the proximity to 
KM pipeline which can carry any substance; too far and costly 

610.  We cannot look at the proposed bypass only in terms of serving through truck 
traffic. I see it as a benefit to the local population accessing areas of Fredericksburg 
as Friendship Lane has turned out to be. 

611.  Same as Route A--it will totally displace me from my home! 
612.  KMpipeline;our homes;oak wilt;take out natural springs;economic loss; loss 

historical & cultural fossils and Indian artifacts; pipeline leaks/explosions; downtown 
Fbg. becomes ghostown due to development of B&B, hotels, vineyards, 



entertainment, orchards, trade days, etc on 290; just not safe with the proximity to 
KM pipeline which can carry any substance; too far and costly 

613.  Too close to town; expensive to move so many utilities; separate Ricky Boos 
pastures from barn; excessive noise on Boos Lane; cuts too near airport and Lady 
Bird park 

614.  Everything, you are taking peoples businesses on 87 that have worked hard for 
them. 

615.  nothing 
616.  getting close to town 
617.  ditto 
618.  Noise from truck traffic and displaced residential areas just outside city limits. 
619.  too close to town 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



How would you rate potential Yellow Route (Route C)? 
 

 
 
Strongly Like: 8.97% 
Like: 6.87% 
Undecided: 6.20% 
Dislike: 13.95% 
Strongly Dislike: 64.01% 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



What do you like about potential Purple Route (Route D)? 
 

1.  Not warranted  
2.  Nothing 
3.  Not much 
4.  Away from main street 
5.  love it, not too far out, not too close in 
6.  Nothing 
7.  love it, not too far out, not too close in 
8.  Nothing  
9.  It's closer in, impacts fewer farms/ranches than A-C. 
10.  Nothing. 
11.  Nothing 
12.  This route is shorter, appears to cross flatter terrain and no major rivers, thus 

reducing it's cost. Locals as well as truck drivers are more apt to benefit from this 
route. 

13.  BETTER THAN ROUTE C BECAUSE IT IS CLOSER TO TOWN AND LESS 
PRIVATE PROPERTY LAND IS TAKEN. 

14.  Nothing 
15.  Nothing  
16.  Hate this one 
17.  I don't like anything about this route. 
18.  Nothing  
19.  Nothing  
20.  Nothing 
21.  Nothing 
22.  Somewhat shorter route, closer in 
23.  Nothing  
24.  Nothing 
25.  It goes through people’s land and peach farms.  
26.  Where it comes out on 87 N. & 290. 
27.   Nothing 
28.  This would be a much easier and less expensive route to build based on the flatter 

terrain. It is also shorter than routes A and C and would requires fewer right-of-
ways.Because it is closer to town it could be utilized by locals as well. 

29.  closer to town, but still a long re-route 
30.  Still better than the blue and green 
31.  love it, not too far out, not too close in 
32.  love it, not too far out, not too close in 
33.  love it, not too far put, not too close in 
34.  love it, not too far out, not too close in 
35.  love it, not too far out, not too close in 
36.  love it, not too close in, not too far out 
37.  love it, not too close in, not too far out 
38.  love it, not too far out, not too close in 
39.  love it, not too close in, not too far out 
40.  love it, not too close in, not too far out 
41.  love it, not too far out, not too close in 
42.  love it, not too far out, not too close in 
43.  Too close to high accident area 290 est of Fredericksburg  
44.  love it, not too far out, not too close in 
45.  love it, not too far out, not too close in 
46.  love it, not too close in, not too far out 
47.  love it, not too far put, not too close in 



48.  love it, not too cloe in, not too far out 
49.  Nothing 
50.  Nothing 
51.  essentially nothing 
52.  Love, not too far out, not too close in 
53.  Nothing 
54.  Nothing 
55.  This route is several miles shorter than route a and C and therefore would be less 

expensive. Since it is a shorter route, if you were right of ways would be needed. 
This route is closer to town and it could be used by locals as well as truck drivers so 
the community would also benefit. It also has flatter to rain which would be easier 
and less expensive to build on 

56.  Nothing  
57.  Nothing 
58.  Nothing 
59.  hate it 
60.  It is a bad idea. 
61.  nothing 
62.  Nothing  
63.  Nothing 
64.  Na 
65.  It does bypass town 
66.  Ok 
67.  Nothing 
68.  This route is undesirable. 
69.  Not alot. 
70.  Not much 
71.  Nothing. 
72.  All of these routes are unnecessary, trucks and cars will still go through town 
73.  Same 
74.  Route D is mostly outside the current city limits...and is relatively short... 
75.  Nothing 
76.  nOTHING! 
77.  Nothing  
78.  Nothing 
79.  Nothing 
80.  nothing 
81.  Nothing. 
82.  Nothing 
83.  Nope 
84.  I don’t like it  
85.  Not a thing. 
86.  That it starts on the North side of the Pedernales bridge 
87.  Nothing 
88.  Nothing  
89.  Nope 
90.  love it, not too far out, not too close in 
91.  More studying  
92.  love it!  not too far out, not too close in 
93.  Nothing!!!! 
94.  Nothing  
95.  Nothing 
96.  it's purple 



97.  Nothing  
98.  Nothing  
99.  Smaller  
100.  Not much 
101.  nothing 
102.  No 
103.  No 
104.  NOTHING 
105.  Outside the central city  
106.  Nothing 
107.  Nothing 
108.  Don’t  
109.  Unacceptable  
110.  Well outside most built up areas in the city 
111.  No 
112.  nothing 
113.  This is my favorite 
114.  nothing 
115.  Convenient  
116.  Large enough but not over extended 
117.  Good short route and least disruptive to landowners  
118.  nothing 
119.  Starts on the North side of the Pedernales River, a shorter distance which would 

cost less 
120.  Nothing except where it leaves HWY 290 
121.  Not much. 
122.  Nothing 
123.  Nothing 
124.  Everything 
125.  Nothing!  
126.  Hate it. 
127.  I like where is intersects Hwy 87 N. & 290. It seems to be a great compromise for 

not being too far out or to close to town.  Locals will use it more often to reduce 
Main St. traffic as well. 

128.  Nothing 
129.  Nothing 
130.  Nothing  
131.  Length 
132.  avoids more populated areas 
133.  Do not like. Too close to town.  
134.  Nothing  
135.  don't like 
136.  Strongy dislike. Don't make our area into a freeway zone, suburb encouraging, big 

city area. 
137.  Nothing. 
138.  Nothing 
139.  Strongly dislike 
140.  I don't  
141.  Nothing 
142.  Nothing  
143.  NO! 
144.  It’s doesn’t cut directly through my neighborhood  
145.  Nothing  



146.  NOTHING 
147.  NOTHING 
148.  Nothing  
149.  Nothing 
150.  It’s okay  
151.  Good compromise of being too far out of town or too close to town. Less expensive 

and locals will benefit from it for daily commuting. 
152.  route is somewhat closer too Fredericksburg 
153.  Nothing; it will destroy the evolving wine industry on hwy 16 
154.  Nothing 
155.  Dislike 
156.  Nothing 
157.  Common portion of route with Route B 
158.  don't 
159.  Closer to the City limits, more locals will use it, cost less, takes less rural 

undisturbed property & homes. Comes out behind all the commercial businesses 
on the North. 

160.  Not much 
161.  Don’t like it.  Will lead to sprawl.  Bankrupts our city. 
162.  I don't like anything about it 
163.  Same as A/B/C. 
164.  Seems a little far out, but closer than the others. 
165.  Nothing 
166.  Nothing 
167.  Nothing  
168.  Nothing 
169.  Closer to town 
170.  This route doesn't cross the Pedernales River--saves construction costs. It doesn't 

disrupt as many family homes. Shorter route than AB means fewer right-of-ways 
needed. 

171.  I like the entrance and exit locations better.  It might be too close to the Pedernales 
River though.  Might have environmental issues.  Still might be too far out of town. 

172.  nothing 
173.  Disapprove as it greatly affects many residential homes and farmland, rivers and 

animal habitants.  
174.  avoids unnecessary additional bridging of the Pedernales 
175.  We do not like anything about Route D. 
176.  It should be less costly and less disruptive than other routes 
177.  Only that it eliminates a river crossing. 
178.  Better than AB&C 
179.  Accomplishes goal 
180.  Its good 
181.  That it keeps outside the airport and fairgrounds 
182.  Nothing, still too long/expensive. too far out to be used by locals who pay for it. 
183.  One of the best routes and stays out side for local trucks to still take if needed.  
184.  Nothing 
185.  Nothing  
186.  love it, perfect route!  not too close in, not too far out 
187.  I do not think Route D is a viable option. 
188.  love it, not too far put, not too close in, perfect route 
189.  Love, not too far out, not too close in, perfect! 
190.  love it!  best of all!  not too far out, not too close in. 
191.  I dont like it 
192.  love, not too far out, not too close in 



193.  Nothing 
194.  Possibility 
195.  Route D has possiblities.  It is not too long; stays north of the river; looks as if it 

goes through mostly open land.  
196.  nothing 
197.  getting better 
198.  Everything  
199.  Portion between 290W and 87N because it brings the route closer to town And 

usable by those living here and not to just benefit the trucks that are passing 
through  

200.  It leaves some room for expansion. 
201.  love it, not too far out, not too close in 
202.  love it, far enough out, not too far out 
203.  Even better form a cost perspective.  
204.  Nothing 
205.  Nothing. 
206.  Seems less expensive and doesn't interfere as much with local homes 
207.  shorter than a, b, or c 
208.  Still bad 
209.  Absolutely nothing if it’s going to be a super highway!!!  If you are proposing a 4 

lane highway similar to all the approaching Fredericksburg highways, then this 
would probably be the most desirable ! 

210.  Nothing  
211.  Seems best compromise 
212.  Little and it is difficult to say due to the poor quality of the map. 
213.  Nothing 
214.  Don't 
215.  Nothing, it’s way too close to town and my daughter school. 
216.  Good access on ends 
217.  Not as preferable as route C 
218.  Closer in and less distance plus ferew bridges 
219.  Nothing. 
220.  Nothing.  
221.  This route does appear to be a modest compromise to all of them...... 
222.  Nothing. 
223.  nothing, too close to town 
224.  It is shorter than most of the other routes and hews closer to the city, rather than so 

heavily impacting rural landowners. 
225.  It bypasses town 
226.  Getting closer to businesses 
227.  seems to make the most sense 
228.  Nothing. Repurpose existing roads. Take parking off Main Street. The constant 

traffic issues caused by poor sight lines, vehicles and pedestrian movement can be 
reduced and trucks have better passage.  

229.  I do not like this route 
230.  Nothing 
231.  It is a more logical route. 
232.  It is closer to where it should be 
233.  Only thing I like is it is better than A, B, & C but does not allow locals to utilize much 

because so far out of way. 
234.  Closer in but not close enough 
235.  Circumvents more of the more developed areas of town 
236.  I don't. 
237.  nothing 



238.  I do not like the purple route 
239.  Nothing.  
240.  Nothing 
241.  It will not displace many residents or businesses 
242.  not much 
243.  Less developed.  Ranks 4th of 8 choices.    
244.  Route D i like very little. 
245.  nothing! 
246.  Getting shorter so more cost effective and impacting fewer land owners  
247.  Don’t like 
248.  I do not like this route.  
249.  Great  
250.  nothing 
251.  This is slightly less disruptive to the countryside, though still not a desirable option. 
252.  The topography maps indicate this is flatter terrain and would be much easier and 

less expensive to build on. 
253.  nothing 
254.  nothing 
255.  Everything, good route choice 
256.  Still too close to town 
257.  Nothing 
258.  Closer to town and would effect as much farm land 
259.  It is shorter.  Shorter is better.  Less money and not to invasive on town 
260.  Too close to existing city center 
261.  It’s a better option for not as far a loop 
262.  This is one of the best routes.  It is moderate length route, it is shorter than A/B/C 

so therefore less expensive, it provides better access for local residents to use. 
263.  Nothing 
264.  Great proximity to existing infrastructure, allows we for future growth. 
265.  Purple Route D I like very little. 
266.  Nothing 
267.  Nothing 
268.  It seems to make the best use of existing roads.   
269.  Nothing 
270.  nothing 
271.  do  not like 
272.  shorter bypass, less out of town, more practical than abc 
273.  It is shorter and therefore less expensive.  Also less disruptive to longtime 

residents. 
274.  Shorter route compared to the first three 
275.  nothing 
276.  This proposed route is closer to where it should go. 
277.  nothing 
278.  It’s shorter 
279.  Better for businesd 
280.  Good for business 
281.  It’s ok  
282.  Good for business 
283.  Good for budiness 
284.  There are better route options. 
285.  It's closer to town. Locals can utilize it.  
286.  Route D I Like very little. 
287.  Less distance, better for business than ABor C  



288.  Nothing 
289.  Purtple Route - shorter  Less money, time to build, time to travel 
290.  This is a shorter route which means less, rightaways, less money and more 

advantageous for the big trucks to take. 
291.  Everything  
292.  Route D I like very little. 
293.  Better than A-C 
294.  Better route 
295.  Getting better since it is closer to town 
296.  nothing 
297.  less impact on property owners 
298.   I do not like anything about the purple route 
299.  It is even shorter than Route C, so it will be the most convenient. It also cuts the 

least through existing homeowners' land. 
300.  Nothing. 
301.  Somewhat better than A,B and C as it is not as long. 
302.  Everything, shorter, less impacted on residents and does not cross river. 
303.  Only that it is very slightly less disruptive than the than the others previously 

addressed 
304.  It's a little better than some of the longer routes 
305.  better route, looks shorter,closer to town and can be used by locals,  
306.  nothing 
307.  Nothing, adamantly opposed! 
308.  It is shorter, closer to town so that community members will use it more to alleviate 

traffic through town. The topography is flatter and the cost will be less to construct. 
309.  Seems like the perfect route around town, and close enough to encourage use.  
310.  Still mostly outside the town and shorter, so more cost effective. 
311.  Similar to route c it has less elevation change, shorter distance and is closer to 

town.  
312.  Starts and ends close to town for better access and is on town side of river 
313.  flatter, shorter 
314.  Do not like 
315.  Nothing  
316.  Nothing 
317.  No 
318.  efficient loop around city that avoids populated areas 
319.  I think it is the more sensible option.  
320.  closer to town, local would use it more 
321.  Nothing 
322.  EVERYTHING 
323.  Did you ask the land owners if they agreed before you surveyed this 
324.  I like this route.  I like everything.  Shorter route and it does not cross the 

Pedernales River.  Crossing a river can have additional expense. 
325.  Nothing 
326.  Pretty good route.  Reasonable start and finish 
327.  It is obviously shorter and would therefore be less expensive for taxpayers money 

to build. It’s also closer to town so those of us who live here could use it too.  
328.  yes 
329.  No 
330.  Nothing! 
331.  Nothing 
332.  This route happens to be on the north side of the Pedernales River, making it less 

expensive to buid with no need to build another bridge and worry about flooding.-
making it the better choice 



333.  It is closer to town.  The lesser length means more trucks will use it (however it is 
still long enough that many will not.)   

334.  Nothing 
335.  Nothing 
336.  Nothing 
337.  Nothing 
338.  It's getting to a more appropriate lenght. 
339.  Further south  
340.  I disagree and do not like it 
341.  Purple Route D I like very little about it. 
342.  This is a great route, far enough from town but not too long, disrupts a minimal 

number of existing businesses, homes 
343.  Semi trucks off of the main road 
344.  No  
345.  The beginning and end 
346.  Nothing  
347.  Nothing 
348.  Nothing 
349.  Great 
350.  I do not like route D 
351.  Nothing 
352.  Again, easy access to the park and airport yet far enough from the downtown 
353.  Serves the local traffic the best. 
354.  Nothing 
355.  Since this is a shorter route, fewer right-of-ways would be needed, resulting in less 

time and expense. 
356.  Only that is slightly shorter than previously discussed routes. Topographly less 

severe than Routes A and B. 
357.  Nothing 
358.  Not much.. 
359.  Nothing 
360.  getting shorter... 
361.  Use of friendship lane if I’m reading correctly 
362.  Map font too small to read 
363.  The idea of a smaller route is appealing from a cost reward standpoint. 
364.  N/A 
365.  nothing 
366.  Nothing 
367.  shorter and wont interfere with existing homes 
368.  I don't like anything about this route. 
369.  Minimal impact on local businesses. 
370.  Nothing  
371.  Better than A and B 
372.  Dislike 
373.  Nothing  
374.  Nothing  
375.  Less destruction of nature, farmland and trees.  
376.  Nothing 
377.  Strongly opposed do not like this as an option 
378.  shorter and less expensive to build 
379.  I like everything about the Purpole Route (Route D). 
380.  Flatter and easier to construct road. Shorter than A&B, so less expensive. Fewer 

right-of-ways needed. Could be used by locals as well as trucks since it is closer to 



town, allowing the community to get some use of the tax dollars spent. Further 
away from family homes and long time residents. 

381.  Nothing  
382.   Since this route is closer to town, it could be used by locals as well as truck drivers, 

so the community would get use of its tax dollars as well. 
383.  Closer to city limits and more usefully to city and county residence, it exits close the 

the park and closer to access from down town.  
384.  similar to Route C, clossr to town 
385.  Nothing 
386.  Nothing 
387.  Nothing. 
388.  Everything  
389.  This is a bad route.  
390.  everything 
391.  nothing 
392.  It is further out than two other routes. 
393.  Nothing 
394.  It misses major river crossings 
395.  Nothing 
396.  Too many impacts to the south.  
397.  nothing 
398.  Don’t like it.  
399.  None 
400.  It appears to require fewer bridges and thus should cost less. 
401.  everything 
402.  Nearer to town of Fredericksburg, allowing local traffic use for convenience. Shorter 

overall length than A & B routes, so cheaper. Significantly flatter countryside and 
fewer homes impacted.  

403.  Good route tax dollars spent better. Everything 
404.  Shorter route and flat. 
405.  Zip. Nothing. 
406.  closer to town; less costly; closer to already developed land 
407.  This is a good route with out a doubt 
408.  It is shorter but not great 
409.  Nothing 
410.  It’s ok 
411.  Could be used by locals as well as travelers, shorter, less expensive, less 

disruptive to long time land owners 
412.  This is the best route, its short, will allow more local people to get use of it and its 

shorter so less expensive to the tax payer 
413.  NOTHING!!!!  STAY AWAY FROM THE RIVER - SEE ABOVE 
414.  4th choice 
415.  nothing 
416.  Less expensive and less bridges 
417.  Extending Upper Live Oak to 87 North could complete the Inner Loop. 
418.  EVERYTHING - SHORTER ROUTE 
419.  I do not like Route D 
420.  It is a reasonable route that is shorter, makes more sense for a truck to take. 
421.  nothing 
422.  that it is on the north side of the Pedernales river, shorter distance and comes out 

at the RV park perfect for travelers, good distance from town & not so far out, 
handier to getting to the N side of town with less cost  

423.  Slightly better. No river bridges.  
424.  Nothing 



425.  1. Flatter terrain, easier to build 2. Further from family homes 3. Shorter route, less 
expense to construct 

426.  Minimizes distances with realatively little disruption to existing infrastructure 
427.  Not much. D doesn't swing as wide as C. 
428.  Everything. Being closer to town will mean that local residents will also find it useful. 
429.  it doesn't cut through our family property 
430.  I do not like it. 
431.  It's virtually the same as C 
432.  It's close enough to town so that locals would find it useful while still routing the 

trucks and other traffic around  
433.  Nothing 
434.  Seemingly less costly/disruptive. 
435.  Do not like this one 
436.  Shorter than A,B,C. runs closer to town 
437.  Nothing. 
438.  Nothing 
439.  Everything 
440.  Nothing.  Do not like it. 
441.  less expensive to build 
442.  Nothing 
443.  This is a better route for the same reasons as route C.  It's a good compromise 

from the extremely rural route, while making it close enough to town to be useful to 
locals. Less miles = less money and faster to build. It's also less steep terrain and 
doesn't have the same crumbling rock issues that could make an easement of more 
than 400 feet necessary.  

444.  Purple Route D I like zero. 
445.  It misses city's growth potential areas 
446.  It avoids RR 1376 and stays on the north side of the Pedernales river. 
447.  bypasses town just enough 
448.  Nothing 
449.  don't like 
450.  Nothing! 
451.  Nothing 
452.  nothing 
453.  Nothing 
454.  Nothing,it destroys homes and homesteads and lives 
455.  Same likes as C.  
456.  Nothing 
457.  I am against any bypass route, but of all the routes, this one makes the most sense.  

It is not right in town so does not effect as many houses.  It goes by the airport 
which is already a somewhat industrial area.  It doesn't require as much land as the 
outer routes.  The land that it goes over isn't as difficult (with creeks and cliffs) as 
the outer route. 

458.  It is slightly shorter and thus should be cheaper to build than the ones above. 
459.  It is a bit shorter and thus should be cheaper to build. Still all on the county 

residents, however. 
460.  Better than a,b,c but still too long 
461.  Nothing. 
462.  Outside town.  Won’t interfere with established neighborhoods 
463.  Shorter 
464.  NOTHING! 
465.  Shorter much more economical  
466.  nothing 
467.  Nothing 



468.  Nothing 
469.  Not much 
470.  NOTHING!!! 
471.  I don't think we need this. 
472.  at least it doesn't cross Baron's creek  
473.  Starting point is fine, and would seem to have relatively manageable ROW needs. 
474.  Shorter and less costly than Routes A, B, and C. 
475.  not much of an improvement 
476.  closer in 
477.  it stays close enough to town but allows traffic to still flow around most of the 

busiest areas 
478.  Nothing 
479.  Not a fan, flood plain problems 
480.  Minimal impacts on residents/businesses yet close to city 
481.  Reasonable route that's not too much of a detour around town but allows further 

development around Fredericksburg. 
482.  Not too far out , not too close 
483.  Shortens A option bypass travel time and access to FBG when desired. 
484.  It is good mid-location and stays north of Pedernales River. 
485.  Closer to town 
486.  Shorter and still allows for growth outside current city limits. 
487.  nothing 
488.  I do not like Purple Route (Route D). 
489.  Much shorter route, less land involved, cost has to be lower, right. 
490.  Nothing. Will ruin everything  
491.  Nothing, too close in for future developments. 
492.  allows for growth and hits 87 and 290 closer to town 
493.  out of the way, avoids cramming traffic near town 
494.  Best compromise 
495.  nothing 
496.  I like where it starts on 290 and ends on 87N. 
497.  Nothing 
498.  Slightly shorter than some routes -- less expensive to build. 
499.  NOTHING 
500.  Only as it is an improvement over A, B, & C.  
501.  a little better because it is shorter 
502.  Nothing 
503.  No. 
504.  do not like 
505.  shorter than  green, blue etc. 
506.  Not as bad as two closer routes 
507.  N/A 
508.  It is definitely better than Routes E, F, G, & H! 
509.  Same comments as Route C 
510.  nothing 
511.  It at least swings wide around the Kerrville side of town. 
512.  nothing; 
513.  Nothing 
514.  Of the routes shown this is probably my favorite. It is close enough to town but 

appears to avoid populated areas. 
515.  Shorter route and does not cross Pedernales River 
516.  Nothing 
517.  Nothing 



518.  nothing 
519.  nothing 
520.  Away from town but not too far out 
521.  Nothing. 
522.  North of Pedernales. 
523.  Very little 
524.  N/A 
525.  ONCE AGAIN NOTHING 
526.  More direct route to 290 and 87. 
527.  It follows logical topography 
528.  I like that is is not through town busy/built area 
529.  That'll work too 
530.  Getting better. No river crossing and closer to town.  
531.  Minimal impact to Pedernales River. 
532.  Nothing. 
533.  Nothing. 
534.  the section between 290W and 87N ends at a better location on 87N 
535.  The preferred route.  Closer in yet far enough out to be effective. 
536.  It stays outside existing development in the city. 
537.  Good placement of entry and exit 
538.  slightly shorter 
539.  No 
540.  Too close in to town 
541.  Shorter and thus less extensive. The earlier longer routes also risk being ineffective 

because if the trucks cannot save time by taking teh bypass, they are apt to still 
drive right through town. This would result in our spending millions and still having 
main street trucks, unless there is later a truch restriction in the city. 

542.  Better - still nothing 
543.  It intersects 290E at a good location. 
544.  Only where it starts on 290 East. 
545.  not a thing 
546.  I do not like Route D 
547.  No No No on this route either 
548.  It is getting a little closer to town and I believe for future growth we need to stay 

further from town and neighborhoods  
549.  I like the D route because it is further away from Main Street and the town allowing 

more growth for the City  
550.  Don't like 
551.  it’s a less out-of-the-way route than routes a,b, and c 
552.  Shorter 
553.  Shorter and therefore cheaper 
554.  Compromise to keep it far out of city 
555.  not much 
556.  Marginally better than A and C, otherwise nothing 
557.  nothing- get rid of it! 
558.  It’s out but not way out. It goes around the airport 
559.  Decent compromise between length and utility 
560.  NOTHING 
561.  nothing 
562.  Somewhat away from city limits 
563.  It is the shorter and closer to town. It stays inside the Pedernales river. 
564.  NOTHING 
565.  Nothing to close to town  



566.  same as C 
567.  Nothing. 
568.  hate it new developments there and woulnt do it no go ps ...........HeLLNO 
569.  Nothing 
570.  nothing 
571.  nothing 
572.  nothing 
573.  Absolutely NOTHING!!!! See comment on route C 
574.  NO GO 
575.  far enough from town to ease truck congestion and traffic, yet close enough to town 

to intice tourism- less lenghty - no bridge across Pedernale River - saving revinue 
576.  This is the best route since this gets it away from the city but yet it's not too far out 

and it bypasses the floodplain.   
577.  I suppose that if Fredericksburg were expanding to the south route D would 

become useful in moving local traffic from those residential areas but previous 
studies ,ie. water use out to 2050 say Fredericksburg is not supposed to be over 
20K so again this route is only for trucks. 

578.  Seems to be the best compromise between use for bypass traffic and local 
accessiblity. 

579.  I like the top part of D and the bottom part of D 
580.  Nothing 
581.  Nothing 
582.  Starts getting closer to town.  How many homeowners does it effect? 
583.  Barely meets the City's route needs 
584.  goes through my land and my house.  How would you feel.   
585.  Avoids more dense residential areas outside of city limits and reduces noise from 

truck traffic 
586.  prefer the blue route 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



What don't you like about potential Purple Route (Route D)? 
 

1.  Not warranted  
2.  Potentially involves tearing down beautiful newly built homes 
3.  Everything  
4.  To long and taking land from landowners 
5.  It could be further away from main street 
6.  nothing 
7.  Pulls too far out of town, expensive, too much impact 
8.  nothing 
9.  Too close to town  
10.  Still impacts established farms/ranches. 
11.  Once again its a long route and will impact a large number of landowners and will 

cost more to build than a shorter route. 
12.  Everything 
13.  I am not opposed to this routed, it makes more sense than the previous routes, 

however it does still loop a bit too far out hwy 16 
14.  IT IS TOO FAR FROM MAIN STREET.  TOO $$.  STILL TOO MUCH LAND 

INVADED. 
15.  Intersection w/ 290 east, too close to Pedernales, land waste 
16.  Nothing 
17.  Too close in town 
18.  I don't like that this route will cost a good amount of money to build. I don't like how 

close it runs to the Pedernales River. I don't like that it runs through a dairy farm 
that has been in the same family for 167 years.  

19.  Nothing  
20.  Too long. Too close to river. Too expensive  
21.  It cuts through personal property.  
22.  Too impactful on airport, Pedernales floodplain, and other waterways 
23.  Running thru private property  
24.  The lives it effects when it goes over their homes 
25.  West end too close to town. 
26.  Still longer than I believe it needs to be on the Southwest corner. 
27.  Vineyards would be effected  
28.  I prefer this route. It is shorter and less expensive. 
29.  that is a big area to claim behind the airport and park, lots of water crossings/areas 

for contamination 
30.  It’s getting better 
31.  nothing 
32.  nothing 
33.  nothing 
34.  Follows 42 inch Kinder Morgan Pipeline making it a catasophe waiting to happen.  

Exasperates oak wilt, takes too many peoples land, crosses too many water 
sources, in flood plain, too far out, too expensive, bypasses the town totally making 
it too difficult to get to at all, ruins the countryside forever, destroys all history and 
culture of hundreds of generations of families, destroys hunting leases, destroys 
orchards, vineyards, and ranches.  

35.  nothing 
36.  mothing 
37.  nothing 
38.  nothing 
39.  nothing 
40.  nothing 
41.  nothing 



42.  nothing 
43.  Too close to town, costly 
44.  nothing 
45.  nothing 
46.  nothing 
47.  nothing 
48.  nothing 
49.  Destroys miles along Pedernales River and too close to Heritage School 
50.  Goes through nice vineyard 1851 
51.  It is to far out of town, it will hurt business. crosses family property 
52.  Nothing 
53.  It is not needed  
54.  Through too many homesteads, flood plane 
55.  I am not opposed to this route and I think it is a preferred Shorter route with less 

right of ways required. 
56.  No need to go that far out  
57.  It’s excessive. Too big.  
58.  Worthless 
59.  same as above but add environmental damage to 1. creeks, 2. wet lands, 3. 

wooded areas and 4. multiple small properties affected. 
60.  It will destroy the Pedernales River and the Meusebach Creek Community areas 

that together are a very nice area that the City should preserve for a good 
neighborhood in the future. It is too far away from the City at this point plus it goes 
through environmentally sensitive area [Pedernales River and Meusebach Creek]. 
Too expensive. 

61.  ruins country and farms, too close to river in places 
62.  Goes though my 167 year old farm. To close to river. Environmentally hazardous to 

river. To long and expensive  
63.  The economic impact seems very high for every route on this map. Peach growers, 

livestock and crop farmers, wineries and people’s homes are all in direct path of 
this proposed road. These activities are what makes Fredericksburg attract so 
much traffic in the first place. I’m disappointed that landowner family’s who have 
been here since our town was settled in 1846 will be displaced or forced out of 
business and their livelihood which has sustained them over several generations. 
What about the property taxes paid, the legacy that will no longer be, and the 
heritage completely lost on a convenience in favor of those just passing through? 
The cost is high and our townfolks deserve some respect. 

64.  Use freindship 
65.  Na 
66.  It destroys too much private property. 
67.  Access on East side is too close to town 
68.  It takes away from our small town 
69.  Everything 
70.  It is too long and too rural 
71.  Closer to town and the airport. 
72.  Again too close to homes and schools 
73.  Still a land grab. Leave the Property ALONE. 
74.  Same 
75.  Same reasons 
76.  It crosses many creeks and low lying areas near the Pedernales River (especially 

on the eastern side). It is likely prone to flooding. Also, it is too close in to allow for 
much in the way of growth on the east side... 

77.  Too close to neighborhoods like Oaks of Windcrest and Heritage School. 
78.  Same complaints as with A<B<C. 



79.  Everything  
80.  Getting too close to businesses, schools, and neighborhoods 
81.  It is too close to businesses and schools 
82.  There are existing roads basically same direction 
83.  Runs through fragile vineyard country.  
84.  no detour 
85.  Cuts through family land. Not far enough out. Large trucks do no miss enough 

traffic on 290E. Goes through family land.  
86.  Everything  
87.  Don’t need it 
88.  Going to hurt business  
89.  Texas hill country should not be violated in such a way. 
90.  Don't like the truck route in general 
91.  Starting and ending points are too close to town 
92.  Not far enough out  
93.  Nope 
94.  nothing 
95.  Undecided  
96.  nothing 
97.  Everything! Its potential existence is offensive 
98.  Through vineyards! 
99.  The worst of them all 
100.  This option runs too close to the Perdanales River, bisects the historical Boos home 

place, eliminates some neighbors homes, sets up remaining homes on Boos Lane 
to be subject to a high volume of traffic noise, prvides ample opportunity for an 
environmental problem resulting from an accident involving a hazardous carrying 
vehicle spilling waste into the river, requires expense of additional bridge building, 
and the displacement or elimination of local wild animals 

101.  I’m tired of answering these questions that have the same answer. Use current 
resources  

102.  still cuts through the hill country... 
103.  Everything  
104.  Ruins the area 
105.  Nothing  
106.  Too destructive of existing development 
107.  too close to river 
108.  Everyrhing 
109.  bypassing businesses city is planning to annex 
110.  No 
111.  divides our community -  
112.  Nothing 
113.  It’s invasive  
114.  Everything. 
115.  Absolutely nothing.  
116.  See above  
117.  Impact on historical land 
118.  290 east entry too close to east side shopping areas and tourist venues, 290 west 

and 87 west exits close to new convention center, likely to cause congestion 
headaches 

119.  No 
120.  It joins too close to town.  Backing up traffic  
121.  destruction  
122.  Looks likes lots of homes  
123.  Nothing I like it 



124.  too much concrete 
125.  looks like a reasonable route 
126.  Too long; too costly; too much land acquisition; harmful to waterways 
127.  Too close to town and follows the river too closely.  
128.  You run right over the top of prime vineyard property from one of the best vineyards 

in the state. 
129.  Violates private property 
130.  Na 
131.  Ruining, affecting, our beautiful, peace and quiet of our country homes. 
132.  Hate all of it, keep Fredericksburg small. 
133.  Nothing 
134.  Everything 
135.  Anything 
136.  Diverts traffic too far from Fredericksburg business and is cutting right through an 

existing successful business. Don’t steal property from families especially locals.  
137.  Any bypass invites development and destruction of what makes Fredericksburg 

"quaint". Subdivisions, increased road noise, destruction of agricultural endeavors. 
138.  nothing  
139.  Nothing 
140.  Invasive to property rights of land owners 
141.  still disrupts moderately populated areas in the north 
142.  To close to town 
143.  Everything ruins hill country  
144.  too close to town. cuts our ranch in half. 
145.  Strongy dislike. Don't make our area into a freeway zone, suburb encouraging, big 

city area. 
146.  It, too, will have a terrible impact on the agriculture and environment of the area. 
147.  Everything 
148.  Strongly dislike  
149.  Everything  
150.  Taking away hill country aspect of area 
151.  Through a vineyard  
152.  Still cuts through a lot of land 
153.  Everything  
154.  EVERYTHING 
155.  EVERYTHING 
156.  Everything  
157.  It will run through wineries 
158.  It’s okay  
159.  Nothing 
160.  still  takes in too much farm and ranch land 
161.  Everything; it will destroy the evolving wine industry on hwy 16 
162.  It runs through 1851 
163.  It goes throught 1851 Vineyards 
164.  Total dislike  
165.  STRONGLY DISLIKE 
166.  Route between US290 and US87 is too close to city. 
167.  Nothing 
168.  Nothing 
169.  It parallels a major waterway for a substantial distance increasing the risk for runoff 

from a hazard material wreck to get into the navigable water way. I believe it will 
require substantial more bridge work to cross the Pedernales. Large Landowner 
tracts that are divided by the road easement could cut off access to the water 
currently being utilized by livestock. Stranded land from large sections could 



warrant substantial damages being awarded through the condemnation process. 
Historical Boos property and others will be impacted. Residences on Boos Lane will 
be harmed by noise from freeway. 

170.  Don’t like it.  Sprawl results which bankrupts our city. 
171.  The route is too close to Fbg 
172.  Same as A/B/C.  Still too far out from town. 
173.  Closer to town.  
174.  It’s going to cut through family lands that have been in our family since the 1840’s 
175.  Everything 
176.  Large amount of land affected, high cost, does not take advantage of Friendship 

Lane  
177.  Nothing 
178.  Nothing 
179.  I like everything about it 
180.  Don't like that it's close to Pedernales River. 
181.  it is long, expensive, and disrupts quiet contryside 
182.  as stated above, does a disservice to homes, farmlands, rivers, and animal 

inhabitants 
183.  unnecessarily distant to the S & SW of town 
184.  It will greatly impact and affect our business here. It cuts right into our park. 
185.  I like it 
186.  It combines what I dislike about routes B and C. Not the best option 
187.  It misses the airport and Lady Bird 
188.  Nothing  
189.  May be a bit too long but not terrible 
190.  Still too long/expensive. Too far out to be used by locals who pay for it. Impacts ag 

land and environment. 
191.  This is not necessary in the area 
192.  Too l 
193.  nothing 
194.  Route D cutting through the portions of Gillespie County it does, would disrupt as 

much traffic as it solves; takes a path close to residential areas for a road the size 
of that proposed (400 ft wide)  and would contribute to light and noise pollution 
along the route.  

195.  nothing 
196.  nothing 
197.  nothing 
198.  Its too long and too expensive 
199.  nothing 
200.  Too close inn . 
201.  Part is already on edge of development.  
202.  Still pretty far out for traffic to avoid going through Fburg. 
203.  potentially disrupts wildlife along the River. Land acquisition would be expensive 
204.  shorter and closer to town 
205.  Nothing  
206.  The west, south and eastern portions of the route are too far out of town  
207.  Should go around winery row, for safety.  
208.  nothing 
209.  nothing 
210.  Everything.  This route makes no sense and appears to be gerrymendering at its 

best 
211.  Same as 8. 



212.  I am completely against any and all relief routes.  The best solution would be to use 
the already existing Friendship Lane & modify it.  These proposals will ruin 
Fredericksburg. 

213.  Nothing 
214.  unecessarily long and costly, involves much eminent domain condemnation, 

litigation and cost, to far from fredericksburg to benefit local resident traffic flow and 
efficiency 

215.  Same as above 3 routes 
216.  I don’t want this to be a super highway. No superhighway with limited access would 

work for the community.  
217.  If you’re going to build a superhighway, we don’t want it. The best solution would be 

to use the already existing Friendship Lane & modify it. Me (Kim Van Antwerp) as 
an inheritor of the land (Norris) are vehemently opposed a superhighway that would 
destroy the ambience of the hill country and Fredericksburg.  

218.  May be disturbing to neighborhoods (but, fewer than C). 
219.  Takes drivers too far from town and will destroy too much private property. 
220.  Effects too many people and farms and ranches 
221.  Destroys the Pedernales River Valley 
222.  Again, too close to town and my daughters school. Being that close to town will not 

help with traffic as intended and will only serve to take those large trucks near a few 
schools, putting those children at increased risk for danger. 

223.  Too far out on 16. Displaces many property owners 
224.  Close to existing city limits on west side  
225.  Will restrict the airport expansion in future years. Fewer bridges to build 
226.  Again, to far out of town.  More expensive to build versus the shorter routes.   
227.  It is too long and comes too near airport and aprk.  
228.  The entrances to each 87 and 290 could move farther out for planning purposes to 

offset future growth.  
229.  Route to benefit FBG then keep it in FBG 
230.  Too close to town 
231.  Runs a little close to town 
232.  Don’t like the areas of the city affected by this route. 
233.  Still a little too far 
234.  Unnecessary to build such a large bypass route this close to the city. 
235.  See comments at the end of the route 
236.  this goes right over a delicate and important water source. 
237.  Too near the airport & park 
238.  "• 
239.  a) It is too close to the Nature Center and Lady Bird Park  b) It is still too far out into 

the country, rather than being a bypass of the congested area. c) It is still too long 
for most truckers to consider advantageous. 

240.  Of very little use to locals so may get non-local traffic off Main but will not 
accomplish what we really want which is a Total solution not just a solotion for 
trucks using Fredericksburg as a shortcut to but  

241.  Still too far out  
242.  It's too close to town and could disastrously impact Fredericksburg and the 

community it serves. 
243.  same 
244.  It will have negative impact on the land owners along the river frontage and 

contribute to noise and exhaust pollution in the county 
245.  It destroys historical property and bicycle routes 
246.  Nothing.  
247.  Too much property value lost, too much noise pollution, tie-ins to 290 E/W 



248.  250-400 easement is too big and overkill.  Too many property owners negatively 
affected. 

249.  It is getting closer to town 
250.  Again, it appears to bring traffic near existing neighborhoods 
251.  A little long.   
252.  Purple Route D I Dislike that it is too far out of the way and the cost is too much.  
253.  Too close to town  
254.  it invades homeowners properties, deteriorates quality of life and devalues the 

area. 
255.  Still pretty long  
256.  Comes in close to lady bird park 
257.  Too long to be a “relief” and will cost much more because of its length.  
258.  Nothing  
259.  Goes down Upper Liveoak which is already a heavily-traveled route which will 

increase congestion 
260.  I cant see all the roads on the potential map so can decide if it could be possible 
261.  This is still not efficient, expensive and not a good use of funds 
262.  I am not opposed to this route...much preferred, shorter and less right of ways will 

be required. 
263.  too far out 
264.  It doesn't stick to utilizing/modifying/expanding existing roadways. 
265.  Nothing  
266.  Too close to town. 
267.  Again, long and more expensive 
268.  Still a long loop around and cost a lot of money. Fairgrounds is busy enough. Why 

add more congestion with the loop out 87 and 16 
269.  i don't see a problem with this route.  Maybe a good compromise; not to long but 

does not go through town 
270.  Not enough room for growth 
271.  Still really far loop around and close to the rivers  
272.  The intent is still for a divided, limited access route.  This is absolutely irresponsible 

to the local residents and taxpayers.  Relief is needed from the tourist traffic 
infesting downtown, not from through traffic. Therefore, the route must be fully 
accessible by residents so local residents and taxpayers can benefit from the 
investment by being able to bypass downtown and avoid the infestation of tourists. 

273.  Fair compromise 
274.  Route D I don’t like the fact it is still too far out of the city and a good route that will 

be used. Cost too much. 
275.  Too costly, too long a route around town 
276.  Cutting through valuable farm land  
277.  It cuts through several people's land.    
278.  Too close, destroys businesses and residential areas 
279.  too close to town, affecting too many residents and businesses 
280.  still doesn't really make a good loop around existing town 
281.  Nothing 
282.  This route makes a little more sense it’s not as far out to where I feel It might be 

utilized more 
283.  too long=too much cost 
284.  This route is still too far out in the country, rather than being a bypass of the 

congested area. It is too close to the Lady Bird Park and the Nature Center. 
285.  too expensive and a waste of land for its purpose 
286.  Nothing  
287.  Nothing 
288.  Nothing 



289.  Better for business 
290.  Nothing  
291.  Nothing 
292.  N/A 
293.  nothing 
294.  Route D I don't like that it's still too far from the city. Costing too much.  
295.  Still very long and loopy not allowing access to businesses  
296.  to long of a distance 
297.  Same as #8 above which addresses Route C. 
298.  I thinng I like this route 
299.  Don't see a problem with the purple route. 
300.  Nothing  
301.  Route D I don't like that it's still too far out from the city and cost too  much. 
302.  Still a little too far out 
303.  Closer to town 
304.  It would be acceptable route 
305.  Destruction of environmentally sensitive property. Encumbrance to cross traffic.  

Destruction of pristine bicycle routes in the county 
306.  same as answer no 2 
307.  I dont like the fact that it intrudes on many businesses and residences. 
308.  Nothing 
309.  Too long. 
310.  Noise is an issue as the routes get closer to town. 
311.  Nothing 
312.  Dose not allow for growth and expansion 
313.  Too far south 
314.  It's still too far out to town and too close to the park 
315.  nothing 
316.  too close to our town 
317.  This route is too long, too expensive, impacts too much beautiful hill country land 

and citizens. The route will be under utilized and have little benefit 
318.  I like route D. 
319.  Nothing 
320.  Nothing 
321.  Also rather long Too far out on 16S Impacts many property owners 
322.  nothing 
323.  Invasion and destruction of private property of land owners with no true voice. 
324.  Again too close to town, park, schools, residential areas 
325.  Impacts homeowners 
326.  ?? 
327.  nothing that I can see 
328.  Nothing  
329.  nothing 
330.  Everything, runs through my property, cost is too much 
331.  NOTHING 
332.  We don’t need a relief route 
333.  I don't see a problem with this route 
334.  I do not feel Route D  would be beneficial to Fredericksburg or its taxpayers.  It 

follows the Pedernales River.  The maintenance required to constantly repair due to 
flooding would be too much as well as the environmental impact to the river and its 
inhabitants.   This route also goes right through several existing homes along Boos 
Lane.  Route is too expensive as it is farther out.  I do not like how close the loop is 
to LBJ Park either. 

335.  I really don't have any objection to this route 



336.  Nothing 
337.  closer to town and helps residences get around town too. 
338.  No 
339.  Too close to the river again. 
340.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 

landscape. 
341.  Nothing! 
342.  It is still too long and too far from town to effectively reduce traffic congestion.   
343.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 

landscape. 
344.  Everything  
345.  Too close to town 
346.  It’s in the city and will cause congestion  
347.  Seem like it misses the potential to aleviate non-truck traffic in town, which is where 

the traffic originates 
348.  Entry and exit still too close to congested areas of town  
349.  Too close to schools 
350.  Runs through people’s property  
351.  I don't want an interstate running through the the Fredericksburg countryside. The 

drive coming into Fredericksburg is one of my favorite drives, adding this interstate 
would ruin it 

352.  Purple Route D I don't like that it is still to far out of the city. Truckers will not utilize 
the route. Will cost too much. 

353.  Nothing, this is the one 
354.  Heritage School is too close 
355.  Too close to friendship 
356.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 

landscape. 
357.  Do not like the intersections at highway 16 
358.  To close to the way to close to the city and businesses 
359.  Too close in to town on the left hand side.  Impacts schools and businesses. 
360.  Bad for Fredericksburg...interferes with homes, schools, businesses, etc. 
361.  Nothing 
362.  Too much traffic congestion on Friendship at Hwy 16. This route will disrupt school 

traffic and stadium traffic as well as delay emergency services in the area. 
363.  Too intrusive on residential areas, particularly near the eastern terminus. 
364.  it's ok 
365.  I really dislike that this road would follow along the Pedernales River, taking a huge 

cut away from beautiful and natural land and its use by wildlife and the community.  
This would rapidly decrease the natural habitat for so many native creatures.  It will 
also disrupt family homes that have survived many generations.   

366.  No opinion. 
367.  Length and cost 
368.  Nothing at this time. 
369.  See answer to question 10 
370.  too invasive for a populated area; noise and pollution 
371.  Too close to town.  Too close to the river. 
372.  Dose not allow for growth and expansion 
373.  Same statements apply 
374.  skirts much of the Pedernales river.... 
375.  Near school & homes 
376.  Map font too small to read 
377.  Nothing 
378.  Less room for growth and runs along the pedernales for miles  



379.  too close to town 
380.  It is too close to town.  
381.  nothing 
382.  I don't like that this route will cost a good amount of money to build. I don't like how 

close it runs to the Pedernales River. I don't like that it runs through a dairy farm 
that has been in the same family for 167 years.  

383.  Not as much room for development and the 290 connection is close to town. 
384.  Nothing  
385.  There are better choices 
386.  The relief route needs to be the shortest route possible or drivers will not take it. 

Everyone drives with google map which shows you the shortest route 
387.  displace families, ruin properties, damage wildlife habitats 
388.  A shorter route would more cost effective.  
389.  Too far from town. 
390.  Too close to town, too close to school, separates Main Street from airport,  
391.  nothing 
392.  I don't see a any real problem with the Purple Route (Route D).   
393.  Nothing 
394.  This route takes generational family homes from away myself and friends. It cuts 

into precious natural habitats/ ecosystems, sensitive waterways will be disrupted. I 
would like more community input about other options using existing roads. 

395.  NOTHING 
396.  Nothing 
397.  nothing 
398.  Loss of Home 
399.  It’s too close to town 
400.  Again, like B, way too close to much of the Pedernales river. And closer to town! 
401.  Nothing 
402.  If the city is going to destroy so much land and spend so much money, it needs to 

be further from the city. Choose the closest or the furthest. This option is bad.  
403.  nothing 
404.  terribly disruptive to homes and natural habitats and waterways 
405.  Too close to the city 
406.  this route also goes through historic archeological and environmentally sensitive 

areas 
407.  Enviromental impact. Too far CBD of F'burg 
408.  It still brings too development too far out from frederickburg, destroying the quiet 

environment  
409.  All too close in 
410.  Everything  
411.  everything 
412.  It too is too close to current city limits.  
413.  Still too far out of town 
414.  It's a little close to the airport and Lady Bird Johnson Park. 
415.  nothing tax dollars well spent perfect location 
416.  No complaint. 
417.  Nothing  
418.  Nothing 
419.  Too close to the city and future growth 
420.  VERY POOR IDEA  to go along the Pedernales. East of Hwy 16, it would be 

disruptive to wildlife habitat along the Pedernales. Would wipe out my family's 110 
year old home and buildings. Our family has been in Fredericksburg since the mid 
1850's. Would totally disrupt the peaceful life I have in the country. On our property, 
bilding a bridge along the Pedernales would involve building a 30 ft high bridge, 100 



yards long over a ravine (hidden by trees in your photos). I know you guys can build 
bridges, but that would be costly. And a TERRIBLE loss of habitat. 

421.  nothing 
422.  Do not dislike it. 
423.  Still too long 
424.  Nothing 
425.  nothing 
426.  nothing, its the best logical route 
427.  you will be impeding on the Pedernales River and all the wildlife that depend on it - 

this is worst possible alternative and why it is still an alternative is alarming 
428.  I do not like that this route come close to our home and homestead, but I prefer it 

over the inside routes. 
429.  Too close to town 
430.  It is too close to the river. Again, does not make sense.  
431.  Nothing 
432.  It's expensive, unnecessary and highly damaging. 
433.  TOO CLOSE TO TOWN 
434.  Properties disrupted. 
435.  Too long, ignores rt 16, does not use Friendship Lane 
436.  Same problem as A B and C. Affects too much land. 
437.  Not far enough out to allow for potential growth of Fbg. 
438.  It goes a little to far out, needs to be more direct. 
439.  still too far out too expensive,this route will be too costly for county residents to vote 

for 
440.  looks like a good choice, most reasonable route 
441.  Too far away from town.  
442.  Everything, it is not needed 
443.  Nothing 
444.  Cost due to unnessary length 
445.  Still appears to swing traffic in a wide arc. 
446.  Nothing. 
447.  still devalues land in gillespie county. cuts through homes.  
448.  It's too long. 
449.  It takes truck traffic closer to the edge of town. 
450.  Still to close to my property. 
451.  Begins and ends too close to town 
452.  nothing 
453.  This route is also too long. It will be too expensive.  Impacts too many home 

owners. 
454.  Too close in 
455.  Nothing 
456.  Would take out historical family farm land and many homes. 
457.  nothing 
458.  It is unnecessarily expensive when you have a less costly route to use. 
459.  Swing around town should be further out to avoid developed areas. 
460.  Nothing 
461.  To close to city and to much residential impact on Northern end 
462.  Purple Route D is still to far out of the city. Cost is still too high to built. 
463.  Please read my comments concerning Route C. 
464.  Pretty long but not as bad as others.   
465.  It cuts through 1851's vineyards. 
466.  nothing 
467.  Too far out, too long 
468.  starts too close east and ends too close west 



469.  Same as others. Cost of all that land and displacing people from their homes and 
land. I don’t think it needs to go all the way outside and around town 

470.  Begins and ends in heavy traffic areas. 
471.  everything-too far west-wastes my time 
472.  Too much land impacted 
473.  I do not like anything about it. 
474.  Same dislikes as C. Too close to town. Too dense residential.  
475.  See above 
476.  First and foremost, I do not believe that the benefits of a “relief route” outweigh the 

negative factors.   First, there is no safety concern with traffic going through Main 
Street.  There have been no deaths from traffic accidents on Main Street.   The 
safety concern is on the high speed Hwy 290 where there have been many deaths.  
We should put our money into improving Hwy 290 by adding turn lane from Hye all 
the way to Fredericksburg.  This would prevent some of these tragic traffic deaths 
that are on the rise. Main Street is congested, but what problem is that actually 
causing.  Locals have avoided Main Street for many years.  Locals just go around 
Main Street.  Tourists don’t care that Main Street is crowded.  They aren’t in a 
hurry.  Tourists are not deterred from coming to Fredericksburg because of some 
traffic on Main Street.  Truckers can just spend an extra 15 minutes going through 
town.  Why should we change our community for the benefit of a few trucking 
companies? Any “relief route” that is chosen will devastate properties and families.  
I cannot see why in the world we would do this just to increase the convenience of 
people who are passing through our town – truckers and tourists. Imagine how it 
will change our beautiful community by having a 4+ lane highway going either 
through town or through our beautiful hill country?  The quaint community and 
beautiful hill country is what draws tourists and creates a wonderful quality of life for 
residents.  Why would we destroy that for the ability to move down Main Street a 
little quicker? The cost of buying the land necessary for this route will require many 
millions of dollars.  Imagine how we could improve our community with affordable 
housing, other improvements to Main Street, shuttle buses for tourists.  Why would 
we spend millions of dollars for the convenience of people who are passing through 
town – tourists and truckers? 

477.  Like the ones above, this one still amounts to the city pushing the entire mess onto 
the county residents. If you want any prayer of the county residents voting to 
approve the cost of any of these routes, it will have to run some of the road through 
the city and have the city bear most of the cost. 

478.  Like the blue route, this one represents the city dumping their problem entirely onto 
the county residents. 

479.  Too far out of town 
480.  Going out of the way so longer to complete and expensive. 
481.  nothing 
482.  Not a thing 
483.  It would cut thru my family's farm that has been in continuous operation for over 

100 years!  It would destroy my parents livelihood!  Proposed path not only cuts 
thru property but is within feet of their home! Obviously historic preservation is only 
important on mainstreet!  What about the founding families of the community that 
made it so special to begin with!  What heritage would you be able to brag about 
were it not for these original families!  How special is it that these properites have 
made it generations without being chopped up to now be forceably chopped up by 
the City, County and State!!!!! 

484.  It’s good 
485.  everything 
486.  Again, why swing so far out?   
487.  Destroys to much farm and ranch land 
488.  It’s better than a,b,c but still not practical for Fredericksburg  



489.  Still too far out AND, again, WE DON'T NEED AN INTERSTATE!!! 
490.  right of way too wide, no guarantee it will be used rather than Main Street, who will 

pay for this (will GC taxpayers have to pay for any portion of the construction costs, 
not just the land acquisition, and if so how much will this be? 

491.  still too long  
492.  Swinging outside the airport makes no sense.  Keep the noise, light and air 

pollution away from the more tranquil areas or we all suffer. 
493.  Route D is unnecessarily long, would cost more than the shorter routes, and would 

have a more significant impact on wildlife and agriculture. 
494.  I think that the tour should stay away from the river and not use it as a ROW. 
495.  nothing 
496.  It is too long, too far outside of the city, would be too expensive, disrupts the 

environment and the historical homes in the area.  Is in the County when this is a 
City of Fredericksburg issue. 

497.  flood plain from Hwy 290E to Hwy 16S from 16S to 87N to close to town 
498.  too long 
499.  It's very close to the river. 
500.  It is the perfered route 
501.  nothing 
502.  Nothing in particular 
503.  Is still too far out and too expensive 
504.  Like the outermost routes A, B, and C, I feel route D is still too long, too expensive, 

too environmentally damaging, affect too many historical properties and homes, will 
not be utilized by many due to the length and likely will not be voter-approved due 
to the extra cost. 

505.  Building roads in the middle of town. 
506.  This route is far too outside the city and would destroy pristine hill country land.  

There are historic homes, family run ranches and farms that have been in families 
for over 100 years.  The cost of building and maintaining a route that is much longer 
than what would be necessary would be a total misuse of funds. 

507.  Concerned about future growth area for FRED, this route is in key areas we need to 
review to see impact in our growth plans 

508.  I don’t like anything about it.  
509.  The route is too close in 
510.  pretty close to waterways for low water crossing 
511.  undecided 
512.  Nothing 
513.  too long, expensive and environmentally 
514.  It is unnecessarily long, expensive and winds through undeveloped land for low 

benefit for Fredericksburg.  
515.  Still too long 
516.  Too Long, Too much money, too much impact to farming and Ranching, water from 

natural springs. 
517.  Negative environmental impact.  Too far out of town.   
518.  This route runs through business and will RUIN our homes' property value. It is 

positioned between two high end subdivisions and this comment will apply to many 
homes. 

519.  Still takes in too much rural land.  
520.  it is just OK 
521.  East entrance is NOT acceptable. Over homes and businesses. Going over 

creek/river intersection is rough area 
522.  Evironmentally damaging 
523.  Too far outside of town and affects rural farmland, rather than already developed 

commercial zones 



524.  Too far out, won't be used as desired 
525.  It appears to go through open space land.  
526.  It is unnecessary, expensive and destructive.  
527.  too long, not necssary 
528.  Still too close to town, golf course, airport, 
529.  It's too close to town and makes it seem like going through town would be a much 

faster route because it is shorter and straighter 
530.  Too close to the growing town 
531.  It comes too close to invading the privacy of and possibly displacing existing 

neighborhoods and businesses. It may need to become and "inner loop" in the 
distant future. 

532.  Same comments as Route C 
533.  too far out, historic family lands and farms 
534.  I think it is too close in on the east side. The city is already growing that far. 10-20 

years from now, Fredericksburg will extend to 1376.  
535.  too close in; not good for a by-pass that will have trucks/cars going 60-70mph  and 

hurts those at Hwy 87N to Hwy 290W 
536.  South entrance goes directly over Dr Emily Morales-Ball and Dr Krogers home as 

well as direct impact to Weimers and Duecker home....just in the first half mile! 
537.  Much too close to the city. 
538.  From what I can see there is nothing I don't like. 
539.  Maybe too expensive to acquire the property 
540.  This could make the fairgrounds/airport area  a traffic nightmare 
541.  Too far out. Too close to the Golf Course. Seriously impacts and hampers 

agricutural use of many still in production farm and ranch land. Some of that land 
has historical heritiage. 

542.  East and West junctions of bypass are in already dense residential areas.  Noise 
and safety issues for residents. 

543.  same as B 
544.  Nothing 
545.  Another long option. More financial burden to the taxpayers, disincentive for family 

to move back and contribute to the community, unnecessary increase is time and 
distance for truck drivers to drive.  

546.  Too close to the Pedernales River and still too long. 
547.  It will ruin the ambience of the park in favor of the hordes of tourists downtown. 
548.  Too far out and costly  
549.  See previous answer 
550.  Then potential for more noise and light for Settlers Ridge. 
551.  It is inferior to more interior routes as it is more costly and destroys more property. 
552.  Southern entrance is directly over 2 homes in its first 1/2 mile! ! River/Creek 

intersection is not good area, just need to be slightly further out... which would 
make it the other side of the river. 

553.  Nothing 
554.  Appears to have detrimental impact to established neighborhood between 290W 

and 87N.  Settlers Ridge neighborhood was avoided, why isn't this one? 
555.  Family's would be losing inherited land. 
556.  Families are going to lose inherited family lands. 
557.  still affects too much environmentally sensitive land and it too close to the 

Pedernales river 
558.  Nothing.  It works for me. 
559.  A little too far out going around the airport and fairgrounds 
560.  Still a very long route. The cost will be much higher than H. 
561.  No 
562.  Too close in to town 



563.  Still largely unfair to the county residents because none of it affects the city. 
564.  a. Too much land b. Still a bit far from Fbg. 
565.  It intersects 87N too close in. 
566.  Intersects 87 North too close in. 
567.  noise 
568.  It is too long, and all in the county and will cause noise and light pollution in the 

county 
569.  Don't need it here either 
570.  It is closer to town 
571.  there is nothing I dislike about the purple route  
572.  Bisects existing developed neighborhood (like my Country Place subdivision) and 

will become obsolete in a short period of time as Fbg further develops southward to 
the river. 

573.  Too close to the river, city, and empties too close to the Y at 290 and 87 
574.  it goes unnecessarily far north just avoid a small portion of the city limits 
575.  Nothing 
576.  Nothing 
577.  Wetlands crossings/impact 
578.  too far south west 
579.  Too far out, no transportation benefit for locals. 
580.  The section Hwy 87N to Hwy 290W has a strong negative impact on my family and 

the businesses in its path; entire route is too close to town to be a true bypass. 
581.  Still a more expensive option 
582.  They’re no different then the ones above. 
583.  too close to town, especially northern portion 
584.  Too close to populated areas 
585.  It is too far out on 16S 
586.  EVERYTHING - You are displacing families that have been on their land for 

generations.  
587.  It will displace many families and businesses  
588.  same as C  
589.  Everything - to close to busy areas. 
590.  not  DAMN THING  
591.  Combines the worst parts of Route C and B 
592.  Needs to be closer to town.  Still ruins homesteads, too noisy and brings 

businesses not needed to the county. 
593.  needs to be closer to town. 
594.  too long, too much oak wilt, too expensive, too much time around city, too many 

landowners affected 
595.  It runs right over a farm house, small house, barn, and smokehouse all built starting 

in 1851.  It is a residential property, has established agriculture, is an established 
business. 

596.  Nothing. It's 3rd best 
597.  NOTHING HELL NO 
598.  It runs through a historic property.  House and barn built in 1851.  The property is 

also a vineyard, residential property, and business along with being Historic. 
599.  too long/ costly- destroys too much farmland  
600.  Possibly not close enough to town to relieve much local traffic. 
601.  nothing 
602.  Too close to town; expensive to move so many utilities; separate Ricky Boos 

pastures from barn; excessive noise on Boos Lane; cuts too near airport and Lady 
Bird park 

603.  Everything you are taking peoples established businesses away. 
604.  Does it go around and not through sun-divisions?  Can't tell. 



605.  too close to town 
606.  Nothing. It's 3rd best 
607.  too close to a growing community 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



How would you rate potential Purple Route (Route D)? 
 

 
Strongly Like: 15.27% 
Like: 6.02% 
Undecided: 7.13% 
Dislike: 15.72% 
Strongly Dislike: 55.85% 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



What do you like about potential Gray Route (Route E)? 
 

1.  Not warranted.  
2.  Not much 
3.  Nothing 
4.  like it, not too far out 
5.  Nothing  
6.  like it, not too far out 
7.  Nothing  
8.  Probably best, IF NOT 4-LANE WITH FEEDER RDS. 
9.  Route is closer to the center of the town which will not discourage people from 

bypassing Fredericksburg. 
10.  Nothing  
11.  Because it crosses flatter terrain, and no rivers, it will be less expensive. The route 

seems to be one that could benefit both locals as well as truck drivers. 
12.  BETTER THAN ROUTE D 
13.  Nothing 
14.  Nothing  
15.  Better choice 
16.  It will be cheaper to build. It is close to town so residents, tourists, and trailer truck 

drivers will all use it. It is shorter and offers a quick way to get from one side of town 
to the other. Tax payer dollars will be lower. Less construction.  

17.  Nothing  
18.  Nothing  
19.  Nothing 
20.  Nothing 
21.  Closer in; lesser impact on Pedernales R.; fairly good connector for hwys 290E, 

16S, 290W, and 87; might actually be used by local people and haulers. 
22.  Nothing  
23.  Nothing 
24.  Nothing 
25.  Nothing is good  Aviod all these FANCY ROUTES, Easy to draw & quick to destroy! 
26.  Where the intersect with 87 N & 290. Stays just behind the comm proerties on 87 N 

that have already hurt property values. This one is a good compromise of being too 
far out or too close to town.  Locals will get use of it.  

27.  Nothing 
28.  This would be a much easier and less expensive route to build based on the flatter 

terrain. It is also shorter than routes A and C and would requires fewer right-of-
ways.Because it is closer to town it could be utilized by locals as well. 

29.  better size of a cut off without making such a huge loop 
30.  Like it 
31.  like it, not too far out 
32.  like it, not too far out 
33.  like it, not too far out 
34.  like it, not too far out 
35.  like it, not too far out 
36.  like it, not too far out 
37.  like it, not too far out 
38.  like it, not too far out 
39.  like it, not too far out 
40.  like it, not too far out 
41.  like it, not too close in 
42.  like it, not too far out 
43.  Nothing 



44.  like it, not too far out 
45.  like it, not too far out 
46.  like it, not too far out, not too close in 
47.  like it, not too far out 
48.  like it, not too far out, not too close in 
49.  Nothing 
50.  Doesn’t go through vineyard  
51.  closer to town, less impact on business traffic losses 
52.  Like, not too far out, not too close in 
53.  Nothing 
54.  Nothing 
55.  Route he has flatter to rain which would make it easier and less expensive to build. 

This is much shorter than the a or C route and therefore would be less expensive. 
Also because it is closer to town, locals would benefit from using this route as well 
as truck drivers 

56.  Nothing.  
57.  Nothing 
58.  Nothing 
59.  nothing 
60.  Not a good idea. 
61.  little shorter 
62.  Public could use as well as trucks. Not as costly. Further from river. Trucks more 

likely to use.  
63.  Na  
64.  Ok 
65.  Nothing 
66.  Navigates the city about the right angle; just outside the city boundary. 
67.  Nothing. 
68.  Nothing at all! 
69.  Nothing. 
70.  Nothing 
71.  Same 
72.  Short route... 
73.  Nothing. 
74.  It uses existing right-a-ways more than the other plans. 
75.  Nothing 
76.  Nothing 
77.  Nothing 
78.  nothing 
79.  NOTHING 
80.  Nothing  
81.  Nope 
82.  I don’t like it  
83.  Nothing  
84.  Starts on the North side of the bridge, it's a shorter distance and would cost less, 

asked access for trucks to get to town for deliveries and people can use it to access 
town and being beneficial for the tax payers to use what they paid for 

85.  Nothing 
86.  Nothing  
87.  Nope 
88.  like it, not too far out, not too close in 
89.  Undecided  
90.  like it, not too far out 
91.  Nothing 



92.  It’s the least offensive  
93.  It is away from the Perdanales River 
94.  I really can’t tell what this route is. If it is hwy st to Milam it is ok  
95.  it's gray 
96.  Ruins the area 
97.  Even more smaller 
98.  skirts city without being too far out 
99.  Not much 
100.  not one thing 
101.  No 
102.  Yes 
103.  Nothing 
104.  It's better than A, B, C, D 
105.  Don’t  
106.  Acceptable  
107.  Nothing 
108.  No 
109.  nothing 
110.  nothing 
111.  Nothing 
112.  Good short route 
113.  bypasses most of the business district 
114.  starts on the North side of the Pedernales bridge, shorter distance and less cost, 

closer to town keeping it easier access to route back to town in a shorter distance 
115.  Keeps industrial traffic further away from town; Shorter and less costly than other 

routes 
116.  Looks like a hop around town not a high speed bypass of a historic and busy town. 
117.  Best of the bad options 
118.  Nothing 
119.  Everything 
120.  Better than A,B,C,D!   
121.  Hate it! 
122.  Where both intersect with 87 N. and 290.  Locals will use it more, less expensive 

and stays closer to commercial properties.   
123.  Nothing 
124.  Nothing 
125.  Getting more traffic closer to the city but still out of the city  
126.  i LIKE IT BEST OF ALL... 
127.  Length 
128.  shorter route would be less expensive 
129.  To close to town 
130.  Nothing  
131.  don't like 
132.  Shorter, should be less costly 
133.  Strongy dislike. Don't make our area into a freeway zone, suburb encouraging, big 

city area. 
134.  Nothing. 
135.  Nothing 
136.  Strongly dislike 
137.  No a damn thing 
138.  Closer to town 
139.  Nothing  
140.  NO! 



141.  At this point most suitable. And most affordable  
142.  Nothing  
143.  NOTHING 
144.  Nothing 
145.  Much better route 
146.  I like where they both intersect on the North and South.  Locals will use for daily 

commuting and will help lesson Main st. traffic.  
147.  close to Fredericksburg, won't damage as much farm and ranch land, and will be 

cheaper to build 
148.  Much better positioned to support the city; minimizes interference with the growing 

wine industrty 
149.  Nothing 
150.  Dislike  
151.  It seems to stay out of the ranch land and Vineyards 
152.  Eastern connection to US290 
153.  Hate 
154.  Less cost, locals will use it lessening Main St. traffic, comes out at the North behind 

all the commercial businesses that look so junky already. Does not devalue 
surrounding land so much. 

155.  It is shorter and less tracts impacted 
156.  Only if very compact development occurs.  Without compact (very) development, 

our city takes on financial obligations which bankrupt us. 
157.  I don't like anything about it. 
158.  Easier access, closer to hub of town, airport is outside of Loop. 
159.  It is close to town.  
160.  Nothing 
161.  Nothing 
162.  Better than options A, B, C, or D 
163.  Nothing 
164.  Easy to get to  
165.  It's north of the Pedernales and likely to be used by locals too. 
166.  I like this one better.  Not near river. It does not swing south as much. 
167.  nothing 
168.  Dislike 
169.  avoids unnecessary additional bridging of the Pedernales, plus closer to town 
170.  We do not like anything about Route E. 
171.  Nothing 
172.  Nothing 
173.  It would serve the residents of Fredericksburg better while still taking the 18 

wheelers off Main Street 
174.  Accomplishes goal 
175.  Perfect amount of time to travel 
176.  nothing 
177.  Getting closer to the city and might be used by some, but still too far out for most. 
178.  Even better to get local trucks to take to help keep out of the central part of town. 

And would allow locals to get around yet.  
179.  Nothing 
180.  Shorter 
181.  like it, not too far out 
182.  Route E is shorter 
183.  like it, not too far out 
184.  like it, not too far out 
185.  like it a lot 



186.  They are less expensive and closer to town, so people are more likely to use these 
roads 

187.  love, not too far out, not too close in 
188.  Less distance, less cost 
189.  Nothing 
190.  Dont like it 
191.  I think that Route E has great potential.  It is a shorter route; not as much land will 

need to be bought, as well as construction costs, etc. 
192.    Shorter route and closer to town. 
193.  better still. closer to town  
194.  Everything  
195.  The portion between 290W and 87N 
196.  It’s a loop 
197.  live it, not to far out, not too close in 
198.  love it, not too far out, not too close int 
199.  This route may be more workable although I still believe the route needs to be the 

furthest from the city as possible. 
200.  nothing 
201.  Nothing! 
202.  Not as disruptive to home owners 
203.  shorter than a, b, c, d. close enough to fredericksburg to benefit local resident traffic 
204.  Much better then the previous options closer to town 
205.  Absolutely nothing if it’s going to be a super highway!!! We don’t need a big 

highway. If you built a four lane highway similar to our approaching highways this 
would probably be my choice in that it’s far enough away from town.  

206.  Nothing  
207.  May be okay, too. 
208.  Little and it is difficult to say due to the poor quality of the map. 
209.  Now you are getting better, shorter route 
210.  Absolutely nothing. This route would not even come close to meeting the need for a 

bypass road. And once again it is far to close to schools with young children to be 
safe. 

211.  Good access Could easily be used by everyone even the local people who pay the 
taxes 

212.  Nothing 
213.  Closer in and will relieve traffic from downtown.  Less and used and less 

construction cost 
214.  Less expensive to build, affects more of the individuals that think we need this 

route.   
215.  Shorter than other options.  
216.  The route is less in length, but is affecting more folks in the areas because of 

growth!!! 
217.  No Benefits 
218.  NOTHING 
219.  It is shorter than most other routes and has less impact on existing rural 

landowners. 
220.  Bypasses a good bit of town 
221.  Good for businesses 
222.  shorter and seems to follow a logical route 
223.  Marginally less expensive to build. 
224.  I do not like this route 
225.  Nothing 
226.  "• 



227.  a) It bypasses downtown without getting way out into the county.   b) It is far 
enough out of most of the city limits to allow for growth of the city. c) It is short 
enough to be a feasible route for truckers. 

228.  One of my top two routes. Gets non-locals off Main but can also be used by locals 
to drive from one side of town to the other without going so far out of way which 
means it will not be used much. 

229.  Closer in.  More reasonable. Allows for growth  
230.  Reduces how far out of the way the bypass goes 
231.  I don't. 
232.  nothing 
233.  I do not like the gray route 
234.  Nothing.  
235.  Shorter route, closer to town 
236.  I do not like this route.  
237.  Not much 
238.  Fairly direct routes between proposed access points. Ranks 3rd of 8 Choices.   
239.  Route E I like that it is some closer to the city and middle of the road as far as cost.  
240.  Nothing  
241.  while its closer to town, I still dont agree with it 
242.  Shorter and impacting less land and people  
243.  Don’t like 
244.  Getting shorter, but still not my first choice for a route 
245.  Great 
246.  Shorter, less cost to build, more likely to be used since it is not too long 
247.  Nothing 
248.  This is slightly less disruptive to the countryside, though still not a desirable option. 
249.  The topography maps indicate this is flatter terrain and would be much easier and 

less expensive to build on.                                                               This is several 
miles shorter than the AC route and therefore, would be less expensive.  Since this 
is a shorter route, fewer right-of-ways would be needed, resulting in less time and 
expense. Since this route is closer to town, it could be used by locals as well as 
truck drivers, so the community would get use of its tax. 

250.  nothing 
251.  Everything, north of river so no new bridge needed  
252.  Nothing, think it is too close to town. 
253.  The southern route is ok 
254.  Close to town. More people would use it and cost less 
255.  It is short. Less money to build 
256.  Way too close to the city center 
257.  Everything. Perfect for right outside of town. Less people’s farm land would be 

effected and wouldn’t cost as much 
258.  This is the most sensible route presented...as long as there is local accessiblity. 
259.  Shorter route, less disruption to countryside 
260.  Appears to be a nice route in terms of proximity to existing infrastructure. 
261.  Gray Route E I like it better.  
262.  It potentially cuts through less family land and more of the city’s property.  
263.  Shorter route, less costly to develop 
264.  Nothing 
265.  It goes around the city,  but doesn't add a lot of time to truck routes.   
266.  Nothing 
267.  nothing 
268.  not taking up too much land mass 
269.  not as long of a bypass, closer to edge of town 
270.  Nothing 



271.  Shorter route 
272.  I may like this route if I could see a detailed map of the route 
273.  This route bypasses downtown without infringing on the country areas. It is also far 

enought out of most of the city limits to allow for growth of the city.  
274.  nothing 
275.  Everything  
276.  Good for bysiness 
277.  Good for business 
278.  Good for business 
279.  Good for husiness 
280.  Good for business 
281.  Useful to travelers and local residents. 
282.  nothing 
283.  Route E I like a little more 
284.  Decongests traffic from city, but allows use by more people to access businesses  
285.  shorter distance around town 
286.  1.  Shorter and less expensive 
287.  Everything  - It is shorter 
288.  Shorter route, less rightaways, faster for trucks 
289.  Everything  
290.  Route E I like very little 
291.  Good for business 
292.  Good for business 
293.  This route is perfect!! It decongests the center of town but still allows easy access 
294.  Nothing 
295.  the closer in I dont like,  we are trying to keep trucks out of town 
296.  I dont like anything about route E 
297.  It is short 
298.  Nothing. 
299.  Shorter and closer to town 
300.  Short, north of river, no bridges. better access to town 
301.  Less disruptive over smaller area than previous options 
302.  It's close enough to town to make it a reasonable alternate route, lower cost to build 
303.  nothing 
304.  nothing 
305.  Nothing adamantly opposed! 
306.  Nothing 
307.  Nothing! 
308.  Nothing 
309.  One of the better routes Ok access on ends 
310.  flatter, shorter 
311.  Do not like 
312.  Nothing 
313.  Nothing 
314.  Nothing 
315.  joins 290 outside of crowded areas on each end 
316.  Everything  
317.  nothing 
318.  Nothing,  
319.  NOTHING 
320.  Btr, but it still pressure people property 
321.  Shorter route. Shorter is less expensive and more likely to be used by more people 

because it is shorter 



322.  The only positive note about this route is that is borders the Gillespie county 
Fairgrounds on the Northeast side.  Many locals already feel this is the outskirts of 
town and would hate to see it grow beyond this loop. 

323.  Shorter route 
324.  Nothing  
325.  yes 
326.  No 
327.  Shorter...is better 
328.  Nothing 
329.  The inner routes provide closer access for people to use to get to town! 
330.  This route is short enough that it will be an effective solution to the congestion; 

trucks and people will actually use it.  The lesser length will enable a shorter 
construction time and less impact to the environment, the area, and to people's 
property.   It also properly places the disruption of the bypass onto those who it will 
benefit - those living in town - and not onto those who settled away from town to 
avoid traffic and noise. 

331.  Nothing 
332.  Nothing  
333.  Nothing 
334.  Nothing 
335.  Just far enough outside the center of the city to be useful, efficent, and not 

intrusive. 
336.  Dislike that route—too close to town 
337.  I disagree and do not like it 
338.  Gray Route E I like that it is a close round about of the city. Truck will utilized it 

more. Less cost. 
339.  don't like 
340.  Semi trucks off the main road 
341.  Nothing  
342.  Nothing 
343.  Nothing  
344.  Nothing 
345.  Great 
346.  I do not like Route E 
347.  Nothing 
348.  less expensive yet far enough away from downtown 
349.  I like it better than A or B. 
350.  Nothing 
351.  The inner routes provide closer access for people to use to get to town. 
352.  Only that it is slightly shorter than previous routes. 
353.  Nothing 
354.  Not much. 
355.  Nothing 
356.  getting shorter still 
357.  Nothing 
358.  Map font too small to read 
359.  The southeast part of the plan (east of 16) looks like a smart option. 
360.  Smaller Footprint 
361.  nothing 
362.  Nothing at all 
363.  shorter, least disruptive to existing homes 
364.  It will be cheaper to build. It is close to town so residents, tourists, and trailer truck 

drivers will all use it. It is shorter and offers a quick way to get from one side of town 
to the other. Tax payer dollars will be lower. Less construction.  



365.  Nothing, this is a poor option. 
366.  Nothing  
367.  Would be more likely used by those wanting an alternate route 
368.  It is shorter than the previous routes 
369.  Nothing  
370.  Much better option! Keep the route closer to town fo preserve nature! 
371.  Close to town 
372.  I am strongly against this route an an option 
373.  it is shorter and parallels downtown area 
374.  I think the Gray Route is good.  A shorter route is is cheaper. 
375.  Nothing 
376.  Nothing  
377.  NOTHING 
378.  Close to the city limits very useful to both city and county residence, shorter and 

less expensive, less environmental damage. 
379.  I do not like it 
380.  Nothing 
381.  Nothing 
382.  Nothing. 
383.  Everything  
384.  Not a good route 
385.  nothing 
386.  nothing 
387.  I don’t like anything about it. 
388.  Nothing 
389.  It seems sensible  
390.  Nothing 
391.  Most reasonable of all options. Allows for growth  
392.  not much 
393.  I don’t like this one either.  
394.  Closer to town 
395.  Shorter route 
396.  its okay C and D are much better 
397.  Nothing 
398.  its an okay route 
399.  Flatter terrain, fewer right of ways. Makes more sense for use. 
400.  closer to town, less costly, closer to commercial property 
401.  Very convenient  it is short and will be effective less expensive 
402.  Close to town, functional for residents 
403.  Shorter 
404.  Nothing 
405.  shorter, less expensive 
406.  its short 
407.  Nothing - relief route not needed 
408.  I like nothing about this route. 
409.  Nothing 
410.  not much of anything 
411.  Less expense and closer, more likely people will use 
412.  Extending Upper Live Oak to 87 North could complete the Inner Loop. 
413.  NOTHING 
414.  I do not Like Route E 
415.  Seems to be one of or the best compromise. 
416.  Nothing 



417.  Good route, a lot better than the others, makes it easier for trucks to take. 
418.  this route is the best alternative without a doubt very efficient,city and county 

funding for this route makes it affordable  
419.  starts on the North side of the Pedernales River, shorter distance, less money to 

build  
420.  Good entrance at both ends. More reasonable cost than outside loops. 
421.  Nothing 
422.  Closer to town but still accomplishes objective. Would be used more, in my opinion 
423.  Best compromise of length and disruption. Allows city to grow to south and west, 

with inevitable highway-based business growth near city 
424.  A shorter route than others suggested  
425.  Nothing. 
426.  doesn't cut through our family property 
427.  I do not like it. 
428.  Close enough for it to be useful for locals, but still offers the loop around for truck 

and other traffic 
429.  I could accept this option 
430.  Shorter/seemingly less costly and less disruptive. 
431.  Nothing 
432.  Short, keeps road noise close to town. 
433.  This is better.  It is closer to town.  Has very few wet weather crossings.  Safer! 
434.  Nothing 
435.  Nothing 
436.  Nothing. Do not like it. 
437.  It is at least shorter. 
438.  Nothing 
439.  Gray Route E I like zero 
440.  E is about as far as current growth trends will reach in next 50 years 
441.  It's shorter and more direct. 
442.  nothing 
443.  It's better than a,b,c,d 
444.  nothing.  
445.  Nothing!!!!  
446.  Nothing 
447.  nothing- still too long- a waste of my time 
448.  Looks more compact, less negative impact on the country side 
449.  I do not like it.I 
450.  Nothing...it is way too close to town. It splits the airport from town. It impedes on 

existing city land-use planning.  
451.  At least compels the city to pay something. 
452.  At least a small part of it runs through the city. 
453.  At least the city has to bear some of the disruption and cost. 
454.  It is closer to town and shouldn’t cost as much 
455.  this does not appear to cut through homes 
456.  Shorter route without any bridge building. 
457.  Nothing 
458.  Way shorter 
459.  Cost savings 
460.  Not sure 
461.  nothing 
462.  Nothing 
463.  Nothing 
464.  It is shorter and close to town 
465.  Not much!  Getting away from farmland but not the greatest! 



466.  I don't like this route either. 
467.  goes around downtown without destroying too much pristine land  
468.  Proximity to town is good, cost would be somewhat manageable, detours into town 

would happen. 
469.  Of the options presented, Route E is short and would have less of an environmental 

impact.  Route E would cost less to build and maintain and would have less of an 
impact on the environment. 

470.  better than a, b, c or d 
471.  Seems to be the best compromise between close in to to be useful to residents, 

with 290 east entrance far enough away from town traffic.  
472.  shorter route to attract more traffic to other local businesses - good proximity to 

airport 
473.  It's a little closer to the City than the other two. 
474.  Nothing 
475.  Eastern & western entrances close enough to city  
476.  Short route 
477.  not much 
478.  Balance between bypass distance and access to Fbg. 
479.  Shorter route 
480.  Closer to town 
481.  Provides relief in an efficient and timely way in terms of overall length, time to 

complete, number of parcels to acquire, water crossings, etc. 
482.  This would not be too bad a rout if it utilizes existing roads. 
483.  E is definitely better than A, B, C and D. It is not the best choice of the options on 

the table.  
484.  I prefer Gray Route (Route E) over A,B,C, or D, especially as it is closer to the city 

proper and would offer more potential utilization. 
485.  I like the shortness of the route, truckers are going to see this as a very efficient 

way to go. 
486.  Don’t like it.  
487.  Nothing 
488.  Nothing 
489.  ... 
490.  Proximity to town 
491.  less empactful 
492.  I like where it ends on 87N. 
493.  Getting better. Less land involved 
494.  Practical bypass to help traffic  and not negatively effect Main Street businesses.  

Convenient for through traffic.   
495.  NOTHING 
496.  An improvement over the first four and its proximity to the airport and fair grounds is 

a positive. However the better routes are still closer in.  
497.  it's OK 
498.  Good placement, will likely be used 
499.  Looks short. 
500.  it is marginally needed in the area.  
501.  It is getting better... 
502.  Nothing!! 
503.  Nothing 
504.  I do not like Route E. It does not bypass our town enough to be worth the expense 

of building. 
505.  Smaller in length than Options A/B/C/D 
506.  closer in, less disruption to land owners, less expensive 
507.  It's hard to find anything to like about this route except that it's shorter. 



508.  nothing 
509.  Nothing 
510.  Not much. 
511.  Shorter route and does not cross Pedernales River 
512.  It's shorter than A-D, so likely to be less expensive and less disruptive 
513.  Closer to town. 
514.  nothing 
515.  nothing 
516.  It stays away from town but not too far out 
517.  This route is a Fredericksburg bypass to relieve traffic congestion. 
518.  Better than the first four. Shorter route but still too long.  
519.  Makes most sense for location of crossing for SH 16 South 
520.  If nothing else, it is ruining less of the County 
521.  Preferred route around south side of town  
522.  Nada 
523.  More direct route to 290 and 87. 
524.  It appears to be the route that does least damage to properties and would be most 

likely used by traffic 
525.  nothing 
526.   that'll work also 
527.  Close to town, less expensive, less disruption, more likely to actually relieve traffic.  
528.  The section south of Fredericksburg appears to be the most reasonable route 

alignment. 
529.  Nothing. 
530.  This is closer to town. 
531.  section between 290W and 87N exits at a better location  
532.  Shorter.  Minimizes cost,  will satisfy the requirements 
533.  Stays away from most of the existing development 
534.  Not too far out yet good enough for locals to use 
535.  Not much 
536.  No 
537.  At least a small part of it actually goes through the city that it benefits. Shorter and 

less thus perhaps less expensive. 
538.  Goes outside Fbg. but close 
539.  It intersects 290E in a good location. 
540.  Intersects 290 East in a good location. 
541.  don't like it 
542.  I do not like Route E 
543.  No,No,No 
544.  Nothing 
545.  I do not like the Gray Route  
546.  Nothing!  Terrible! 
547.  I hate it 
548.  it skirts around town but doesn’t cut across too much land  
549.  Shorter 
550.  Would be cheaper 
551.  Nothing 
552.  gtting better   closer to main street 
553.  Closer to town, excellent to have bypass above fairgrounds, making grounds 

description "at edge of town" rather than "out of town.  
554.  nothing! 
555.  Best compromise between length and future utility 
556.  NOTHING 



557.  nothing at all 
558.  Somewhat away from populated areas 
559.  Shorter and less expensive  
560.  NOTHING 
561.  Not for for community  
562.  more reasonable in length, topography makes sense and traverses land already 

owned by city/county 
563.  Nothing. 
564.  Brings more people closer to the city 
565.  Close to town where the noise and traffic is already. 
566.  closer route to town, keeps traffic out of the country 
567.  nothing 
568.  NOTHING.Destroys my home and leaves me with nowhere to live or run my 

business 
569.  I don't  
570.  It would not cost as much, as it is shorter. 
571.  best, shorter, least expensive, closer to town for commerce/ tourism and truck 

deliveries 
572.  Now this route E is much more useful to we who are also attempting to move 

around our city 
573.  Good combination of bypass traffic and local use. 
574.  Nothing 
575.  Nothing 
576.  Don't like it.  
577.  Barely meets the needs of the Ctiy 
578.  Nothing. It intrudes on residential areas just outside city limits 
579.  disgustingly too close to town and neighborhoods 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



What don't you like about potential Gray Route (Route E)? 
 

1.  Not warranted  
2.  To long 
3.  It is too close to main street 
4.  goes thru residences of good friends 
5.  nothing 
6.  Too much impact to owners  
7.  nothibg 
8.  Too close to town and neighborhoods 
9.  Now it's getting into housing density. 
10.  We do not have enough information to make this call at this point. None of the 

routes costs have been publicly advertised. Can the City/County afford the costs. 
11.  I like this route, however in my opinion, it still does start and end a bit far out of 

town. 
12.  TOO MUCH PRIVATE PROPERTY LAND TAKEN AND TOO MUCH $$.  WE 

DON'T NEED A RELIEF ROUTE SO FAR AWAY FROM MAIN STREET 
13.  Intersection to 290 East, waste of land south and west 
14.  Nothing  
15.  There is not really anything I dislike about this route. 
16.  Nothing  
17.  Too long too expensive urban sprawl  
18.  It cuts through personal property. 
19.  Not needed; perhaps traffic relief to center at expense of county residents 
20.  Running thru private property  
21.  This route goes directly over people's homes particularly on Kerr Road, it puts the 

highway through areas the city has slated for ongoing and upcoming development 
and an inner loop cuts off the expansion and growth of the city.  

22.  It goes through people’s land and peach farms.  
23.  All too close to town. 
24.  Not much 
25.  Vineyards would be effected and a waste of money 
26.  I like it. 
27.  it is still a large route for skipping town, but seems like more of a direct route 
28.  I like it 
29.  nothing 
30.  nothing 
31.  nothing 
32.  nothing 
33.  nothing 
34.  nothing 
35.  nothing 
36.  nothing 
37.  nothing 
38.  nothing 
39.  nothing 
40.  nothing 
41.  Too close to high accident area 290 east of Fredericksburg  
42.  nothing 
43.  nothing 
44.  nothing 
45.  nothing 
46.  nothing 
47.  Too close to Heritage School and Fairgrounds 



48.  Nothing  
49.  reduction of property value, route directly through neighborhoods 
50.  Nothing 
51.  Not needed 
52.  Through too many homesteads,  
53.  I think it is a good route  
54.  Runs too close to town if the plan is to build a 4 lane divided highway with access 

roads. That’s what is making this a problem. Y’all are proposing something that’s 
simply overkill  

55.  It’s excessive. Too big 
56.  Too short 
57.  not close enough to town...trucks still won't use it 
58.  Too far away. Too expensive. 
59.  ruins country and farms 
60.  Cost to tax payer.  
61.  The economic impact seems very high for every route on this map. Peach growers, 

livestock and crop farmers, wineries and people’s homes are all in direct path of 
this proposed road. These activities are what makes Fredericksburg attract so 
much traffic in the first place. I’m disappointed that landowner family’s who have 
been here since our town was settled in 1846 will be displaced or forced out of 
business and their livelihood which has sustained them over several generations. 
What about the property taxes paid, the legacy that will no longer be, and the 
heritage completely lost on a convenience in favor of those just passing through? 
The cost is high and our townfolks deserve some respect. 

62.  Too close to the city 
63.  Na 
64.  It takes away from our small town 
65.  Everything 
66.  Might cut into too many rural areas. 
67.  Too close to town, Heritage, FHS, and airport. 
68.  Too close to schools and other institutions. Would be encompassed by city growth 

before it is even completed  
69.  Everything.  Leave the Hill Country property ALONE!   
70.  Not necessary  
71.  Same 
72.  Does not take into consideration future growth of the city...Very short-sighted... 
73.  Extremely close to Heritage School where my children attend. I do not think it would 

be wise to have a large highway in a school's backyard. 
74.  Everything  
75.  Schools and homes will be directly impacted 
76.  It is too close to businesses and schools  
77.  Redundant route 
78.  everything 
79.  Horrible option. Does not provide enough growth for future. 
80.  Everything  
81.  Don’t need it 
82.  Going to hurt business  
83.  At what price do we pursue progress? 
84.  I don't like the truck route in general 
85.  Same comments as fr E 
86.  Too close in 
87.  Nope 
88.  nothing 
89.  Undecided  



90.  nothing 
91.  It destroys people's property 
92.  It’s still pretty offensive 
93.  It is still longer than the shortest route option being considered and thus seems 

more costly than the shortest route in construction costs and property acquisitions 
94.  it's gray 
95.  Ruins the area  
96.  Nothing  
97.  Everything 
98.  bypasses businesses on property that you plan to annex AND splits someones 

property with potential for them to not be able to get to part of their property easily 
99.  Yes 
100.  Too close to town  
101.  Still a large swath to consume 
102.  Hate everything about it  
103.  See above  
104.  Impact on local traffic  
105.  Too close to city and lady bird park, cuts through fairgrounds, 290, 87 and 16  exits 

too close to congested areas 
106.  No 
107.  destruction 
108.  It’s too close to town. The relief route should not split the airport and ladybird park 

from the rest of town  
109.  Too close to town 
110.  Not big enough for growing city 
111.  Nothing I like it 
112.  too much concrete 
113.  I dont like the truck route in general 
114.  Starts too close to river 
115.  Way too close to town center.  
116.  Violates private property.  Too close to school 
117.  Na 
118.  Unsure.  
119.  Hate all of it, keep Fredericksburg small. 
120.  Nothing 
121.  Everything 
122.  Anything 
123.  Any bypass invites development and destruction of what makes Fredericksburg 

"quaint". Subdivisions, increased road noise, destruction of agricultural endeavors. 
124.  Nothing 
125.  involves more populous areas than other routes 
126.  Would cut my farm in half.  
127.  Destruction-Ruins hill country 
128.  don't like any option. cuts our ranch in half. 
129.  Strongy dislike. Don't make our area into a freeway zone, suburb encouraging, big 

city area. 
130.  It will have a destructive impact on the environment and agriculture of the area.  
131.  Strongly dislike  
132.  All of it  
133.  New construction in hill country  
134.  Goes through a vineyard  
135.  Cuts through so much ranch land 
136.  Everything  
137.  EVERYTHING 



138.  Same thing incroach on wineries 
139.  Looks more like what Fredericksburg needs 
140.  Nothing 
141.  nothing 
142.  Nothing; this is a great choice 
143.  I don't feel that there is a need for a bypass like this.  
144.  To short 
145.  All of route beyond eastern connection to US290 
146.  hate 
147.  Nothing 
148.  No comment 
149.  Has to be very compact development or it will bankrupt our city. 
150.  It is too close to Fbg and part of it is right over my brother's home and close to my 

property. 
151.  Seems ok.  
152.  It’s going to cut through family lands that have been in our family since the 1840’s 
153.  Everything 
154.  Doesn’t take advantage of Friendship Lane, higher cost than option F, more land 

affected compared to F 
155.  Nothing 
156.  Nothing 
157.  It's pretty close in to town. 
158.  I like this one better. 
159.  it is long, expensive, and disrupts quiet contryside 
160.  Greatly affects animal inhabitants, rivers, farmlands and residential family 

properties 
161.  unnecessarily distant to the South of town 
162.  It will greatly impact our business here. It will cause big issues with our inflow and 

our success. 
163.  Too close in 
164.  Too close to populated areas, cuts through the commercial areas north of the 

airport. Inhibits growth in several areas, adds noise to the hospital/health care 
complex/area. 

165.  Cuts too close to the Fairgrounds.  Could be dangerous 
166.  Nothing  
167.  Nothing 
168.  Too close to town, schools, and residential neighborhoods 
169.  400' right of way is too much, job can be done in 140' as previously proposed, We 

do not need I-10 like road in Gillespie County 
170.  Might not be good if something happens ( Wreck) during fair Grounds Event.  
171.  It is not necessary in the area 
172.  Still too long 
173.  nothing 
174.  Route E would cut through a lot of the city/county with a lot of noise and light 

pollution and would be especially disruptive if there is no access on-off the relief 
route.   

175.  nothing 
176.  nothing 
177.  nothing 
178.  Nothing 
179.  nothing 
180.  Too close in &  destroys established businesses ! 
181.  To close to town and airport 
182.  Not much. 



183.  Still cuts through too much personal property 
184.  takes up ag lands 
185.  Nothing 
186.  The south and eastern portions are too far out of town  
187.  Too close. Does not go around winery row.  
188.  nothing 
189.  nothing 
190.  I still believe that the route needs to be the furthest from the city as possible and 

access from 290 east needs to be the furthest from the city due to the rapid 
expansion east along 290 

191.  All remaining potential routes are too close to the city, too close to schools, too 
close to fairgrounds, cut off and through too many neighborhoods plus size of 
bypass is overkill 

192.  I am completely against any and all relief routes.  The best solution would be to use 
the already existing Friendship Lane & modify it.  These proposals will ruin 
Fredericksburg. 

193.  Nothing 
194.  not the optimum route for minimizing eminentr domain condemnation 
195.  Still maybe too far from town 
196.  If it’s going to be a super highway I don’t want it.  
197.  If you’re going to build a superhighway, we don’t want it. The best solution would be 

to use the already existing Friendship Lane & modify it. Me (Kim Van Antwerp) as 
an inheritor of the land (Norris) are vehemently opposed a superhighway that would 
destroy the ambience of the hill country and Fredericksburg.  

198.  Again, concern for neighborhoods closer into Fredericksburg Proper 
199.  It will take drivers too far from town and will destroy too much private property. 
200.  Effects too many farms, bed and breakfasts 
201.  Nothing 
202.  It would not alleviate traffic concerns enough and would actually likely increase 

them for people traveling to schools near that route. And once again, if you wouldn’t 
put this type of road near the elementary school, why would you consider putting it 
near private schools and endangering those children? 

203.  This route would be ok 
204.  Is too close to existing business and homes. Bisects city limits.  
205.  Confines the airport on the north side.  properties and businesses are getting too 

dense. 
206.  Still to expensive versus the absolute shortest route. 
207.  Close to fair grounds and impacts historic houses along routes. 
208.  There are too many folks being affected as the route becomes closer to town!!! 
209.  Likely to affect too may residents 
210.  It is too close to town and possibly would not decrease traffic in Fredericksburg 

enough 
211.  Cuts through town some 
212.  Don’t like the areas of the city affected by this route. 
213.  Nothng 
214.  little if anything 
215.  Close to town and affects families more than farmers. 
216.  See comments at the end of survey 
217.  Again, this shares a similar concern as D 
218.  Too long a swath also 
219.  Nothing 
220.  nothing 
221.  I like this route 
222.  Land will be disrupted 



223.  cuts through more developed area and potentially developed area than is ideal 
224.  It's too close to town and could disastrously impact Fredericksburg and the 

community it serves. 
225.  same 
226.  The gray route is too close to the city boundary for a high speed highway. The 

location will destroy existing business, planned subdivisions for housing 
desperately needed in the area and destroy the rural setting of Fredericksburg 

227.  too close to town for such a major highway 
228.  Nothing.  
229.  Tie-ins to 290 E/W, route too close to Fairgrounds/Airport 
230.  250-400 easement is too big and overkill.  Too many property owners negatively 

affected. 
231.  It is too close to town and could displace people and businesses 
232.  Bring truck traffic closer to existing neighborhoods and developments 
233.  Goes through more developed area.  
234.  Route E I don’t like that it’s stull too far out of the city and the cost. 
235.  Too close to town. Harmful to Heritage school 
236.  it invades homeowners properties, deteriorates quality of life and devalues the 

area. 
237.  Best route  
238.  Too close to heritage school 
239.  Longer route = higher cost 
240.  Nothing  
241.  though I cant see all roads, too close to town 
242.  This is still not efficient, expensive and not a good use of funds (and there is no 

solid data that it will resolve the problem) 
243.  I am highly in favor of this route. 
244.  It doesn't stick to utilizing/modifying/expanding existing roadways. 
245.  Nothing  
246.  Too close to town and beginning to interfere with already established businesses. 
247.  the western route makes it longer then taking the G route north 
248.  Nothing  
249.  I don't have a problem with this route. 
250.  No room for growth 
251.  Nothing. It’s a good loop around town 
252.  The route should not be limited access - full access by local residence is essential. 
253.  Disruption to Ladybird park, fair grounds, tie-ins to 290 
254.  City limits is already beyond this route in the south west section. Might be limited in 

effectiveness. 
255.  Route E I don’t like that it’s still too far out and the cost of the project.  
256.  It cuts through people’s family land that they are not ok with with selling or losing.  
257.  Could be some shorter 
258.  Cutting through valuable farm land  
259.  It is closer to the city.   
260.  Everything 
261.  probably impacting a lot of people 
262.  cuts through some wildlife areas and bypasses a lot of the eastern side of town  
263.  Everything 
264.  The route goes nicely around Town and would a lot more cost efficient. 
265.  may not be a good route depending upon the details 
266.  Nothing 
267.  too expensive and a waste of land for its purpose 
268.  Nothing  
269.  Nothing 



270.  Nothing 
271.  Nothing 
272.  Nothing  
273.  Nothing 
274.  Like the route. 
275.  everything 
276.  Gray Route is still too far from the city. Cost still up there. 
277.  Nothing, seems beneficial to local citizens and tourists 
278.  Somewhat close to the airport and fair grounds. 
279.  Cannot identify a problem 
280.  Don't see a problem with the Gray aroute 
281.  Nothing  
282.  Route E I don't like that it is still too far from the city. Cost too much. 
283.  Still too far out 
284.  Nothing 
285.  Nothing 
286.  Destruction of property.  Encumbrance to cross traffic.  Destruction of bicycle routes 

in the county 
287.  to close to town 
288.  I do not like that it intrudes on many businesses and residences 
289.  It gets too close to town, and won't fix the original problem 
290.  Again it is too long of a loop. 
291.  Noise and traffic issues 
292.  Nothing 
293.  Dose not allow for growth and expansion 
294.  Don't think we need this boondoggle at all, we need a parking garage to get 

vehicles off of Main St. so that traffic can flow more freely. 
295.  nothing 
296.  This route begins to compromise existing entities close to town, most notably 

Heritage School.  
297.  close to town 
298.  too close to our town 
299.  This route is too long, too expensive, impacts too much beautiful hill country land 

and citizens. The route will be under utilized and have little benefit 
300.  Everything 
301.  Runs too close to residential and a school! 
302.  Everything 
303.  nothing 
304.  Invasion and destruction of private property of land owners with no true voice. 
305.  Closeness to town, schools, park and residences 
306.  Impacts homeowners 
307.  It is to close to schools 
308.  too close airport and schools, does not allow for easy town growth on south and 

west 
309.  Nothing  
310.  too close to town 
311.  Runs through historical farm lands  
312.  EVERYTHING 
313.  Land infringement  
314.  No complaints bout this route 
315.  I dislike the amount of ranches it crosses between highway 87, Hollmig and Boos 

Lane. 
316.  Appears to be a reasonable route 
317.  It’s too close to town 



318.  closer to town less land and help local residences too. 
319.  No 
320.  Looks like this is running thru both exsisting and future residential subdivisions. 
321.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 

landscape. 
322.  Nothing! 
323.  Nothing 
324.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 

landscape. 
325.  Everything  
326.  Too close to town 
327.  Completely in the city 
328.  Too close to town.  Noise factor  
329.  Too close to town 
330.  Runs through people’s property  
331.  Gray Route E I don't like that it is still a bit too far around the city. SHould be closer. 
332.  Too close to town 
333.  Nothing 
334.  Too close to town  
335.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 

landscape. 
336.  It goes to close to a school 
337.  To close to the way to close to the city and businesses 
338.  Too close in to town on the left hand side.  Impacts schools and businesses. 
339.  What an awful thing to put in our city! 
340.  Nothing 
341.  Heavy traffic thru residential areas 
342.  Very intrusive of residential areas, particularly on the east side, near the eastern 

terminus. 
343.  it's ok 
344.  I really dislike that this road would follow along the Pedernales River, taking a huge 

cut away from beautiful and natural land and its use by wildlife and the community.  
This would rapidly decrease the natural habitat for so many native creatures.  It will 
also disrupt family homes that have survived many generations.   

345.  Impacts more homes and businesses than C & D. 
346.  Length and cost 
347.  Nothing 
348.  Not that familiar with impact issues on this route 
349.  Too invasive; noise and pollution from trucks and autos 
350.  Too close to town.  East end too close to city limits as is the West end and the West 

end is too close to the new Convention Center.  I don't think it would solve too  
many problems.  It's a band aide.   

351.  Dose not allow for Expansion and growth 
352.  For the same reasons previously stated 
353.  Runs thru/near several housing subdivisions....that cant be good.. 
354.  Location to homes and school 
355.  Map font too small to read 
356.  The Kerr Road portion of the route (west of 16) be be very disruptive to Kerr Toas 

properties and would be disruptive to Heritage School. 
357.  But it doesn't really allow for growth toward the wineries nor shield residents from 

the commerical traffic 
358.  too close to town 
359.  It is WAY too close to town.  
360.  too close to town 



361.  There is not really anything I dislike about this route. 
362.  Way too much impact on existing development, and 290 connection is too close to 

town. 
363.  Nothing  
364.  Any elevated relief route or freeway will take away the charm of Fredericksburg and 

Gillespie County 
365.  displace families, ruin properties, damage wildlife habitats 
366.  It is okay.  
367.  Nothing 
368.  Too close to town, to close to Heritage school, separates airport from Main Street.... 

destroys the uniqueness of Fredericksburg 
369.  construction through town will be very disruptive 
370.  There is really nothing that I don't like about the Gray Route ( Route E) 
371.  Everything 
372.  This route takes generational family homes from away myself and friends. It cuts 

into precious natural habitats/ ecosystems, sensitive waterways will be disrupted. I 
would like more community input about other options using existing roads. 

373.  EVERYTHING 
374.  Nothing  
375.  everything 
376.  No room for growth, loss of home, ruins small town feel of Fredericksburg 
377.  It’s too close to town 
378.  Way too close! Goes though city limits and countless homes/neighborhoods! 

Incredibly disruptive! 
379.  Nothing 
380.  If the city is going to destroy so much land and spend so much money, it needs to 

be further from the city. Choose the closest or the furthest. This option is bad.  
381.  everything 
382.  very disruptive to people's homes, animal habitat and waterways 
383.  Too close to city. 
384.  this one also passes through historical archeologic  and environmentally sensitive 

areas 
385.  Enviromental impact. Unnecessary disruptions 
386.  Not sure 
387.  Impacts airport and existing businesses 
388.  Impacts land owners 
389.  too close to town center 
390.  Too close to edge of current city limits.  
391.  Cuts through too many existing businesses 
392.  C and or D are much better 
393.  Too close to town. 
394.  Nothing 
395.  Too close to the city and future growth. 
396.  nothing 
397.  Nothing I do not like about it. 
398.  It’s ok 
399.  Costly 
400.  It goes by my house and is too close to town 
401.  Too close to town 
402.  the park should be inside the route path 
403.  it is offer nothing over the even closer route - the one closer to town and 290 
404.  I do not like that this route at all.  It will come very very close to our home if not 

through our pasture or over our home.  We did not move the the "country" so that 
we could have a front row seat to a divided highway and overpass system where it 



will cross 87.  This route will be more disruptive to homes and homesteads than the 
outer routes. 

405.  Too close to town 
406.  it is too close to the river near 290 
407.  Nothing 
408.  It's expensive, unnecessary and highly damaging. 
409.  EVERYTHING 
410.  Properties disrupted. 
411.  Too long, ignores rt 16, does not use Friendship Lane 
412.  Affects to many homes, businesses; too close to town. 
413.  I don't find anything wrong with this route ,most affordable and efficient , city and 

county could split funding,shared funding is the only way the voters will fund this 
project,shared funding will work because you need city and county voters to 
support this project. 

414.  seems to be ok,  
415.  Might be difficult at 16 South.  
416.  Everything, it is not needed 
417.  Nothing 
418.  Nothing 
419.  4 lanes seems exaggerated for a small town such as this one 
420.  Everything. 
421.  devalues land in Gillespie County. cuts through people's homes 
422.  It takes away people's land. 
423.  We are retired and have home along this route 
424.  Too close to town 
425.  Don't know how it impacts people's properties, but I think that component should 

play a huge role in the decision 
426.  N/A 
427.  Close to/interferes with park 
428.  Too close to town 
429.  nothing 
430.  N/a 
431.  Too cose in 
432.  Everything  
433.  Would take out too many homes 
434.  It is an unnecessary expense. Still too long and destroys too much wooded area 

and homesites. 
435.  It may not provide for additional growth in the  future.  
436.  To much impact on residential and commercial properties 
437.  Gray Route E is out of the way for some that want parts of the city access. Still too 

high of cost. 
438.  I would not suggest getting any closer to town that limits growth.   
439.  It will add an intersection fairly close to Tivydale and Hwy 16. 
440.  still cuts thru town 
441.  Still seems too far out, should be closer to City for city services 
442.  it cuts THROUGH town for heavens sake. I is NOT a by-pass 
443.  Peoples land,  cost 
444.  Cuts right through areas of town - definitely not a relief route. 
445.  everything-too long-a waste of my time 
446.  I do not like anything about it. 
447.  Way too close to town. Splits the airport from town. Impedes existing land-use 

planning. Runs through highly dense residential areas. Terrible option for a outter 
loop.   

448.  Still largely a county borne project. 



449.  First and foremost, I do not believe that the benefits of a “relief route” outweigh the 
negative factors.   First, there is no safety concern with traffic going through Main 
Street.  There have been no deaths from traffic accidents on Main Street.   The 
safety concern is on the high speed Hwy 290 where there have been many deaths.  
We should put our money into improving Hwy 290 by adding turn lane from Hye all 
the way to Fredericksburg.  This would prevent some of these tragic traffic deaths 
that are on the rise. Main Street is congested, but what problem is that actually 
causing.  Locals have avoided Main Street for many years.  Locals just go around 
Main Street.  Tourists don’t care that Main Street is crowded.  They aren’t in a 
hurry.  Tourists are not deterred from coming to Fredericksburg because of some 
traffic on Main Street.  Truckers can just spend an extra 15 minutes going through 
town.  Why should we change our community for the benefit of a few trucking 
companies? Any “relief route” that is chosen will devastate properties and families.  
I cannot see why in the world we would do this just to increase the convenience of 
people who are passing through our town – truckers and tourists. Imagine how it 
will change our beautiful community by having a 4+ lane highway going either 
through town or through our beautiful hill country?  The quaint community and 
beautiful hill country is what draws tourists and creates a wonderful quality of life for 
residents.  Why would we destroy that for the ability to move down Main Street a 
little quicker? The cost of buying the land necessary for this route will require many 
millions of dollars.  Imagine how we could improve our community with affordable 
housing, other improvements to Main Street, shuttle buses for tourists.  Why would 
we spend millions of dollars for the convenience of people who are passing through 
town – tourists and truckers? 

450.  Nothing 
451.  Comes out too far out 290 east 
452.  Doesn't appear to be using the existing roadways. 
453.  To close to town and neighborhoods.  
454.  It's good 
455.  To close to town 
456.  everything 
457.  It cuts through the Fair Grounds. 
458.  Destroys farm and ranch land 
459.  Too much ROW!  WE DON'T NEED AN INTERSTATE!! 
460.  right of way much too broad, don't know what percentage of traffic would be 

reduced and if trucks would choose to use it over main street, too expensive. Need 
better options. 

461.  not the shortest route 
462.  Still further out than necessary. 
463.  It is longer than Routes G and H and would therefore have more of an impact on 

the environment. 
464.  lack of benefit for the residents to maneuver around town and get to our places, still 

stuck in traffic 
465.  Sections may become congested with real estate opportunities unless restrictions 

are imposed 
466.  might be too close to town disrupting local businesses 
467.  Still too far outside of the city. 
468.  Time this thing is build it would be to close to the town  No room for growth 
469.  Some impacts on residents/businesses in middle of route 
470.  Too close to town and would add to congestion on Hwy 16 
471.  Too close in 
472.  too close to fair grounds 
473.  Nothing 
474.  I think it's still too far out 
475.  too much residential. 



476.  This will become a very noisy road used by all. Concern for the impact to the areas 
in town and impact on quality of growth by this road. 

477.  It’s a terrible idea  
478.  The route divides Fredericksburg and negatively impacts current and potential 

homes and businesses  
479.  Too close to town, doesn't allow for town growth, should at least go out past Lady 

Bird Park 
480.  too close to town 
481.  Runs near school and residentail areas 
482.  It is still longer than necessary, which means more costly in money and 

environment. 
483.  This is okay but could be better 
484.  Too much impact on Farming and Ranching. 
485.  This route runs through business and will RUIN our homes' property value. It is 

positioned between two high end subdivisions and this comment will apply to many 
homes. 

486.  Inferior to remaining routes  
487.  it's OK 
488.  East entrance is NOT acceptable. Over homes and businesses  
489.  Environmentally damaging. 
490.  Too far outside of town and affects rural farmland, rather than already developed 

commercial zones 
491.  Nothing 
492.  NA 
493.  at best, it will be used in the next 20 years, still overdone.  
494.  still not necessary to be that long 
495.  Way too close to town, disrupts neighborhoods 
496.  Runs right next to schools and through important roads 
497.  Far too close to the growing town.  It won't be as beneficial of a location as it will 

need to be in the future 
498.  Route E affects too many neighborhoods and businesses and does not look far 

enough ahead into the future to avoid the potential necessity of building an "outer 
loop." 

499.  Still too expensive for potentially 6,000 vehicles per day 
500.  cost, location 
501.  It's just too close to town. You've heard me say this before. :) 
502.  too close in; not a true by-pass, does not address future growth needs; hurts those 

in its path and disrupts too many 
503.  south entrance is not acceptable. South entrance goes directly over Dr Emily 

Morales-Ball and Dr Krogers home as well as direct impact to Weimers and 
Duecker home....and thats just in the first half mile. Picture looks like it is a safe 
distance from the river, but I know Arah Duecker Campbell would invite you to look 
at the area. The directly through a subdivision??  

504.  Much too close to the city. 
505.  It goes through a fairly densely populated area between town and fairground and 

airport. Not good. 
506.  Expense of aquiring land 
507.  Traffic disruption on 16, and near the 87/290 split, especially if/when the hotel 

complex is built 
508.  Still has the issue as the further out routes impacting and hampering agricutural use 

of many still in production farm and ranch land. Some of that land has historical 
heritiage. 



509.  East and West side junctions are too close to existing residences.  noise, 
congestion and safety issues. Also city is growing fast and this route is not far 
enough outside of town. 

510.  same B and D 
511.  Nothing 
512.  Nothing. Far enough out of town yet close enough drivers will use. 
513.  Route E goes too far out of the way to get the job done. Increased cost to taxpayers 

and increases job burden to truck drivers. Also would destroy a barbecue 
establishment that is quite desired by local families and tourists.  

514.  Concerns with northern section. 
515.  All these do is transfer the traffic problem from one part of the county to another. 

Typical wealth transfer from outside of FBG to those on Main Street 
516.  Impacts to royal oaks loop neighborhood 
517.  To close to home. Historical land. 
518.  Additional truck traffic close to the near West side of town 
519.  Nothing 
520.  Southern entrance is directly over 2 homes in its first 1/2 mile!! and route goes 

through town, how is that helping traffic go around town?  
521.  Nothing 
522.  Appears to have detrimental impact to established neighborhood between 290W 

and 87N.  Settlers Ridge neighborhood was avoided, why isn't this one? 
523.  We think y'all need to come up with some other options where y'all don't have to 

people move. 
524.  Again,displacing families.It runs through the Airport. 
525.  still crosses too much rural land 
526.  Nothing.  Another preferred route. 
527.  Still fairly close to town. 
528.  Nothing 
529.  Still bypasses a lot of businesses. 
530.  No 
531.  Too close in to town - infringes on businesses and potential Grace Center 
532.  Swings too far west 
533.  Still a bit too far south 
534.  It intersects 87N too close in and cuts through (chops up) neighborhoods.  It also 

brings high-speed traffic to close to the town. 
535.  Intersects 87 North far too close in, goes through too many neighborhoods, and 

brings high-speed traffic too close in. 
536.  It will cause noise and light pollution in an otherwise tranquil part of the county 
537.  It is too close to the city limits neighborhoods and apartments... 
538.  The Gray Route is too close to the city. The city will continue to grow and the so 

called relief route will eventually be located in the city. This route would already be 
next to the Funeral Home on Hwy 87 and the Movie Theater where people go for 
entertainment.  

539.  Much too close to present developing areas such as the new Freiden Subdivision 
and  existing  Hwy 87 S businesses such as the movie theater, funeral home, 
storage facility, brewery winery;  IT IS UNACCEPTABLE THAT IT WOULD 
DESTROY MY HOME AT 123 TUMBLEWEED TRAIL THAT WE BUILT MOSTLY 
OURSELVES OVER THE PAST 19 YEARS;  We are 80 yrs old and plan to be in 
our home to 90!  Our love of our Fbg retirement community would be shattered and 
the financial lost devastating!  Surely the city will not be so short sighted to create 
another Friendship Lane right in the path of such an immediate developing area. 

540.  Everything. A horrible route as FBG grows. It will ruin the city. 
541.  it still cuts across large portions of private land 
542.  Nothing 



543.  May be too close in 
544.  Too close in 
545.  could shrink some more 
546.  No real benefit to local residents. 
547.  too close to town! don't like anything about it! Hinders businesses and families in its 

path! 
548.  No major issues 
549.  Everything . 
550.  don't like anything about it, too close to town 
551.  Too close to city limits 
552.  Still displacing families that have been on their land for generation.  
553.  Displace many families and businesses to close to town 
554.  northernmost section may displace residents 
555.  Everything-too close to town/busy areas. 
556.  Cuts through the fairgrounds 
557.  looks better to me  
558.  too long, too much oak wilt, too expensive, too much time around city, too many 

landowners affected 
559.  Destroys my home and leaves me with nowhere to live or run my business 
560.  too much traffic and too close to community and to close to town and will not help in 

a few years down the run. Look at S.A. and all it's loops. 
561.  Too close to town; expensive to move so many utilities; separate Ricky Boos 

pastures from barn; excessive noise on Boos Lane; cuts too near airport and Lady 
Bird park 

562.  Everything, you are taking peoples work and businesses away. 
563.  Too close to the center of town.  Too many families effected.  Traffic problems 

through neighborhoods. 
564.  Too close to City 
565.  It would be very difficult to widen Hollmig Lane and it is too close to residential 

areas that are more dense; truck noise 
566.  too much traffic and too close to community 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



How would you rate potential Gray Route (Route E)? 
 

 
Strongly Like: 14.89% 
Like: 13.09% 
Undecided: 9.72% 
Dislike: 16.69% 
Strongly Dislike: 45.62% 
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What do you like about potential Orange Route (Route F)? 
 

1.  Too close to town. Not warranted  
2.  Makes more sense 
3.  Shortest route 
4.  Nothing 
5.  like it, not too far out 
6.  Not a lot but it impacts the less amount of people being by Friendship Lane which 

already has easement  
7.  like it, nit too far out 
8.  Nothing  
9.  It's only o.k., if NOT divided, with feeders. 
10.  Closest route to Fredericksburg. 
11.  Nothing 
12.  this route looks to be cost effective as well as one the community and travelers 

would be inclined to use 
13.  IT IS BETTER THAN THE PREVIOUS, BUT I STILL DON'T LIKE THIS ONE.  WE 

HAVE FRIENDSHIP LANE THAT WAS PLANNED AS OUR RELIEF ROUTE AND I 
DON'T UNDERSTAND WHY IT HAS BEEN CHANGED.  IT SEEMS PERFECTLY 
ADEQUATE. 

14.  Better than previous, but I still don't like it 
15.  Nothing  
16.  Ok 
17.  It will be cheaper to build. It is close to town so residents, tourists, and trailer truck 

drivers will all use it. It is shorter and offers a quick way to get from one side of town 
to the other. Tax payer dollars will be lower. 

18.  Nothing  
19.  Shortest.  
20.  Nothing  
21.  Nothing 
22.  Possibly shortest option, disrupting fewest parcels of land; fairly good connector for 

the 4 highway sections 
23.  Nothing  
24.  NOTHING!  
25.  Nothing 
26.  Locals will utililize which helps Main St. traffic. Less expensive. Comes out  at the 

comm. properties and power plant that have already hurt property values on 87N . 
27.  Nothing 
28.  This would be a much easier and less expensive route to build based on the flatter 

terrain. It is also shorter than routes A and C and would requires fewer right-of-
ways.Because it is closer to town it could be utilized by locals as well. 

29.  seems to work the best 
30.  Love it 
31.  like it, not too far out 
32.  like it, not too far out 
33.  like it, not too far out 
34.  like it, not too far out 
35.  like it, not too far out 
36.  Strongly Dislike 
37.  like it, not too far out 
38.  like it, not too far out 
39.  like it, not too far out 
40.  like it, not too far out 
41.  like it, not too far out 



42.  like it, not too far out 
43.  like it, not too far out 
44.  Nothing  
45.  like it, not too far out 
46.  like it, not too far out 
47.  lije it, not too far out 
48.  like it, not too far out 
49.  like it, not too far out 
50.  Nothing 
51.  Doesn’t go through nice vineyard  
52.  closer to town, less impact on business traffic losses 
53.  Like, not too far out 
54.  Nothing  
55.  Strongly dislike 
56.  Uses Friendship Lane and Tivydale.  Commerical use 
57.  Because it is closer to town, the locals  would be able to  use it as well as truck  

drivers and the community  would get use of  its tax. It appears  to have a flatter 
teraine Thus making it less expensive to  build 

58.  It’s close to the original extension everyone expected of friendship  
59.  Nothing  
60.  Nothing. 
61.  Nothing  
62.  Nothing 
63.  nothing 
64.  It is appropriate.  
65.  it is shorter 
66.  shorter, more accessible to local traffic/town 
67.  Short and not as costly to tax payers 
68.  Na 
69.  Nothing 
70.  Ok 
71.  Probably lesser cost.  Runs along the boundary of the city. 
72.  Nothing 
73.  Nothing 
74.  Nothing. 
75.  Dislike  
76.  N/A 
77.  Short route... 
78.  Nothing. Very much dislike. 
79.  Best route of all! 
80.  Nothing  
81.  Nothing 
82.  Nothing 
83.  nothing 
84.  NOTHING 
85.  Nothing  
86.  Garbage  
87.  I don’t like it  
88.  I like thAt it starts on the North side of the Pedernales River. It seems to be 

reasonable route,  shorter distance, less cost. The  trucks would be closer to town  
for deliveries. People could use the route and be able to access town better and be 
able to use the route the tax payers paid for. Keep it closed to town and not on 
outer routes  

89.  Nothing 



90.  Nothing  
91.  Nope 
92.  like it, not too far out 
93.  More studies  
94.  like it, not too far out 
95.  Nothing!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 
96.  It’s a second runner up to least offensive  
97.  It is the shortest and thus seems to be the least costly option in both construction 

costs and land acquisitions 
98.  Orange route looks most feasible   Most of the route is probably already feasible for 

use. Less expenditure and less work 
99.  it's shorter 
100.  Ruins the area 
101.  Very small  
102.  Not mich 
103.  closer to what is now town, not as much effect on people that are in the proposed 

annexation area 
104.  No 
105.  Yes 
106.  Nothing  
107.  Nothing 
108.  Nothing  
109.  It's better than the prior options, limits imminent domain.  
110.  Nothing 
111.  Don’t  
112.  Nothing  
113.  Acceptable  
114.   Nothing 
115.  Nothing 
116.  No 
117.  nothing 
118.  Nothing 
119.  nothing 
120.  Nothing 
121.  Nothing  
122.  Good short route  
123.  I do not like anything about this route. 
124.  Nothing  
125.  Not a thing 
126.  It starts on the North side of the Pedernales Bridge, it keeps the distance from the 

truck route and town to a closer and more managable to get back to town. would 
cost less and have better access for people to be using their tax dollars. 

127.  Strongly dislike  
128.  closer to town which would encourage visitors, not out in pristine countryside 
129.  Short but still keeps industrial traffic away from downtown Main 
130.  Keeps it north of the airfield 
131.  Nothing 
132.  Closer to city 
133.  Love it 
134.  Does not seem to affect country estates and homes. Closer to town is good. 
135.  Not a good option 
136.  Hate it! 
137.  Where is intersects on 87N by all the commercial properties (many very junky)that 

have already reduced property values.   



138.  Nothing 
139.  Nothing 
140.  Like the shortness of route 
141.  nothing 
142.  I think it is to close to town 
143.  Not ruining hill country 
144.  don't like 
145.  shorter & should be less costly 
146.  Strongy dislike. Don't make our area into a freeway zone, suburb encouraging, big 

city area. 
147.  Close to town 
148.  Nothing  
149.  Closer to town, but still goes around it 
150.  Nothing  
151.  NOTHING 
152.  Same 
153.  Good route 
154.  I like where it intersects on the North side behind the commercial businesses where 

the property values are already compromised.. 
155.  closer to Fredericksburg and less expensive 
156.  Great position to support the city and infrastructure; perfect choice 
157.  Nothing 
158.  Dont  
159.  Nothing 
160.  Hate 
161.  Good for locals to use to lesson Main St. traffic as well. Cost less & keeps closer to 

commercial and developed property 
162.  Shorter route impacting less tracts. Should be cheaper. 
163.  Losers to core of city.  If compact (very) development is forced, this is the best 

alternative. 
164.  I don't like anything about it. 
165.  Same as E. 
166.  Close to town.  Less environmental impact.  
167.  Nothing 
168.  Nothing 
169.  Least amount of land affected, takes advantage of Friendship Lane, lowest 

apparent cost 
170.  Nothing 
171.  Close to town 
172.  Same as what I said for Route E. 
173.  I like the 290 start point. 
174.  it wastes less money than longer routes 
175.  Greatly dislike 
176.  fairly close to town, while avoiding unnecessary additional bridging of the 

Pedernales 
177.  We do not like anything about Route F. 
178.  Nothing 
179.  Nothing. Strongly dislike 
180.  Not much 
181.  Accomplishes goal 
182.  Short and simple  
183.  nothing 



184.  Closer to city, thus more likley to be used by tax payers who must pay for it and 
trucks formerly using downtown. Short enough that the construction costs are better 
that others. Less acreage consumed 

185.  To close in.  
186.  Nothing  
187.  It’s short 
188.  like it, not too far out 
189.  I do not like the Route F 
190.  like it, not too far out 
191.  like it, not too far out 
192.  Preferred Route 
193.  like it a lot 
194.  They are less expensive and closer to town, therefore people are more likely to 

take this route 
195.  love, not too far out, not too close in 
196.  Not as long as previous, so less costly 
197.  Nothing 
198.  Nothing at all! 
199.  Route F might also have possiblities, as there wouldn't be as much land to buy and 

divide.  One could get around the town easier and not to far out of the way. 
200.  shorter, more cost effective, less property to acquire, easy access to airport, fair 

grounds and the golf course 
201.  closer in where it is more usable by residents, uses part of friendship 
202.  Most exonomic and efficient 
203.  Best route, short less impactful to the environment, all county residence can use it 
204.  It’s proximity to town  
205.  It’s kinda like a loop.  
206.  love it, not too far out, not too close in 
207.  love it, not too far out, not too close it 
208.  Nothing at all.  This route appears to begin at 290, going down the eastern or 

souther section of Industrial Loop.  This route would impact numerous existing 
businesses that provide decent jobs for those living in Fredericksburg.  It also would 
appear to eliminate The Good Sam Center that provides so much needed health 
care for the needy in Fredericksburg.  It also would eliminate the site for The Grace 
Center, a proposed domestic violence shelter that is planned to be located on 
property next to the Good Sam Center, which is also very close to the much 
needed law enforcement center. 

209.  nothing 
210.  Nothing! 
211.  Less expensive as it is closer to town 
212.  short so less costly 
213.  The best option! Already somewhat dr eloped . So less strain on land owners, less 

time to complete  
214.  If it’s going to be a super highway I don’t want it anywhere!!!  This route would be 

acceptable if the road would be a 4 lane road similar to all our approaching 
highways. This is far enough away from town that it would not disrupt the tourists. 
After all that’s what people come here for. The highways closer to town would be 
easier to construct in that they have no hills closer to town.  

215.  Less collateral damage 
216.  Nothing  
217.  Keeps traffic closer to Main Street 
218.  Little and it is difficult to say due to the poor quality of the map. 
219.  It effects fewer family farms. Detracts less from the beautiful countryside 
220.  Close to town, about the shortest route 



221.  Nothing at all. This route is worse than the last one and has all of the same 
problems. The only difference is that it’s closer to town and closer to the private 
schools in that area. 

222.  One of the better routes 
223.  Absolutely nothing. 
224.  probably the best choice for distance and getting some traffic around 

Fredericksburg's center 
225.  Shorter, less expensive to construct. 
226.  Shorter route.  
227.  I do not like this Route, it cuts through an original founding peach Orchard of 

GIllespie county and impacts more people as the route is placed closer to the city 
limits!!! 

228.  If the route is to benefit FBG then put it in FBG 
229.  NOTHING 
230.  It is shorter than many other routes and carries less impact on the environment and 

rural landowners. 
231.  It’s better than nothing  
232.  Good access for business still good for decongestion 
233.  shorter and less expensive 
234.  Shortest option 
235.  Shorter, less costly 
236.  I do not like this route 
237.  It uses more existing roads and it is closer to town 
238.  shorter on southern end 
239.  "• 
240.  "a) Bypasses downtown without disrupting as many county residents.  b) 
241.  Gets non-locals off Main and can be used by locals as well 
242.  Not as much land needed  
243.  good end point to the west, would be easily identifiable being closer to town 
244.  I don't. 
245.  nothing 
246.  I do not like the orange route 
247.  Nothing.  
248.  Shorter route, closer to town 
249.  NOTHING - THIS IS THE WORST ROUTE 
250.  Not much 
251.  Shorter Route.  Direct route between access points.  Ranks 2nd of 8 choices.   
252.  Route F I like that it is more cost efficient and closer to the city. 
253.  It supports what is already in place 
254.  It is a short and sweet alternate route at a reasonable price. 
255.  its a little better at keeping the noise, air pollution and traffic closer to town- where it 

should be! 
256.  Better impacting fewer people and land. Shorter and less expensive  
257.  Don’t like 
258.  It’s short and therefore less expensive and will effect fewer landowners 
259.  Great 
260.  Shorter, less cost to build, more likely to be used since it is not too long 
261.  nothing 
262.  The topography maps indicate this is flatter terrain and would be much easier and 

less expensive to build on. This is many miles shorter than the AC route and 
therefore, would be less expensive.  Since this is a shorter route, fewer right-of-
ways would be needed, resulting in less time and expense. Since this route is 
closer to town, it could be used by locals as well as truck drivers, so the community 
would get use of its tax. 



263.  NOTHING 
264.  Better option shorter to get around minimises disruption  
265.  nothing 
266.  Everything,good choice  
267.  Nothing. 
268.  Not much 
269.  More people will use it. Cost less than the others. Won’t effect as much agricultural 

land 
270.  it is short.  Local people might use it also 
271.  Way, way too close to the city center 
272.  Everything. Close to town and everyone would be more inclined to use. Not just 

trucks 
273.  The proximity to town actually makes this a useful route for local residents to use.  

The short length of the route makes the cost-to-benefit ratio a better scenario. 
274.  Shorter route, closer to town, less disruption to countryside 
275.  Nothing. It is way too close to existing infrastructure to do any good. Would be 

ineffective. 
276.  Route F is a better choice that I like. Shorter route and less cost. 
277.  Shorter route, less costly to develop 
278.  Nothing  
279.  It is shorter, so theoretically it should take less time and money to build.  
280.  Nothing 
281.  this is the best route.   
282.  not affecting as much land 
283.  Seems to be the best balance of access for in-town and not too far out of town 
284.  Nothing 
285.  This route would be the ideal route. It goes perfectly around the busy part of town 

and is not completely out of the way 
286.  shortest distance=least cost 
287.  This route bypasses downtown without disrupting the people living in the country.  It 

is outside city limits and allows some growth.  
288.  nothing 
289.  Everything  
290.  Good for business 
291.  Good for business 
292.  Good for business 
293.  Good for business 
294.  Good for for business 
295.  Very useful to travelers and local residents. 
296.  nothing 
297.  Route F I like that it's closer to town. More utilized by truckers and others trying to 

get around the city. Cost less. 
298.  Good for traffic decongestion, but allows access as needed to businesses and 

attractions 
299.  less distance around town 
300.  Shortest distance; therefore, should be less expensive.  Trucks are more apt to use 

it.  Less property would have to be purchased. Not as many bridges would have to 
be built. Further away from the airport and the fair grounds. 

301.  It is fairly short 
302.  It is short which means more convenient for the trucks we want to keep off main 

street 
303.  Everything  
304.  Least expensive and still would redirect the traffic away from Main Street  
305.  Route F I like that it's a better choice. Would cost less than the further out routes.  



306.  Good  
307.  Closer to town 
308.  I think this is the best route; keeps the traffic close to the center of town while still 

decongesting 
309.  nothing 
310.  I dont like it;  too close to town 
311.  I do not like anything about Route F 
312.  It is short 
313.  Utilizes Friendship lane. 
314.  Shortest of the bunch 
315.  Shortest route, less expensive and easy access to town 
316.  Destroys the smallest area of any of the options 
317.  Bypasses downtown and still allows for some growth, lower cost to build 
318.  nothing  too close to town 
319.  nothing 
320.  Nothing 
321.  Nothing 
322.  Nothing!  
323.  Nothing 
324.  One of the best routes 
325.  flatter, shorter 
326.  Do not like 
327.  Nothing 
328.  Nothing 
329.  Nothing 
330.  joins 290/87 away from city 
331.  Everything... less expensive and most conservative  
332.  nothing 
333.  Cost effective, shorter time of building 
334.  NOTHING 
335.  Probably land people would sell 
336.  Shorter, less money.  No crossing the Perdenales River 
337.  This route F seems like a more logical route that outlines the existing town circle 

with room for growth and the west, south and east sides.  It is the least impactful to 
the environment while preserving the towns heritage and charm.  Also, the most 
cost effective since it is a much shorter route. 

338.  It appears to be much shorter than the AB route 
339.  Nothing 
340.  fair 
341.  No 
342.  Same issues as gray route 
343.  Impacts least number of landowners and is the shortest route. 
344.  Nothing 
345.  A less expensive building choice while providing closer access for people to use to 

get to town. 
346.  This route is short enough that it will be an effective solution to the congestion; 

trucks and people will actually use it.  The lesser length will enable a shorter 
construction time and less impact to the environment, the area, and to people's 
property.   It also properly places the disruption of the bypass onto those who it will 
benefit - those living in town - and not onto those who settled away from town to 
avoid traffic and noise. 

347.  Nothing 
348.  Nothing 
349.  Nothing 



350.  Nothing 
351.  Again, seems direct. Not a rode that is only useful for truckers. 
352.  Not at all  
353.  I disagree and do not like it 
354.  Orange Route F I like that it will be most conveniently to get around the city. The 

cost will be less.  
355.  don't like 
356.  Semi trucks off the main road 
357.  Nothing  
358.  Nothing 
359.  Nothing  
360.  Nothing  
361.  I do not like route F 
362.  Makes use of existing rights of way, the residential areas near that route are 

already accustomed to significant traffic, some of it large and heavy. More than half 
of the land adjacent to the in-city portion of the route is agricultural. 

363.  less expensive 
364.  It would be shorter and perhaps less costly. 
365.  Appears it uses some existing thoroughfares 
366.  The inner routes provide closer access for people to use to get to town. 
367.  Same as Route E 
368.  Nothing 
369.  Not much. 
370.  The only thing I like is that it is shorter. 
371.  getting shorter.... 
372.  Nothing 
373.  Map font too small to read 
374.  Cost would be far less I would guess. 
375.  NA 
376.  nothing 
377.  Nothing 
378.  shorter, least disruptive to existing homes 
379.  It will be cheaper to build. It is close to town so residents, tourists, and trailer truck 

drivers will all use it. It is shorter and offers a quick way to get from one side of town 
to the other. Tax payer dollars will be lower. 

380.  Nothing, this is the 2nd worst option given. I can't believe this is even being 
considered. 

381.  Nothing  
382.  Shorter route  
383.  Nothing  
384.  Best optiion! Takes traffic out of town. So much better preservation of our trees and 

farmland. 
385.  Close to town. 
386.  Strongly dislike and oppose this route as an option 
387.  very short, less expensive 
388.  Also a shorter route which means less money 
389.  Nothing 
390.  The lesser of two evils  
391.  NOTHING 
392.  Most logical route, it’s the shortest, less environmentally impacting, most useful to 

both the city and county residence. Easy accessed from all points in town.   
393.  nothing's ng about it 
394.  Nothing 
395.  It’s the perfect distance from town 



396.  Nothing. 
397.  Everything  
398.  Cheap and protects downtown 
399.  nothing 
400.  it is the best of the eight, but still is unnecessary expense 
401.  I don’t like anything about it. 
402.  this route seems to do the least distruction to historical archeologic and 

environmentally sensitive areas and would be the most cost effective. 
403.  Closer to CCD F'burg. 
404.  It seems sensible  
405.  Absolutely nothing 
406.  Too confined to the city. Still don’t want a relief route  
407.  north end merge 
408.  I don’t like it.  
409.  Close to town, less terrain to cover and less expensive construction costs  
410.  Shorest route 
411.  not good C and D are better 
412.  Nothing 
413.  not good 
414.  closer to Fredericksburg so more people would use it.  Even locals could find it 

useful.  Shorter route so easier to do. 
415.  Lower amount of disruption. Since it is so close to town, people there ALREADY 

live with activity of many people.  Thus route F would do the least amount of 
disruption of folks' peaceful lives. ALL OTHER ROUTES are in areas that people 
chose BECAUSE OF the peaceful lifestyle they would have there. 

416.  I don't 
417.  A very good route not having to cross the Perdernales River 
418.  Close to town 
419.  Shorter, less expensive 
420.  Nothing 
421.  its short and would allow more local traffic to get off main 
422.  it is closest to town, closest to EMS for the inevitable wrecks, shortest, most direct, 

least cost, putting it in an area that is already commercial - probably best option for 
all the routes - but still not needed!!! 

423.  No Strong opinion although it appears to disrupt a larger number of homes and 
homesteads 

424.  Nothing 
425.  The closest to town, faster to build, cheaper to build, not destroying any habitats, 

etc.  
426.  Less expense and closer 
427.  Extending Upper Live Oak to 87 North could complete the Inner Loop. 
428.  Closer to town and fewer properties disrupted. 
429.  Shorter, appears to use Friendship Ln 
430.  About the same as Option E. Decent compromise. 
431.  nothing 
432.  Another example of a better route, makes sense for a truck to take. It doesnt go to 

far out of the way. 
433.  very good route,close to town,E-F routing is the best and affordable. 
434.  closer to town and not disturbing country homes and country life, less money to 

build shorter distance 
435.  Like the western half.  
436.  Nothing 
437.  Shorter route, less expense to construct and feel that it would be used more often 
438.  Shortest route 



439.  That it appears to follow H for a portion of the route 
440.  Nothing. 
441.  doesn't cut through our family land 
442.  I do not like it. 
443.  Nothing 
444.  Nothing 
445.  I could accept this option 
446.  Shorter/ seemingly less costly. 
447.  Short 
448.  Nothing 
449.  Most direct, least cost and impact 
450.  Even closer to town and more likely to be used.  Less wet weather crossings.  This 

is a safer route! 
451.  Nothing 
452.  Some 
453.  Nothing.  Do not like it. 
454.  It is at least a shorter route.  
455.  If one of the potential by-pass routes must pass through cong 
456.  Nothing 
457.  Orange Route F is closer and more cost efficient. Makes more sense to use a 

shorter route around the city. More people likely to make use of it. 
458.  It's very short and direct. 
459.  nothing 
460.  Better than a,b,c, or d 
461.  Nothing 
462.  Industrial loop already starts a part of route. Closer to town. Already have roads  
463.  Nothing - it is the worst route 
464.  nothing 
465.  Not a heavy impact on the rural land 
466.  I do not like it.I do not like it at all 
467.  Nothing. Terrible option. Same commenta as E 
468.  In involves the city in fixing their own problem. 
469.  City has some involvement. 
470.  Close to town 
471.  this is the best way to go 
472.  Shortest, least expensive, less time to build, appears to use existing roadways. 
473.  Nothing 
474.  Shorter 
475.  Cost savings of construction and shortest route. 
476.  Not sure  
477.  nothing 
478.  Nothing 
479.  It uses a lot of existing four lane roads. 
480.  Short and close to town 
481.  Getting closer to a more practical route. 
482.  I don't like orange route 
483.  its the shortest route and posses the least threat to Fredericksburg  
484.  This is a great option that minimizes a complete change to the surrounding area. 

Traffic wouldn’t be that far removed from an area that has demonstrated an ability 
to absorb it. 

485.  Route F is one of the shortest Routes and would cost the least to build and 
maintain and would have a lesser negative impact on the environment than the 
longer routes. 

486.  serve residents better 



487.  nothing 
488.  It's a little better than the A through D. 
489.  Totally unacceptable!!!!!! 
490.  Nothing 
491.  Nothing 
492.  Short route 
493.  Not much 
494.  shortest route 
495.  Less expensive, closer to town  
496.  Provides relief in an efficient and timely way in terms of overall length, time to 

complete, number of parcels to acquire, water crossings, etc. 
497.  Keeps access for passing traffic much easier, shortens drive time for passing traffic.  
498.  F is definitely better than A, B, C and D. It is somewhat better than E, but it still is 

not the best choice.  
499.  The Orange Route ( Route F) is closer to the city proper and could be better utilized 

by more people 
500.  This road is much shorter in distance thus making it very desirable for truckers to 

want to use it. Less cost comes to mind as well. 
501.  It’s a better idea  
502.  Point that the route crosses 290. 
503.  Nothing 
504.  ... 
505.  length 
506.  acceptable 
507.  I like where it starts and ends. 
508.  Mostly commercial property to go through 
509.  Shorter, less money 
510.  Effective, practical, economically responsible bypass. 
511.  This route runs through business and will RUIN our homes' property value. It is 

positioned between two high end subdivisions and this comment will apply to many 
homes. 

512.  This would be one to consider. Short and uses only land destined to be used for 
development I. The future.  

513.  a little less expensive 
514.  Closer into Fredericksburg proper and will less negatively affect the surrounding 

areas 
515.  Good placement, likely to be used as dedired 
516.  Looks short. 
517.  probably could serve a need.   
518.  Gtting better 
519.  NOTHING!!! 
520.  Nothing 
521.  I do not like potential Route F. It does not bypass our town enough to be worth the 

expense of building. 
522.  Next to Shortest route in mileage 
523.  closest, least expensive for tax payers 
524.  Only positive is that it is shorter 
525.  NOTHING 
526.  nada 
527.  Nothing 
528.  Absolutly nothing!  
529.  Closest to Fredericksburg on the east end 
530.  It's the shortest, so likely to be the least expensive to build of all the choices. 
531.  Close to town.  



532.  nothing 
533.  nothing 
534.  Nothing 
535.  Good west end ending point 
536.  Shorter route, less expense to the taxpayers. Less time to build the road and being 

shorter it would allow truck drivers to get their job done in a more reasonable time 
frame.  

537.  Nothing 
538.  It is at least close enough to Friendship Lane that when you start to acquire land, 

someone will wake up and figure out that Friendship Lane is a viable alternative. 
Not as a highway but as a bypass. 

539.  Shorter route 
540.  It’s closer to town. Less land to take from people. 
541.  More direct route to 290 and 87. 
542.  Best logical route for least cost, least destruction to properties 
543.  nothing, defeats the purpose of a loop if it goes through the existing town 
544.  That'll work too 
545.  Shorter, cheaper, less disruption. 
546.  Nothing. 
547.  Nothing. 
548.  Closer to town.Faster route 
549.  this route keeps traffic out of the heart of the city without affecting mostly rural land 

most of which is out of the city limits. 
550.  Even shorter and therefore more cost effective.  Also works for me 
551.  Good exit on 87N 
552.    shorter 
553.  Ok 
554.  Involves the city as well as the county. Shorter and thus quicker to build and 

potentially cheaper.  
555.  Appears to accomplish what's needed. Pulls traffic from 16 & 290. 
556.  Nothing!! 
557.  I like nothing about this route. 
558.  I do not like Route F 
559.  It would make more sense to this one . Because it closer to town 
560.  Not one thing it is an awful idea 
561.  There is nothing I like about the Orange Route  
562.  Even worse than E 
563.  it cuts across the least amount of land of previously-shown options, and uses roads 

already in place  
564.  Everything  
565.  Nothing 
566.  Nothing 
567.  shortest  & closest to main street area 
568.  Close to town, benefits to town would be paid for by town in that town property 

would be acquired. 
569.  nothing! 
570.  Also a good compromise on length vs utility  
571.  Short route. Less impact on land. In all reality nothing. 
572.  same as potential gray route 
573.  Nothing 
574.  Best one yet- short, close to town, solves the problem of big truck on Main Street 

and can actually help with town traffic.  
575.  Makes the most sense, closer to town 
576.  Prefer this route over existing road 



577.  reasonable length and far enough out to make a difference. I would personally use 
this route to circumvent town. 

578.  Nothing. 
579.  Keep it close to town. 
580.  close to town, keeps the noise/traffic out of the country 
581.  it's one of the shortest routes, less land, less cost, less oak wilt, fewer landowners 

affected 
582.  It's closer in to town and allows for a better utilization by truck traffic, citizens of 

town and county! 
583.  Nothing 
584.  Some established roads? 
585.  nothing 
586.  This route is the shortest and next to Route E, most useful to all parties concerned. 

Cares for truck traffic and yet puts car traffic close to town were a travler can 
access the city sights conviently 

587.  Nothing 
588.  Nothing 
589.  Not one thing! 
590.  This route would encompass disrupting too many commercial, government and 

private properties. 
591.  runs through my house 
592.  Nothing. 
593.  definitely too close to town...disrupting our way of life 

 
  



What don't you like about potential Orange Route (Route F)? 
 

1.  Not warranted  
2.  It’s too close to stop and creates a barrier to growth. Many families will be 

misplaced by this monstrosity, family will loose land and houses that have been 
historic family homes for generations.  

3.  Taking land from landowners 
4.  It could be further away from main street 
5.  also goes thru residences of good friends 
6.  nothing 
7.  Don’t think it is needed  
8.  nothing 
9.  Too close to town, neighborhoods and schools  
10.  Would take up too much area of housing. 
11.  Do not have enough information to assess.  People should be looking at the 

impacts with these route and bottomline cost estimates. 
12.  It seems to be a good route that will benefit more than truck drivers passing through 
13.  IT IS STILL TOO FAR AWAY FROM MAIN STREET.  WE NEED OUR MAIN 

STREET TO THRIVE.  WE JUST DON'T WANT THE BIG TRUCK IN TOWN SO 
WE DON'T NEED A BIG BYPASS RELIEF ROUTE 

14.  Land waste and expense 
15.  NA 
16.  There is not really anything I dislike about this route. 
17.  Nothing  
18.  Nothing  
19.  It cuts through personal property.  
20.  Not needed.  Will perhaps reduce center city traffic but not result in fewer deaths; 

may have negative impacts on the economy 
21.  Running thru private property  
22.  The property owners effected by the inner loop are not large property holders.  

When a 400' highway goes across your 1-5 acre property it means a total loss of 
your home.  This route also largely effects lower income properties.  People initially 
chose to live right outside the city limits because it was more affordable.  Yet, the 
idea of putting a highway across those areas is in direct contradiction to the cities 
quest for affordable housing.  Are people that live in trailers less important than the 
large property holders on the outer loop?  Because off all the people that will not be 
able to replace their homes, it's these people.  It breaks my heart to think of the 
major impact it will have on these residents.   

23.  It goes through people’s land and peach farms.  
24.  All too close to town. 
25.  Nothing 
26.  Vineyards would be effected 
27.  I prefer this route to A and C. 
28.  nothing 
29.  I love it 
30.  nothing 
31.  nothing 
32.  nothing 
33.  nothing 
34.  nothing 
35.  Too close to town and will inpact longtime businesses in its path. 
36.  Takes land away from a historic peach orchard.  This is NOT a good thing for 

residents or visitors aloke! 
37.  nothing 



38.  nothing 
39.  nothing 
40.  nothing 
41.  nothing 
42.  nothing 
43.  nothing 
44.  Too close to center of town  
45.  nothng 
46.  nothing 
47.  nothing 
48.  nothing 
49.  nothing 
50.  Ruins neighborhoods and too close to Heritage School 
51.  Nothing  
52.  reduction of property value, route directly through neighborhoods 
53.  Nothing 
54.  It is not needed 
55.  Still goes through agricultural heritage 
56.  I like this route 
57.  It’s too close to town if you overbuild. Keep it small like friendship and this one 

works  
58.  It’s excessive. Too big 
59.  Way to short 
60.  Everything  
61.  same as above 
62.  It looks good. 
63.  ruins country/farms, too far west 
64.  Cost! 
65.  The economic impact seems very high for every route on this map. Peach growers, 

livestock and crop farmers, wineries and people’s homes are all in direct path of 
this proposed road. These activities are what makes Fredericksburg attract so 
much traffic in the first place. I’m disappointed that landowner family’s who have 
been here since our town was settled in 1846 will be displaced or forced out of 
business and their livelihood which has sustained them over several generations. 
What about the property taxes paid, the legacy that will no longer be, and the 
heritage completely lost on a convenience in favor of those just passing through? 
The cost is high and our townfolks deserve some respect. 

66.  Strongly Dislike.  Takes away the Peach Orchard industry 
67.  Too close to the city 
68.  Na 
69.  Way too close to town 
70.  It takes away from our small town 
71.  May cut into too many edge-of-town properties. 
72.  Too close to town, Heritage, FHS, and airport. 
73.  Intrudes in every aspect of the city, bisecting the city.  
74.  Everything.  Stop taking Land from Homeowners and the Hill Country! 
75.  Unnecessary  
76.  Same 
77.  Does not take into consideration future growth of the city...Very short-sighted... 
78.  Too close to Heritage school. 
79.  Everything  
80.  Schools and homes will be directly impacted 
81.  It is too close to businesses and schools  
82.  Redundant 



83.  everything 
84.  Horrible. Does not provide enough growth for future  
85.  Everything  
86.  Garbage  
87.  Going to hurt business  
88.  Zero  
89.  I don’t like the effect it will have in existing orchards! 
90.  Seems to be a real able route 
91.  Too close to current and planned residential areas 
92.  Impacts historical peach orchard 
93.  Not far enough out  
94.  Nope 
95.  nothing 
96.  Undecided  
97.  nothing 
98.  It displaces people 
99.  I have fewer issues with itx 
100.  People and homes will be displaced; property will be destroyed by this change 
101.  closer to the city of fredericksburg 
102.  Ruins the area 
103.  Too small  
104.  too close to city limits 
105.  Everyrhing 
106.  not sure, very hard to see exactly where it cuts through on the west end of town 
107.  Yes 
108.  Closer to impacting farms 
109.  To close to town 
110.  Too close to town 
111.  Harms local business  
112.  It's the second best option.  
113.  Everything  
114.  Strongly dislike  
115.  The loss of property and the noise 
116.  See above  
117.  It will be hurting the peach orchard  
118.  Impact on local traffic  
119.  Too close to city, turns friendship lane into a freeway, will make congestion in east 

side shopping center areas very bad 
120.  It disrupts the history of Fredericksburg. It damages a peach orchard.  Don’t 

damage our history!!!!! 
121.  No 
122.  destruction 
123.  I support some of the business in this area and don’t want to see the relief route 

here at all. 
124.  Terrible impact to agriculture!!! 
125.  Goes over Eckhardt Orchard. They have been impacted enough by city changes 
126.  Not large enough for growing city  
127.  Everything  
128.  Nothing I like it  
129.  it would include Friendship lane which would effect local traffic. 
130.  It appears this route will severely impact some orchards. 
131.  Too close to town  
132.  Doesn't really accomplish anything rather than adding more concrete 



133.  don't like the truck route in general 
134.  the idea it would be a major roadway such as Mopac. Keep F'brg small, quaint, 

what people escape the city for....rural beauty.  
135.  Nothing 
136.  Do y’all know why we come to Fredericksburg?  Don’t kill the farms!!  
137.  Too close to Ambleside school 
138.  Na 
139.  N/A 
140.  Impacts existing peach farm land 
141.  Hate all of it, keep Fredericksburg small. 
142.  Not much 
143.  Everything 
144.  Anything 
145.  Any bypass invites development and destruction of what makes Fredericksburg 

"quaint". Subdivisions, increased road noise, destruction of agricultural endeavors. 
146.  Nothing 
147.  way too disruptive of not only more populous areas but established neighborhoods 
148.  If you use this route you would be better off to use Friendship lane 
149.  Nothing  
150.  don't like any option. too close to town. 
151.  Strongy dislike. Don't make our area into a freeway zone, suburb encouraging, big 

city area. 
152.  To close to FBG 
153.  New construction in hill country 
154.  Goes through a vineyard  
155.  Everything  
156.  This is better 
157.  EVERYTHING 
158.  Same 
159.  Nothing  
160.  nothing 
161.  Nothing; it works perfectly within existing infrastructure and doesn’t remove growth 

potential for the community 
162.  I don't feel that there is a need for a bypass like this.  
163.  Needs to stay further out of town  
164.  The route doesn't meet the primary goals of 1) improving the quality of life for the 

citizens of Fredericksburg or 2) promoting travel around the city.  The proposed 
route's eastern connection to US290 is contained within the existing city limits.  
Why consider this highly disruptive route to existing infrastructure within the city 
limits, which includes an existing industrial area and housing subdivision (Heritage 
Hill County)?  Additionally, the east US290 connection will add to traffic congestion 
and potential traffic conflicts associated with visitors to three existing city attractions 
located on the north side of US290 (Fort Martin Scott, Texas Rangers Heritage 
Center, and Hill County University). 

165.  hate 
166.  Nothing 
167.  No Comment 
168.  Only works if very compact development is required. 
169.  It is too close to Fbg and it is right over my brother's home and close to my 

property. 
170.  Same as E. 
171.  Nothing.  
172.  It’s going to cut through family lands that have been in our family since the 1840’s 
173.  Everything 



174.  Do we really need a bypass at all? 
175.  Nothing 
176.  Nothing 
177.  Seems like being this close to town would have sound impact. Also it cuts through 

lots of neighborhoods.  
178.  no idea how or who this impacts but I think this is best choice 
179.  it is long, expensive, and disrupts quiet contryside 
180.  Affects farmlands, rivers, residential homes and animal inhabitants 
181.  unnecessarily far out from town to the WNW   
182.  It will greatly impact and jeopardize the success of our business. 
183.  Too close in 
184.  Too close to the city. Adds noise to residential areas. Disrupts a very healthy 

commercial area. Next to the new Public Safety complex. Inhibits city growth. 
185.  Too close to existing homes.  Noise would be unacceptable 
186.  Nothing  
187.  Nothing 
188.  Too close to town, schools and residential neighborhoods. Will change the feel of 

our sweet little town for sure. 
189.  Do not like the 400' right of way, can be done with 140' which would be more 

pleasing to hill county aesthetics, uses less acreage and lower construction costs 
190.  It is way to close in.  
191.  Totally unnecessary in the area 
192.  I can’t make the picture big enough to see the streets nothings  
193.  nothing 
194.  Route F is too close into the city for a highway the size of that proposed (400 ft 

wide, limited access)  It would be more disruptive to the citizens of the city and 
county that the current truck traffic on Main St 

195.  nothing 
196.  nothing 
197.  nothing 
198.  Nothing 
199.  nothing 
200.  Too close in  
201.  Does not resolve the problem much 
202.  Not too much. 
203.  prefer it to turn into (become part of 290 West) 
204.  not sure 
205.  Nothing  
206.  The projected size of the easement, do we really need a 350ft easements  
207.  Too close, no expansion room, does not go around winery row. A new loop would 

need to be put in later, after the town grows.  
208.  nothing 
209.  nothing 
210.  See above 
211.  See 14 
212.  I am completely against any and all relief routes.  The best solution would be to use 

the already existing Friendship Lane & modify it.  These proposals will ruin 
Fredericksburg. 

213.  Nothing 
214.  will incur the most cost in terms of damages in eminent domain condemnation, too 

close to fredericksbur on east terminus, will creat traffic issues for local resident 
traffic at that site 

215.  Nothing to complain about  
216.  Everything if you’re talking about a super highway!!! 



217.  If you’re going to build a superhighway, we don’t want it. The best solution would be 
to use the already existing Friendship Lane & modify it. Me (Kim Van Antwerp) as 
an inheritor of the land (Norris) are vehemently opposed a superhighway that would 
destroy the ambience of the hill country and Fredericksburg.  

218.  Double-edged sword.  Same thing - keeps traffic perhaps too close to Main Street 
219.  It takes drivers too far from town and will destroy too much private property. 
220.  Nothing 
221.  It’s too close to town to be effective and will cause more congestion than relieve it. 

Additionally, putting a 4 lane bypass road that close to schools causes a concern 
for the safety of young drivers, of potential kidnappings, and of the students in 
general. This type of road should never be so close to a school. 

222.  Routes ok Some property owner displacement but because short, .more funding for 
compensation 

223.  This would not be a relief route because it is right in the heart of existing 
businesses, neighborhoods, subdivisions and is less than a half mile from 
Friendship lane.  This route would not provide relief to business on Main Street by 
displacing business in the ETJ. That is not the definition of a relief route. 

224.  Interference with the airport operation  
225.  Impacts historic homes along route.  
226.  Very negative impacting more people with complex eminent domain issues as the 

Route is much closer to city limits.   
227.  Will likely affect more residents that it benefits. 
228.  Too close to town and probably wouldn't help the traffic situation which is what we 

are trying to avoid 
229.  Doesn’t bypass town enough  
230.  Do t like the areas of the city affected by this route.  
231.  Norhing 
232.  little if anything 
233.  More neighborhoods are affected.  
234.  See comments at the end of survey 
235.  There is less cost and less impact on the environment and people's homes. 
236.  wider on northern end 
237.  South part is a bit close in. 
238.  Southern portion is a bit too close to city limits, which limits growth a bit 
239.  Feel it will be contested on Southern end by the Hill Country University Center, Fort 

Martin Scott and closeby areas 
240.  Limited growth 
241.  starts too close to town on the east 
242.  It's too close to town and could disastrously impact Fredericksburg and the 

community it serves. 
243.  same 
244.  This route is the worst of the proposed routes.  It is too close to the city limits to 

function as a high speed bypass.  It is too close to residential developments, 
existing established business and schools.  The orange routes location will divide 
the city causing more congestion with daily access. 

245.  Nothing.  
246.  Tie-ins to 290 E/W, too close to Texas Ranger Museum, University Center 
247.  250-400 easement is too big and overkill.  Too many property owners negatively 

affected. 
248.  This is too close to residents and business. This would ruin the RV park where I 

have family that lives and also many many tourists stay in. I also have family and 
friends that live off Pyka and it would make that miserable to them and probably 
displace them. Those senior citizens as well as the people that stay at Oakwood 
RV park cannot afford to live anywhere else. That is why they are there. Also we 



will be moving out there soon. Another reason is 16 is already congested and noisy. 
This will make it WAY WORSE. I know some of the ranchers have big money and 
dont want the routes coming through their land, but these people have no one to 
fight for them. This is wrong if you choose this route.  

249.  again, it seems to go through existing neighborhoods 
250.  More developed area.   
251.  Route F I don’t have any dislikes.  
252.  Too close to town. Harmful to Heritage school  
253.  it invades homeowners properties, deteriorates quality of life and devalues the 

area. 
254.  Nothing  
255.  Too close to Heritage school 
256.  It is not the shortest option 
257.  Nothing  
258.  too close to town 
259.  This is a much preferred route. 
260.  TOO CLOSE TO CITY CENTERS AND SCHOOLS  
261.  nothing 
262.  It doesn't stick to utilizing/modifying/expanding existing roadways. 
263.  Nothing  
264.  It interferes with established businesses and is too close to town.  A relief route 

should truly bypass town and this route doesn't do that effectively. 
265.  Impacts more businesses 
266.  Nothing 
267.  I don't have a problem with this route 
268.  No room for growth 
269.   Nothing 
270.  The route needs to be fully accessible for use by local residents 
271.  Tie-ins to 290 
272.  As quickly as town is expanding south along US Hwy 87, this route is completely 

too close to city limits, and simply duplicates existing roadways such as Frienship 
Lane. Would bisect Eckhardt Orchards Farm which has been in production since 
the 1920’s and includes the orchards, farm, and 2 houses. 

273.  Route F I dislike very little.  
274.  undecided 
275.  Cutting through valuable farm land  
276.  It cuts closer to the city.    
277.  Too close to residential, schools, businesses 
278.  close to city 
279.  might not be far enough east to skip some lights 
280.  Everything 
281.  Would be best fit as far as usefulness 
282.  possible conflict with existing facilities 
283.  The southern part of this route is to close the the city limits which will somewhat 

restrict growth. 
284.  too expensive and a waste of land for its purpose 
285.  Nothing  
286.  Nothing 
287.  Nothing  
288.  Nithing 
289.  Nothing  
290.  Nothing 
291.  N/A 
292.  it's in town 



293.  Route F I have no dislikes 
294.  Nothing  
295.  Nothing 
296.  I don't see a problem with this route either 
297.  No problem with this route 
298.  Nothing  
299.  Route F I don't have any dislikes. 
300.  Nothing 
301.  Nothing 
302.  Nothing 
303.  Destruction of sensitive property.  Encumbrance to cross traffic.  Destruction of 

used bicycle routes in the county. 
304.  too close to town and see answer no 2 
305.  I do not like that it intrudes on many businesses and residence 
306.  It gets too close to town and won't solve the original problem 
307.  Not much. 
308.  Noise and cost 
309.  Nothing 
310.  Dose not allow for growth and expansion 
311.  We do not need a 4 lane 70 mph bypass ANYWHERE in Gillespie County 
312.  Maybe a little too close to the congested area 
313.  This route begins to compromise existing entities close to town, most notably 

Heritage School.  
314.  everything  so close to town 
315.  too close to our town 
316.  This route is too long, too expensive, impacts too much beautiful hill country land 

and citizens. The route will be under utilized and have little benefit 
317.  Everything 
318.  Too close to town, residential, and two schools! 
319.  Everything 
320.  nothing 
321.  Invasion and destruction of private property of land owners with no true voice. 
322.  Location adverse to city residences, schools etc 
323.  Impacts homeowners 
324.  To close to schools 
325.  too close to airport, schools and populated areas; will interfer with further city 

growth on south; too close to town at 290 E junction 
326.  Nothing  
327.  too close to town 
328.  Still requires displacement of citizens 
329.  EVERYTHING 
330.  Is it worth it 
331.  Nothing 
332.  The only negative I can see for F is that is goes a little further northwest which 

seems a un-neccesary. 
333.  I don't have any objections to Orange Route (Route F) 
334.  Too close to town.  
335.  too close to town and will take too many houses and business 
336.  No 
337.  Same issues as gray route 
338.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 

landscape. 
339.  Nothing! 



340.  The south part may be too close in.  Depending on direction of growth, it could be 
surrounded in several years.  

341.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 
landscape. 

342.  Too close to town 
343.  Really too close to town. Doesn't achieve purpose to reduce population exposure to 

hazardous cargo  
344.  In the city 
345.  Still impedes residential areas  
346.  Too close to town  
347.  Runs through people’s property 
348.  too close to town 
349.  Nothing 
350.  It’s too close to town, just use friendship  
351.  It goes to close to a school  
352.  To close to the way to close to the city and businesses 
353.  Everything - too close into town 
354.  This will change our city for the worse. 
355.  Heavy traffic thru residential areas 
356.  The western portion of the Friendship Lane segment bends north too soon and 

indily impacts commercial businesses and residential housing. 
357.  it's ok. Might as well be Friendship Lane if it's going to that close 
358.  I don't believe this route would allow for as much expansion if that is the goal.  It 

seems like it would be a lot of money and resources and construction for a 
temporary fix. 

359.  Too close to homes and businesses. 
360.  Still appears to require much eminent domain 
361.  Nothing 
362.  Same as for route E. 
363.  Too invasive; noise and pollution from trucks and autos 
364.  Too close to town. East and West end too close 
365.  Dose not allow for growth and expansion 
366.  Even the shortness of this route will still cost a lot of money, when there is a much 

simpler option  
367.  Accomplishes the by-pass goal in a much shorter route 
368.  In the middle of our quaint town! 
369.  Map font too small to read 
370.  This seems like a stop-gap measure that would not solve the problem long term. 

This would also be the most disruptive route to the community. 
371.  It crowds the city, and doesn't offer room to expand toward wineries 
372.  too close to town 
373.  It is too close to town.  
374.  too close to town 
375.  There is not really anything I dislike about this route. 
376.  It's too close to town, too close to planned large housing development, too many 

businesses impacted on both north and south ends, too close to town.  
377.  Nothing  
378.  Again will take away charm of small town  
379.  Runs through my property  
380.  This is a good option!  
381.  Nothing 
382.  Too close to Heritage school, too close to town, destroys the uniqueness of 

Fredericksburg  
383.  will go through parts of town and be disruptive 



384.  I don't see any problems with the Orange Route (Route F) 
385.  Everything 
386.  This route takes generational family homes from away myself and friends. It cuts 

into precious natural habitats/ ecosystems, sensitive waterways will be disrupted. I 
would like more community input about other options using existing roads. 

387.  EVERYTHING 
388.  Nothing 
389.  everything proposed 
390.  No room for growth, ruins small town feel of Fredericksburg 
391.  Nothing 
392.  Same as the last! Very disruptive. Goes though two areas of the city limits, and 

does not even utilize existing roads! 
393.  Nothing  
394.  If it is cheaper than H than it is best, but otherwise, choose H 
395.  everything 
396.  unnecessary disruption and tax payer expense 
397.  Too close to the city 
398.  Nothing 
399.  Not sure 
400.  Will destroy existing light industry and business.  Goes through recently approved 

housing development.  Too close to jail.  Goes through the Good Samaritan Center.  
This clinic provides medical to the people in Gillespie County that need it the worst. 

401.  Don’t want a relief route.  
402.  too close to town center 
403.  Too close to edge of city limits.  
404.  Too close to town 
405.  C and or D are better routes 
406.  Too close to town. 
407.  its maybe too close 
408.  nothing 
409.  Adjacent to existing, platted and proposed residential and commercial 

developments.  Too close to city and future growth.  
410.  Goes through a subdivision 
411.  Nothing 
412.  Expensive 
413.  too close to town, not a true bypass 
414.  Nothing 
415.  probably the best route - but this whole relief route is not needed  
416.  It will disrupt the most number of homes and homesteads. 
417.  Too close to town 
418.  nothing 
419.  Nothing 
420.  It's expensive, unnecessary and highly damaging. 
421.  Ignores Rt 16 
422.  Too close to town;  won't allow for growth. 
423.  E-F routes or a combination of them will very good for our town 
424.  seems to be good 
425.  East portion not out of congestion.  
426.  Everything, it is not needed 
427.  More disruptive to build 
428.  Potential cost for land acquisition (can't tell for sure from this map) 
429.  It swings too wide on the northern end. 
430.  Everything. 
431.  devalues property and cuts through people's homes 



432.  It takes away too much land. 
433.  runs right through our retirement community 
434.  Too close to town 
435.  This route is already very busy with traffic. It's too close to town. 
436.  N/A 
437.  Too close to downtown  
438.  Too close to town 
439.  nothing 
440.  N/a 
441.  Too close in, short term fix 
442.  Some 
443.  I grew up on a part of that route, my family roots are still there.  Do not split it or 

take it away.Takes out too many homes. 
444.  I still think it would spend money unnecessarily. The cost of living in Fredericksburg 

is already so high the many cannot afford to live here.  
445.  Much too close to town and may result in a NEW relief route in 10 more years.  
446.  To much impact on residential and commercial properties 
447.  Orange Route I don't have any dislikes. 
448.  F will limit the current growth in that area.  City services are available and this is the 

way residential growth will occur.   
449.  The cutoff from 290 East will put the intersection way too close to Fort Martin Scott 

and Industrial Loop. 
450.  still cuts thru town 
451.  Should be able to get city services, not real usable by citizens 
452.  it cuts THROUGH town for heavens sake. It is NOT a by-pass 
453.  Still goes thru a lot of land on west side of town. Don’t think it needs to be that long 

if it really needs to be built at All 
454.  It begins right in front of some of the busiest areas: Heritage Hill Country 

Retirement community, Texas Ranger Museum area, Fort Martin Scott, Police 
station, Good Samaritan, Industrial Drive, new Frieden housing development.  This 
is ridiculous to even consider such a route! 

455.  too long-Main St.&Friendship Ln are   shorter routes 
456.  II do not like it at all 
457.  Way too close to town. Impedes on existing land-use planning. Interferes with 

highly dense residential areas. Splits the airport from town. Interferes with town 
culture and community.  

458.  First and foremost, I do not believe that the benefits of a “relief route” outweigh the 
negative factors.   First, there is no safety concern with traffic going through Main 
Street.  There have been no deaths from traffic accidents on Main Street.   The 
safety concern is on the high speed Hwy 290 where there have been many deaths.  
We should put our money into improving Hwy 290 by adding turn lane from Hye all 
the way to Fredericksburg.  This would prevent some of these tragic traffic deaths 
that are on the rise. Main Street is congested, but what problem is that actually 
causing.  Locals have avoided Main Street for many years.  Locals just go around 
Main Street.  Tourists don’t care that Main Street is crowded.  They aren’t in a 
hurry.  Tourists are not deterred from coming to Fredericksburg because of some 
traffic on Main Street.  Truckers can just spend an extra 15 minutes going through 
town.  Why should we change our community for the benefit of a few trucking 
companies? Any “relief route” that is chosen will devastate properties and families.  
I cannot see why in the world we would do this just to increase the convenience of 
people who are passing through our town – truckers and tourists. Imagine how it 
will change our beautiful community by having a 4+ lane highway going either 
through town or through our beautiful hill country?  The quaint community and 
beautiful hill country is what draws tourists and creates a wonderful quality of life for 
residents.  Why would we destroy that for the ability to move down Main Street a 



little quicker? The cost of buying the land necessary for this route will require many 
millions of dollars.  Imagine how we could improve our community with affordable 
housing, other improvements to Main Street, shuttle buses for tourists.  Why would 
we spend millions of dollars for the convenience of people who are passing through 
town – tourists and truckers? 

459.  Nothing 
460.  Don’t know that it’s necessary 
461.  Nothing. 
462.  Traffic congestion and established neighborhoods 
463.  It's good 
464.  Nothing 
465.  To close to town 
466.  everything 
467.  Too much land taken, too much asphalt laid. 
468.  Nothing 
469.  Still affecting people's property.  Too wide.  WE DON'T NEED AN INTERSTATE 
470.  right of way too wide, no guarantee TxDOT would fund all of construction costs, 

impact my neighbors seriously 
471.  nothing 
472.  Nothing 
473.  Route F is longer than Routes G and H and would have more of a negative 

environmental impact than Routes G and H. 
474.  could just create new traffic snarls via development along the way 
475.  Sections may become congested with real estate opportunities unless restrictions 

are imposed 
476.  too short of a route and too close to town and may disrupt a lot of local businesses 
477.  It's still a bit outside of the City.  
478.  Negative impact on Heritage Hill Counry and Frieden Subdivisions. 
479.  To close to town be outdated before it would be built 
480.  Impact on too many residents/businesses already in place 
481.  Way too close to town! 
482.  Too close in 
483.  nothing 
484.  Nothing 
485.  Nothing 
486.  goes thru too much resdiental 
487.  Too close to our towns growth areas, very close to city center. we need to look at 

this carefully to insure FRED can grow in a very positive and not have a 
noise/ugliness issue.. 

488.  Nothing.  
489.  The southern portion that divides Fredericksburg  
490.  Too close to town, doesn't allow for town growth, should at least go out past Lady 

Bird Park 
491.  too close to town 
492.  proximity to schools and residential areas 
493.  I like it 
494.  I like this route 
495.  This route runs through business and will RUIN our homes' property value. It is 

positioned between two high end subdivisions and this comment will apply to many 
homes. 

496.  I prefer H but this is the best thus far.  
497.  It's OK 
498.  Too close to current routes around town. Hwy st, friendship and soon to be 

Mariposa 



499.  Potentially damaging to historical properties. 
500.  Too far outside of town and affects rural farmland, rather than already developed 

commercial zones 
501.  Nothing  
502.  NA 
503.  needs further study.  
504.  still exessive 
505.  Way too close to town, disrupts neighborhoods! 
506.  Also runs right next to schools and through important roads, goes through a good 

branch of town 
507.  Way too close to town, schools, neighborhoods, etc 
508.  Route F invades the property and privacy of too many homes and businesses. It 

would eventually just be an "inner loop" creating a likely necessity for repeating this 
process to build an "outer loop" in the future. 

509.  Too many businesses to purchase and supplant. For example, Industrial Loop has 
a number of businesses that need affordable business space that don't require 
retail frontage. If these spaces are gone, the businesses will have a hard time 
finding a new space. As it is right now, people would have to go through two traffic 
lights as they come into town before reaching this bypass. Who knows how many 
there will be in 10 years?  

510.  too close; not a true by-pass; does not address future growth and hurts those in its 
path especial HWY 87N to Hwy 290 and beyond 

511.  too close to town, defeats the purpose of a loop We already have hwy st and 
Friendship lane 

512.  Much too close to the city. 
513.  Everything! On the East end it passes through a business area requiring removal of 

buildings, passes through part of the new Frieden Lake subdivision and it bumps 
against the Heritage Hill Country subdivision. Also passes between fairgrounds and 
town. Bad choice! 

514.  May too close to Fredericksburg on the east end. 
515.  Traffic disruption as above, and as development continues along 87S 
516.  While different than the further out routes, still will impact land owners. 
517.  Too close to town and residences all the way around.  Will have to cross many side 

streets, and intersectins.  Not safe and noise issues for residents. 
518.  Exit too close to town 
519.  Too close to town 
520.  Too close into town 
521.  Not much, could be a little shorter. 
522.  Negative impacts to existing development 
523.  It is still a 4 lane plus highway bigger than any of the other highways that go 

through town. Gotta figure the contruction companies in town will make a fortune at 
our expense. 

524.  Too many negative impacts to existing developments 
525.  I like everything about it. 
526.  More truck traffic on the near West side of town 
527.  Nothing 
528.  nothing, defeats the purpose of a loop if it goes through the existing town 
529.  Nothing 
530.  The portion on the south side of town is too close and runs through established 

developments.  Appears to have detrimental impact to established neighborhood 
between 290W and 87N.  Settlers Ridge neighborhood was avoided, why isn't this 
one? 

531.  Again I think y'all need to come up with something different. So people don't have 
to move. 



532.  No dislikes. 
533.  okay 
534.  Nothing. 
535.  Plans for service developments, already existing developments 
536.  Too close in on the 290E side. 
537.  The revenue businesses will lose from being bypassed 
538.  Ok 
539.  Too close in to town - infringes on businesses and potential site for The Grace 

Center by Good Samaritan Center and police station 
540.  Nothing 
541.  Seems alright 
542.  Its intersections of both 290E and 87N are WAY too close in!  It chops up 

neighborhoods and brings high-speed traffic too close to the town's core. 
543.  This route intersects 290 East and 87 North way too close in. 
544.  I do not like the portion of Route F north of Hwy 290 - it will cause noise and light 

pollution 
545.  The trucker would like it better 
546.  I do not like anything....it would disrupt too many business and families lives that 

live on this route.  It is no different then just expanding and using friendship lane to 
Tivydale.  We do not have to have txdot involved.  The city and county could 
broaden friendship and tivydale without txdot input.  This route would be a waste of 
resources as There is a lot of growth on the south side and there would then be 
potential for another relief route in the near future.....the route needs to be further 
out of town 

547.  It is way too close to main street and is located within the city limits. It takes out 
small business. Not a good route at all.  

548.  Using and extending Friendship would not be a bypass and would only move truck 
traffic off of Main St. and put it in the very busy south part of town.  Surely we will 
not be so so short sighted!  It will be years before a real relief bypass around the 
city would be possible.  Just moving the truck traffic there would only benefit the 
Main St. merchants and not the entire city.  

549.  The worst route of all 
550.  the noise would still be heard from town 
551.  Nothing 
552.  Too close in, too much traffic close to houses 
553.  Everything 
554.  not much 
555.  It is not Friendship Lane, so will be more costly. 
556.  too close to town a poor choice for a true bypass, fails to address future growth; 

negative impact on businesses and families in its path! 
557.  No major issues 
558.  Don’t like the stealing of land but it is a short route. 
559.  same as potential gray route 
560.  WAY too close to city limits and populated areas 
561.  Still displacing families living on the same land for generations.  
562.  Like it the best 
563.  northern 290W interchange may not be the very best spot 
564.  Everything-too close to town/busy areas. 
565.  nothing 
566.  Too close to City/ Residence.  Displaces commercial established businesses. 
567.  Not close enough to town, too much road noise  
568.  too close in to town, will be engulfed in the city and congested too soon...not far 

enough out to accomadate growth 
569.  minimal as with route E 



570.  Too close to City routes, streets and thourghway 
571.  Too close to town; expensive to move so many utilities; too many ramps and 

service roads 
572.  Everything you are taking peoples businesses away.  
573.  Too close to Sub-divisions.  No one wants 60 to 70 MPH traffic several hundred 

feed from their home.  Traffic will be slowed down the closer to the center of town, 
especially as FBG grows.  Poor planning if the route is too close to town. 

574.  Too close to City routes, streets and thourghway 
575.  It intrudes on denser residential areas outside of city limits. Truck noise.  
576.  too close to town...we don't want 18wheelers at 70 mph disrupting our community 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



How would you rate potential Orange Route (Route F)? 
 

 
Strongly Like: 16.03% 
Like: 14.77% 
Undecided: 8.65% 
Dislike: 9.18% 
Strongly Dislike: 51.37% 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



What do you like about potential Pink Route (Route G)? 
 

1.  Not warranted  
2.  Nothing 
3.  like it, not too far out 
4.  Not a lot at all  
5.  like it, not too far out 
6.  Nothing  
7.  Probably the least obtrusive, IF not 4-lane with feeders as proposed. 
8.  Close in route around Fredericksburg. 
9.  Nothing 
10.  The topography is flat, with no rivers crossed, and shorter than outer routes, 

therefore would be more cost effective.  It will also likely be enjoyed by residents as 
well as those wishing to bypass town.  

11.  BETTER THAN THE PREVIOUS BUT STILL TOO FAR OUT 
12.  Nothing 
13.  Nothing  
14.  It will be cheaper to build. It is close to town so residents, tourists, and trailer truck 

drivers will all use it. It is shorter and offers a quick way to get from one side of town 
to the other. Tax payer dollars will be lower. 

15.  Nothing  
16.   Nothing  
17.  Nothing  
18.  Nothing 
19.  One of the shorter routes, disrupting fewer parcels of land 
20.  Nothing  
21.  NOTHING! 
22.  Nothing  
23.  More accessible to locals. Where it comes out on 87 N behind all the commercial 

businesses and power plant 
24.  Nothing 
25.  This would be a much easier and less expensive route to build based on the flatter 

terrain. It is also shorter than routes A and C and would requires fewer right-of-
ways.Because it is closer to town it could be utilized by locals as well. 

26.  it's a straight shot 
27.  Shorter route 
28.  So far, my favorite  
29.  like it, not too far out 
30.  like it, not too far out 
31.  like it, not too far out 
32.  like it, not too far out 
33.  like it, not too far out 
34.  Nothing! 
35.  like it, not too close in 
36.  like it, not too far out 
37.  like it, not too far out 
38.  line it, not too far out, not too close in 
39.  like it, not too far out 
40.  like it, not too far out 
41.  like it, not too far out 
42.  Nothing  
43.  like it, not too far out 
44.  like it, not too far out 
45.  like it, not too far out 



46.  like it, not too far out 
47.  like it, not too far out 
48.  Nothing 
49.  closer to town, less impact on business traffic losses 
50.  Like, not too far out 
51.  Nothing  
52.  Nothing 
53.   It has flat terrain and would be easier and less expensive to build for this reason. It 

is several miles shorter than the a or C route and therefore less expensive. 
Because it is a shorter route I believe the residence of Fredericksburg will also get 
greater use out of this route and the truck drivers are more apt to take a route that 
does not add a significant amount of time to their trip  

54.  Same as orange  
55.  Nothing  
56.  Nothing 
57.  nothing 
58.  Not a good idea. 
59.  nothing 
60.  Public as well as truckers will use this route not as costly as outer routes  
61.  Na 
62.  Ok 
63.  closer into the city 
64.  Nothing. 
65.  Nothing 
66.  Nothing. 
67.  Unnecessary  
68.  N/A 
69.  Short route... 
70.  Nothing. 
71.  OK. 
72.  Nothing  
73.  Nothing  
74.  Nothing 
75.  nothing 
76.  NOTHING 
77.  Nothing  
78.  Garbage  
79.  I don’t like it  
80.  Nope 
81.  Starts on the North side of town, shorter distance, cost less. Better to stay closer to 

town to access trucks still need to access  town for deliveries to restaurants and 
bars and businesses. People will use this more being closer to town and will benefit 
using what they  paid for. 

82.  Nothing 
83.  Nothing  
84.  Nope 
85.  like it, not too far out 
86.  Undecided  
87.  like it, not too far out 
88.  Eww hot pink! 
89.  It is away from the Perdanales River 
90.  Can’t tell the difference. Just looking for the most feasible route  
91.  it's close to the city 
92.  Nothing  



93.  Big 
94.  Not much 
95.  nothing 
96.  No 
97.  Yes 
98.  Nothing 
99.  Nothing 
100.  Too much land.  
101.  Don’t  
102.  Acceptable  
103.  Nothing 
104.  No 
105.  nothing 
106.  nothing 
107.  Convenient  
108.  Nothing  
109.  nothing 
110.  starts on the North side of the Pedernales River, will cost less with a shorter 

distance, keeping the noise closer to town and easier & closer access for trucks to 
delivere goods to the stores in town.  Makes more sense, trucks still have to make 
deliveries to all the restauarants and bars in town.  Closer distance and people 
would also use more and get more use out of their tax dollars. 

111.  Shorter and cheaper to build than longer proposed routes. 
112.  Nothing. 
113.  Doesn’t destroy vineyards 
114.  Nothing  
115.  Nothing 
116.  Nothing 
117.  Na 
118.  Do not like. 
119.  Hate it! 
120.  I like where is intersects on both highways 
121.  Nothing 
122.  Best option  
123.  Length 
124.  shorter and less costly 
125.  No good would cut my farm in half.  
126.  All 
127.  don't like 
128.  Strongy dislike. Don't make our area into a freeway zone, suburb encouraging, big 

city area. 
129.  Closer to town 
130.  Nothing  
131.  Nothing  
132.  Ehhhh 
133.  NOTHING 
134.  Same 
135.  Good route 
136.  Where both intersect on the North and South.  Locals will use & less expensive. 
137.  close to Fredericksburg and doesn't cross river 
138.  Good choice; supports local infrastructure; thoughtful 
139.  Nothing 
140.  Dont  



141.  East connection to US290 
142.  Hate more 
143.  Comes out on the North side behind the commercially developed property.  
144.  Mid length project. 
145.  Closer in.  If and only if development is very compact does this work. 
146.  I don't like it. 
147.  Same as E/F. 
148.  Close to town.  Less environmental impact.  
149.  Nothing 
150.  Nothing 
151.  Better than A, B, C, or D 
152.  Nothing 
153.  Like 
154.  Shorter so it could cost less to construct 
155.  it wastes less money than longer routes 
156.  Dislike greatly 
157.  avoids unnecessary additional bridging of the Pedernales, & somewhat close to 

town 
158.  We don't like anything about Route G. 
159.  Nothing 
160.  Nothing 
161.  It's shorter and would cost less and begins outside of the east end of town 
162.  Accomplishes goal 
163.  Short and simple and great 
164.  nothing 
165.  Getting closer to the city and might be used by some, but still too far out for most. 
166.  East side is great.  
167.  Nothing 
168.  Nothing  
169.  like it, not too far out 
170.  like it, not too far out 
171.  like it, not too far out 
172.  like it a lot 
173.  They are less expensive and closer to town, therefore people are more likely to 

take this route 
174.  love, not too far out, not too close in 
175.  Shorter distance, so less cost 
176.  Nothing  
177.  To close to town 
178.  Same as Route F. 
179.  Appears to miss a prominent subdivision off 290 
180.  not sure 
181.  Everything  
182.  The part where it connects to 87N 
183.  Better than f & e 
184.  love it, not too far out, not too close in 
185.  love it, not too far out, not too close in 
186.  Still believe that to be successful and used, the route needs to be as far from the 

city center as possible 
187.  nothing 
188.  Nothing! 
189.  Closer to town and less expensive 



190.  good compromise of length, eminent domain impact, distance from fredericksburg 
to compliment local resident traffic flow, terminuses a good distance from 
fredericksburg to avoid traffic congestion for local traffic. 

191.  This one is ok too! 
192.  Absolutely nothing if you’re talking about a super highway!!!  If you were to 

construct a four lane highway similar to the approaching Fredericksburg highways 
this route would be acceptable. The truckers would like this route in that they would 
have to use less gas.  

193.  Nothing  
194.  Keeps traffic well east of rural properties out on FM 2093 
195.  Little and it is difficult to say due to the poor quality of the map. 
196.  Close to town, shorter route 
197.  Nothing, for all of the same reasons listed for routes E & F. 
198.  Would also be one of the best routes Short and close enough for good access and 

use 
199.  Not much. 
200.  one of the better ones and maybe the most cost effective. 
201.  Shorter route.  
202.  This route is farther south 87 so less impact to many.  
203.  No Benefits 
204.  NOTHING 
205.  It is relatively short and carries less impact to the environment and rural 

landowners. 
206.  Bypasses most of town 
207.  Good business access 
208.  shorter 
209.  Traffic diverts farther outside of town 
210.  I do not like this route 
211.  shorter on northern end 
212.  "• 
213.  a) It bypasses downtown without getting way out into the county.   b) It is far 

enough out of most of the city limits to allow for growth of the city. c) It is short 
enough to be a feasible route for truckers 

214.  One of Top Two choices.  Like the northern portion of this route better than prior 
route and like southern end because it is past the HCUC and the Texas 
Ranger/Fort Martin Scott areas 

215.  Less land need than other routes, allows for some growth 
216.  good starting point east 
217.  I don't. 
218.  nothing 
219.  I do not like the pink route. 
220.  Nothing.  
221.  Shorter route, closer to town 
222.  NOTHING. THIS IS TOO CLOSE TO TOWN/and 16.  
223.  not much 
224.  Fairly direct route. Ranks 5th of 8 choices.   
225.  Route G I like that some parts are closer to the city.  
226.  its a little better at keeping the noise, air pollution and traffic closer to town- where it 

should be! 
227.  Best impacting least land but still out from town and Main Street  
228.  Don’t like 
229.  I do not like this route 
230.  Great 
231.  Shorter, less cost to build, more likely to be used since it is not too long 



232.  nothing 
233.  While this does potentially defray traffic from main street, it still does not seem to 

justify the cost and potential disruption to the community. 
234.  The topography maps indicate this is flatter terrain and would be much easier and 

less expensive to build on. This is several miles shorter than the AC route and 
therefore, would be less expensive.  Since this is a shorter route, fewer right-of-
ways would be needed, resulting in less time and expense. Since this route is 
closer to town, it could be used by locals as well as truck drivers, so the community 
would get use of its tax. 

235.  NOTHING 
236.  uses more public land  
237.  nothing 
238.  Everything, good choice, no new bridge needed over river  
239.  Nothing 
240.  Impacts fewer businesses and is one of the shortest 
241.  Close to town. More people inclined to use it 
242.  It is still relatively short 
243.  Way, way, way too close to the city center 
244.  Everything. Close to town and everyone can use it. Would cost less money to build 
245.  Short so therefore less expensive and therefore more beneficial to local residents 
246.  disruption to fair grounds, Ladybird park 
247.  Route G is a bit better and I like this route. 
248.  Shorter route, less costly to develop 
249.  Nothing  
250.  It is closer to the city and easier to develope. 
251.  Nothing 
252.  looks like it uses existing route 
253.  closer to edge of town, more practical than other options 
254.  Nothing 
255.  It’s not far out of the way. Seems more logical for 18 wheelers to get on and to 

conveniently go around town 
256.  may like depending on detailed map 
257.  It bypasses the downtown area without going into the country.  It is far enough out 

of most of the city limits to allows for growth.  
258.  nothing 
259.  Everything  
260.  Good for business 
261.  Good for business 
262.  Good for business 
263.  Good for business 
264.  Good for business 
265.  Very useful to travelers and local residents. 
266.  nothing 
267.  Route G I like most. It's some areas closer to town and would cost less than routes 

A/B.  
268.  Good traffic decongestion, not too far to detract from local business access  
269.  Requires less property to be purchased that F. Trucks are more apt to use it than 

the outer routes. 
270.  Much shorter than some of the earlier routes in this survey 
271.  Fairly short and not on the edge of town 
272.  Everything  
273.  Route G is potential a good route would cost less than the further out routes. 
274.  Good for business 
275.  Better for business 



276.  Again this a perfect route 
277.  nothing 
278.  dont like, too close to town 
279.  I do not like anything about route G 
280.  It is short 
281.  Nothing. 
282.  Not much,but better than the longer routes 
283.  Short route, less expense and ease of access to town 
284.  Only the close to town cutoff from Hwy 87 and across Hwy 290 
285.  Short enough to be a reasonable route to take, far enough out of town to all ow for 

growth 
286.  nothing 
287.  nothing 
288.  Nothing 
289.  Nothing 
290.  Nothing! 
291.  Nothing 
292.  Close to town Good access  
293.  flatter, shorter 
294.  Do not like 
295.  Nothing 
296.  Nothing 
297.  Nothing 
298.  good distance on south part of loop from populated areas 
299.  Everything  
300.  nothing 
301.  Nothing 
302.  NOTHING 
303.  Closer to town less likely to bother land owners 
304.  Reasonable length.  Not really long 
305.  The only positive note about this route is that is borders the Gillespie county 

Fairgrounds on the Northeast side.  Many locals already feel this is the outskirts of 
town and would hate to see it grow beyond this loop. The northern turn seems to 
follow closer to town which is good. 

306.  Reasonable route 
307.  It’s better than all but D& E, which are the best options for our town.  
308.  yes 
309.  Ok 
310.  Same as gray and orange routes  
311.  Nothing 
312.  This route steers clear of longtime family homes! This route is several miles shorter 

than the AB route and therefore, would be less expensive as well. 
313.  This route is short enough that it will be an effective solution to the congestion; 

trucks and people will actually use it.  It's still far enough outside of town to provide 
room for the town to grow without this problem recurring.  The lesser length will 
enable a shorter construction time and less impact to the environment, the area, 
and to people's property.   It also properly places the disruption of the bypass onto 
those who it will benefit - those living in town - and not onto those who settled away 
from town to avoid traffic and noise. 

314.  Nothing 
315.  Land is too valuable 
316.  Nothing 
317.  Nothing 
318.  Again, seems direct. Not a rode that is only useful for truckers. 



319.  Nothing  
320.  I disagree and do not like it 
321.  Pink Route G I like that it is nearer too town in some parts. Cost would be more 

reasonable. 
322.  don't like 
323.  Semi trucks off the main road 
324.  Nothing  
325.  Nothing 
326.  Nothing  
327.  Nothing 
328.  I do not like route G 
329.  Placement of the western leg (only). Eastern half is too intrusive and disruptive of 

residences and businesses. 
330.  better than the orange route 
331.  Don't know? 
332.  same as Route F 
333.  Less involved, lesser cost 
334.  Shortest route 
335.  Nothing 
336.  Nothing. 
337.  Only the shorter distance 
338.  somewhat shorter 
339.  Nothing 
340.  Map font too small to read 
341.  N/A 
342.  NA 
343.  nothing 
344.  Nothing 
345.  shorter, least disruptive to existing homes 
346.  It will be cheaper to build. It is close to town so residents, tourists, and trailer truck 

drivers will all use it. It is shorter and offers a quick way to get from one side of town 
to the other. Tax payer dollars will be lower. 

347.  Nothing, this is a poor option. 
348.  Nothing  
349.  Shorter option  
350.  Nothing 
351.  Utilizes less land.  
352.  Close to town. 
353.  I strongly oppose this route as an option 
354.  shorter than some of the others 
355.  Fairly short route which means less right-way issues 
356.  Nothing 
357.  Nothing  
358.  NOTHING - WORST ROUTE 
359.  It’s short 
360.  not a thing 
361.  Nothing 
362.  Nothing 
363.  Nothing. 
364.  Everything  
365.  This route is another bad route because it is in the middle 
366.  nothing 
367.  nothing 



368.  Nothing 
369.  Not much 
370.  Seems good on north 
371.  Nothing.   
372.  See answer above for other route 
373.  nothing 
374.  I don’t like this one either.  
375.  Good location in relation to town 
376.  Not much 
377.  probably not very good, nothing 
378.  Nothing 
379.  not good 
380.  Makes more sense  Flatter route and might get more usage. 
381.  nothing 
382.  A short route closer to town will provide easy movement of traffic 
383.  It’s good 
384.  Shortee 
385.  Nothing 
386.  nothing 
387.  short, less expensive to build 
388.  Nothing - not needed - if yoo are going to get close to town then "F" is much better 
389.  I like nothing about this route. 
390.  Nothing 
391.  I like how the Western segment is closest to town 
392.  Less expense and closer 
393.  Extending Kerr to 87 North could complete the Inner Loop. 
394.  I do not Like Route G 
395.  Options E and F are better but this one isn't the worst. Still cuts through too much 

land in my opinion. 
396.  nothing 
397.  Makes good sense for a truck to take 
398.  a combination of G-F would be very outstanding 
399.  starts on the North side of Perdernales River, good distance for travlers to still have 

easy & closer access to town , cost effective  using tax dollars more wisely 
400.  Like it better than F for East entrance. 
401.  Nothing 
402.  1. Flatter terrain, easier to build 2. Further from family homes 3. Shorter route, less 

expense to construct 
403.  Short. Provides access to park and fairgrounds plus new hotel/convention complex 

at 290/87. 
404.  It is closer to the margins of a feasible bypass for drivers 
405.  Nothing. 
406.  I do not like it. 
407.  It's far enough outside of town, but still close enough so that locals can find it useful 
408.  I could accept this option 
409.  Nothing 
410.  short and close to town 
411.  It is pretty close to town. Far less expensive than the longer routes. 
412.  Nothing 
413.  It’s okay.  
414.  Nothing.  Do not like it. 
415.  It is one of the shorter routes 
416.  Everything 



417.  Pink Route G I like some of the route that is closer.  
418.  maybe a good balance to distance and areas taht wil not impact growth 
419.  It's short and direct. 
420.  nothing 
421.  Better than other routes, prefer it to have city services and city jurisdiction to control 

type of growth and more growth restriction on 
422.  Nothing 
423.  Comes out little closer to town  
424.  Nothing 
425.  nothing - would never use it-out of the way-too south 
426.  Less negative impact on the countryside 
427.  I do not like it. 
428.  Nothing. Same comments as F 
429.  Seems to be close to matching the solution to the problem. 
430.  Makes sense. 
431.  Close to town  
432.  seems to be more of a direct line 
433.  Shorter so less expensive and less time to build out. 
434.  Nothing 
435.  Short  
436.  Potentially less costly for taxpayers 
437.  Not sure  
438.  nothing 
439.  Nothing 
440.  Nothing 
441.  Nothing 
442.  Short and close to town 
443.  Finally getting somewhere!  Closer to town is more practical than miles out! 
444.  I don't like pink route either 
445.  its not too long 
446.  It’s a good option with somewhat minimal disruption. It wouldn’t change the overall 

area too much, and would be convenient for travelers. 
447.  Route G is shorter than the majority of the other routes and would cost less to build 

and maintain and would have less impact on the environment. 
448.  hits some parts of town 
449.  It serves three purposes, useful for local residents, entrance far enough east on 

290 to miss town traffic, and directly serves the new convention hotel. 
450.  likely has good access points to different areas of town as it travels around 
451.  It's a little closer to the city than the other routes. 
452.  ok 
453.  Eastern entrance farther out from present development, so less impact 
454.  Not much 
455.  Good compromise 
456.  Good compromise  
457.  Provides relief in an efficient and timely way in terms of overall length, time to 

complete, number of parcels to acquire, water crossings, etc. 
458.  It's ok if it follows existing roads.  
459.  G is definitely better than A, B, C and D. It is somewhat better than E, but not as 

good as F and would take a toll on the environment of the area. 
460.  The Pink Route (Route G) is closer to the actual heart of the city and presents a 

more likely location to accommodate more people actually utilizing the route. 
461.  Gives a bit more room on East side for growth but keeping the overall route shorter 

than others. 
462.  It’s okay.  



463.  Nothing  
464.  Nothing 
465.  ... 
466.  Nothing 
467.  acceptable 
468.  Where it ends on 87 N 
469.  Shorter and more direct 
470.  Starts on 290 East, too far out of Fredericksburg 
471.  Straightforward solution to traffic problems without too much environmental impact. 
472.  This loop would be useful to Fbg residents to get to the other side of town while 

avoiding Main Street. Creates an expedient route to get to Lady Bird Park/Hwy 16 
from either end of town.. 

473.  Best so far 
474.  it's ok 
475.  A better option with quicker access for bypassing traffic. 
476.  Significantly less impact on rural surroundings of Fredericksburg and 

farmers/citizens in the area 
477.  Good placement, lower impact. Most likely to be used  
478.  Looks good! 
479.  needs further study, a possibility. 
480.  still better than other alternatives 
481.  Nothing!! 
482.  Better than E and F because it extends further out of town 
483.  Nothing 
484.  I do not like Route G.  
485.  Same Comment as F 
486.  closer in, less cost 
487.  It's shorter 
488.  NOTHING 
489.  Nothing 
490.  Not much.  
491.  Seems to be the best compromise of the plans.  It seems to be the right distance 

from Fredericksburg so thru traffic and residents would use it. 
492.  Very little, except that it's relatively short 
493.  Closer to town 
494.  nothing 
495.  nothing  
496.  Nothing 
497.  Good starting  and ending points. 
498.  Not much. 
499.  Short enough to promote use as bypass and utilizes a lot of existing roads. 
500.  Nothing 
501.  Everything.  Shorter route to promote use by trucks and minimal impacts to existing 

developments.  May spur economic development  
502.  No thank you 
503.  More direct route to 290 and 87. 
504.  Another route that minimizes cost, is logical topographic wise, destroys the least 

amount of properties, and would be used by traffix 
505.  nothing, defeats the purpose of a loop if it goes through the existing town 
506.  That'll work 
507.  G is a good option. Shorter, cheaper, less disruption. 
508.  Strongly recommend this route.  Best option based on impacts, costs, and length. 
509.  Nothing. 
510.  Closer to town. 



511.  the section between 290W and 87N exits at a more desirable location 
512.  Reasonable distance.  Would be effective at achieving the goal. 
513.  Starts outside of town, misses some existing development 
514.  Nothing 
515.  Yes 
516.  Extends further east. 
517.  Close to town 
518.  It intersects 290E in a good location. 
519.  Where it intersects 290 East. 
520.  this one is ok - closer to town 
521.  Shorter, closer to town, a good route for getting people to the hospital, the new 

conference center and the fairgrounds 
522.  This would make sense to be closer to town 
523.  Nothing  
524.  The G Route is better than the F route but it is way too close to main street and is 

located too close to the city limits.  
525.  Nothing!  Terrible!  
526.  Nothing 
527.  it doesn’t cut across as much land and uses roads already in place  
528.  Everything 
529.  seems to provide for growth on East side 
530.  Nothing 
531.  close to main street 
532.  Closer to town, may be slightly less costly to acquire right of way than G or H, See 

comments on Route E re fairgrounds. 
533.  nothing!  
534.  Good compromise route 
535.  Short route. But really nothing. 
536.  don't like anything about it 
537.  Nothing 
538.  Shorter route 
539.  Closer to town  
540.  Nothing unsafe  
541.  far enough out to be effective yet not too long and northern section passing Armory 

is a good spot 
542.  Nothing. 
543.  In town where the traffic and noise belong. We live out of town for a reason. 
544.  its close to town, keeps noise/traffic away from the country 
545.  nothing 
546.  NOTHING. Destroys my home AND business 
547.  FUCKKKKKK NOOOOOOOO 
548.  It is shorter. 
549.  southern half only 
550.  I am seeing that close in routs which serve both local traffic and truck traffic is the 

best option and that cant be doneat a great distance from town 
551.  Good location for bypassing truck traffic, and also providing accessibility for local 

use. 
552.  Nothing 
553.  Nothing 
554.  Not one damn thing. 
555.  Not much 
556.  runs through my house.  same as 10 years ago.  be honest decision is made 
557.  Nothing 



558.  this divides a community with young families and imminent domain will destroy our 
hopes of continuing to live in Fredericksburg 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



What don't you like about potential Pink Route (Route G)? 
 

1.  Not warranted  
2.  Creates a barrier to growth of the city, damages beautyful homes and ranches that 

are either newly built million dollar homes and it historic family homes. It’s just not 
worth it. Drop the speed limit on Main to 20 mph, slow the trucks down and let them 
pass through the 2 miles slowly and carefully.  

3.  It is too close to main street 
4.  nothing 
5.  It is too far out, too much money  
6.  nothing 
7.  Too close to neighborhoods, schools and town  
8.  If 4-lane with feeders, it's ridiculously oversized for this area. 
9.  Same comment as Route E and F before. 
10.  The southern end is a bit far out of town, but still would be beneficial to locals as 

well as those wishing to bypass FBG.  
11.  STILL TOO FAR OUT AND IT IS TAKING TOO MUCH PRIVATE LAND 
12.  Intersection w/ 290 East, Land waste & expense 
13.  There is not really anything I dislike about this route. 
14.  Nothing  
15.  Too long. Urban sprawl  
16.  It cuts through personal property.  
17.  Longer than route F; intersects many waterways; crosses more parcels of land than 

route F 
18.  Again, private property  
19.  This is too close into to the city and draws a boundry across the area that the city is 

pushing development.  Additionally all proposed options for inner loops are directly 
behind Heritage School and directly over the top of the home of our neighbors at 
555 Kerr Road.  DIRECTLY OVER THE TOP.   

20.  It goes through people’s land and peach farms.  
21.  THE WHOLE DISGUSTING ROUTE!! 
22.  Too close to town. 
23.  Vineyards would be effected 
24.  This is a preferred route. I like this route. 
25.  takes up a lot more land than F 
26.  They all disrupt the countryside 
27.  Nothing  
28.  nothing 
29.  nothing 
30.  nothing 
31.  nothing 
32.  nothing 
33.  Takes land away from historic peac orchard 
34.  nothing 
35.  nothing 
36.  nothing 
37.  nothing 
38.  nothing 
39.  nothing 
40.  nothing 
41.  To close to center of town, costly to buy 
42.  nothing 
43.  nothing 
44.  nothing 



45.  nothing 
46.  nothing 
47.  Cuts up too much farmland and too close to Heritage School 
48.  reduction of property value, route directly through neighborhoods 
49.  Nothing 
50.  It is not needed 
51.  Destroys agricultural land, extends urban creep of the city 
52.  I am in favor of this route 
53.  Same as orange  
54.  It’s excessive. Too big 
55.  Hits peaches 
56.  same as above 
57.  Too far away. Too expensive. 
58.  ruins land/farms, too far out 
59.  Cost! 
60.  The economic impact seems very high for every route on this map. Peach growers, 

livestock and crop farmers, wineries and people’s homes are all in direct path of 
this proposed road. These activities are what makes Fredericksburg attract so 
much traffic in the first place. I’m disappointed that landowner family’s who have 
been here since our town was settled in 1846 will be displaced or forced out of 
business and their livelihood which has sustained them over several generations. 
What about the property taxes paid, the legacy that will no longer be, and the 
heritage completely lost on a convenience in favor of those just passing through? 
The cost is high and our townfolks deserve some respect. 

61.  too close to the city 
62.  Na 
63.  Takes away from our small town 
64.  Still cuts a wide expanse of rural property. 
65.  Too close to town, Heritage, FHS, and airport. 
66.  Intrudes on and bisects the city. Not a relief route at all 
67.  Everything.  No MORE LAND GRABS from the Hill Country. 
68.  Not needed 
69.  Same 
70.  Does not take into consideration future growth of the city...Very short-sighted... 
71.  Too close to Heritage School. 
72.  Don't know the impact on others. 
73.  Everything  
74.  Schools and homes will be directly impacted 
75.  It is too close to businesses and schools  
76.  Redundant 
77.  everything 
78.  Does not provide enough growth for future  
79.  Everything  
80.  Garbage  
81.  Going to hurt business  
82.  When people think of Texas, do you think they think of super highways, or perhaps 

something more classic and majestic? 
83.  It's a better choice. 
84.  Western section too close to current and planned residential areas 
85.  Not far enough out  
86.  Nope 
87.  nothing 
88.  Undecided  
89.  nothing 



90.  It displaces people 
91.  It is still longer than the shortest route option being considered and thus seems 

more costly than the shortest route in construction costs and property acquisitions 
92.  nothing 
93.  Ruins the area  
94.  Big 
95.  Everyrhing 
96.  bypasses small business in the area the city is trying to annex.  Bad for small 

business. 
97.  Y4s 
98.  Will impact current farms/orchards 
99.  Too close to town 
100.  This is still a lot of ag land being destroyed.  
101.  Hate it. You leaders are not thinking.  
102.  See above  
103.  Impact on local traffic  
104.  Too close to city and lady bird park, cuts through fairgrounds, potential for 

congestion around new convention center 
105.  No 
106.  destruction of property 
107.  Lots of homes in that area 
108.  Too close to town  
109.  too much concrete 
110.  I don't like the truck route in general. I don't see it really being effective for Fbg 

because off of the continued deliveries that have to still be made to restauarants 
and bars in town.  this is too costly of a expense  that really is not going to help our 
town. 

111.  starts too close to river and ends too close to town. 
112.  Way too close to town.   
113.  Kills the farms  
114.  Fredericksburg waited too many years to build a loop 
115.  Too close to Ambleside school 
116.  Na 
117.  Too close to country homes outside of towns.  
118.  Hate all of it, keep Fredericksburg small. 
119.  Nothing 
120.  Anything 
121.  Any bypass invites development and destruction of what makes Fredericksburg 

"quaint". Subdivisions, increased road noise, destruction of agricultural endeavors. 
122.  Nothing 
123.  disruptive of both homes and businesses 
124.  Too close to my farm.  
125.  None 
126.  Too close to town. cuts our ranch in half. 
127.  Strongy dislike. Don't make our area into a freeway zone, suburb encouraging, big 

city area. 
128.  Too close to FBG 
129.  New construction in hill country 
130.  Goes through a vineyard  
131.  Everything  
132.  Ehhhh 
133.  EVERYTHING 
134.  Same 
135.  Nothing  



136.  nothing 
137.  Nothing; great choice for the route 
138.  I don't feel that there is a need for a bypass like this.  
139.  To close to town 
140.  Fails to meet the goal to route traffic around the city.  Western connections to US87 

and US290 are too close to city. 
141.  hate hate hate 
142.  Nothing 
143.  No comment 
144.  Closer in.  If and only if development is very compact does this work. 
145.  It is too close to Fbg and is over my brother's home and close to my property. 
146.  Same as E/F. 
147.  Nothing. 
148.  It’s going to cut through family lands that have been in our family since the 1840’s 
149.  Everything 
150.  Longer and more expensive than F or H 
151.  Nothing 
152.  Nothing 
153.  It's really close to the main part of town 
154.  it is long, expensive, and disrupts quiet contryside 
155.   Animal habitat in an area of rapidly increasing loss of lands for them to live, 

sensitive waterways that will be disrupted, family home for generations, Indian 
artifacts, maybe even 3,000 BC ones, terrible taxpaper expense (govt pays for road 
and community pays for expensive land acquisition- hundreds of millions of dollars!) 
for a road that is way bigger than a small town needs 

156.  unnecessarily lengthy & distant to the South of town 
157.  It will greatly impact and jeopardize the success of our business. 
158.  Too close in 
159.  Disrupts too many commercial and growth areas. Combines two poor choices. 
160.  How many established businesses are affected? 
161.  Nothing  
162.  Nothing 
163.  Too close to town, schools and residential neighborhoods. Will be devastating to 

our town to have a highway that big in this location 
164.  400' right of way is too much, job can be done in 140' as previously proposed, We 

do not need I-10 like road in Gillespie County 
165.  Undecided on West side 
166.  Totally unnecessary in the arwa 
167.  It’s shorter 
168.  nothing 
169.  Route G cuts through significant agricultural land in the county as well as close to 

residential areas for a highway this size which would contribute to noise and light 
pollution as well as being an inconvenience to the local citizens due to limited 
access to and from the relief rout as it cuts across existing roadways.  

170.  nothing 
171.  nothing 
172.  Preferred  Route 
173.  nothing 
174.  Nothing 
175.  nothing 
176.  Too close in 
177.  It does not solve the problem   To close to town 
178.  Adds extra length to the bypass. 
179.  expensive to acquire property 



180.  uses good ag lands 
181.  Nothing  
182.  The south and eastern portions are too far out of town  
183.  Too close for real expansion of the city.  
184.  nothing 
185.  nothing 
186.  See 14. 
187.  I am completely against any and all relief routes.  The best solution would be to use 

the already existing Friendship Lane & modify it.  These proposals will ruin 
Fredericksburg. 

188.  Nothing 
189.  nothing 
190.  I like it ok too 
191.  A super highway would not fit Fredericksburg anywhere. This would be an 

acceptable route if you’re talking about a Highway similar to all the approaching 
Fredericksburg highways.  

192.  If you’re going to build a superhighway, we don’t want it. The best solution would be 
to use the already existing Friendship Lane & modify it. Me (Kim Van Antwerp) as 
an inheritor of the land (Norris) are vehemently opposed a superhighway that would 
destroy the ambience of the hill country and Fredericksburg.  

193.  May add to noise in Fredericksburg Proper 
194.  It takes drivers too far from town and will destroy too much private property. 
195.  Effects to many people and farms  
196.  Could be shorter 
197.  Everything, for all of the same reasons as routes E & F (and all of the others before 

those). 
198.  Ok route 
199.  Too close to town to be an effective relief route for any length of time. 
200.  goes too close to the airport 
201.  Cost versus a shorter route. 
202.  Too close to fair grounds and impacts historic home sites along the route. 
203.  As one of the more inner loops, future planning may be impacted.  The need to go 

to further limits would be much more preferable in planning for future growth. 
204.  Affects too may residents 
205.  Still too close to town, probably wouldn't give enough traffic relief to help 
206.  Cuts through torn some 
207.  Don’t like the areas of the city affected by this route. 
208.  Nothing 
209.  nothing 
210.  Redesign existing roads for a smaller, less impact relief route. Truck drivers will 

appreciate minor speed increases and no traffic lights, but why must citizens not 
get proper consideration? 

211.  See comments at the end of survey 
212.  still the same issue as both D & E 
213.  wider on southern end 
214.  Nothing 
215.  nothing 
216.  I like this route 
217.  Land still taken 
218.  potentially too close to development near the north side of the airport 
219.  It's too close to town and could disastrously impact Fredericksburg and the 

community it serves. 
220.  same 



221.  The pink route is not preferred due to its location through the city limits.  It will 
destroy established businesses, is too close to established schools and will create 
noise and safety issues with truck traffic. 

222.  Close to town but perhaps it could be managed 
223.  Nothing.  
224.  Tie-ins to 290 E/W, too much noise pollution, too close to University center 
225.  250-400 easement is too big and overkill.  Too many property owners negatively 

affected. 
226.  This route will displace many residents who can't afford to live in town and who 

have no money to fight you. It will displace them and/or make it miserable to live 
around there. 16 is already too congested but still beautiful to drive down. DO NOT 
PICK THIS ROUTE.  

227.  too close to existing neighborhoods 
228.  A little long.   
229.  Route G I don’t like that some parts are still out of the city for convience. 
230.  Too close to town. Harmful to Heritage school 
231.  it invades homeowners properties, deteriorates quality of life and devalues the 

area. 
232.  Like it 
233.  Too close to Heritage school 
234.  It is not the shortest and most economical route 
235.  Nothing  
236.  same as other routes 
237.  While this does potentially defray traffic from main street, it still does not seem to 

justify the cost and potential disruption to the community. 
238.  This is a preferred route.  I like this route. 
239.  TOO CLOSE TO CITY CENTER AND SCHOOLS 
240.  nothing 
241.  It doesn't stick to utilizing/modifying/expanding existing roadways. 
242.  Nothing  
243.  It is further out of town but not far enough. 
244.  Nothing 
245.  Loops out alittle to far for more locals to use 
246.  I don't have a problem with this route 
247.  No room for growth 
248.  Nothing 
249.  Route needs to be fully accessible to local residence - it cannot be a limited access 

interstate highway 
250.  Tie-ins to 290 
251.  Is a bit close to town on western edge. 
252.  Route G I disliked that only parts are still too far out of the city.  
253.  not having knowledge of what historical sights it might pass through 
254.  Cutting through valuable farm land  
255.  It appears to cut through larger tracks of land that will fragment wildlife movements.  
256.  Too close to everything 
257.  may affect a lot of people 
258.  east part of route cuts through sensitive wildlife areas and is further out of town 
259.  Everything 
260.  Still goes a little out of the way of town  
261.  length 
262.  Nothing 
263.  too expensive and a waste of land for its purpose 
264.  Nothing  
265.  Nothing 



266.  Nothing 
267.  Nothing 
268.  Nothing  
269.  Nothing 
270.  N/A 
271.  everything 
272.  Route G I don't have any dislikes other than some area are a bit away from the city. 
273.  Nothing,  
274.  Longer than Route F 
275.  Nice Route 
276.  Not have a real problem with this route either 
277.  Nothing  
278.  Route G I don't have any dislikes. 
279.  Nothing 
280.  Nothing  
281.  Nothing 
282.  Destruction of sensitive property, encumbrance to cross traffic, destruction of well 

used bicycle routes in the county 
283.  too close to town and see answer no 2 
284.  I do not like that it intrudes on many residences and businesses 
285.  It is too close to town and won't solve the original problem 
286.  It doesn't utilize friendship lane. 
287.  Cost and noise issues 
288.  Nothing 
289.  Dose not allow for growth and expansion 
290.  The area where it crosses Hwy 16 means mo0re congestion in an already 

dangerous stretch of Hwy 
291.  nothing 
292.  This route begins to compromise existing entities close to town, most notably 

Heritage School.  
293.  too close to town 
294.  this would go right by my childrens school 
295.  This route is too long, too expensive, impacts too much beautiful hill country land 

and citizens. The route will be under utilized and have little benefit 
296.  Everything 
297.  Too close to town, residential, and two schools!  
298.  Everything 
299.  Impact on ag land on east side 
300.  nothing 
301.  Invasion and destruction of private property of land owners with no true voice 
302.  Location 
303.  Impacts homeowners 
304.  To close to schools 
305.  too close to town, schools, airport on west; impair growth of city to west 
306.  Nothing  
307.  too close to town 
308.  Runs through historical farm lands 
309.  EVERYTHING 
310.  Seems to still go through ranches 
311.  Nothing, it looks do able 
312.  I dislike the originating point so far south on 290 and highway 87 and the amount of 

ranches it crosses between highway 87, Hollmig and Boos Lane. 
313.  I don't see any good objections for this route 
314.  Still too close to town. 



315.  good for residence and travelers 
316.  Yep  
317.  Same issue as gray and orange routes 
318.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 

landscape. 
319.  Nothing! 
320.  Nothing 
321.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 

landscape. 
322.  Everything 
323.  Too close to town 
324.  In the city 
325.  Too close to town  
326.  Too close to schools  
327.  Runs through people’s property 
328.  Pink Route G I dislike that some parts are further from the city. 
329.  too close to town 
330.  Nothing 
331.  Goes over school and too close to town  
332.  It is to close to a school 
333.  To close to the way to close to the city and businesses 
334.  Everything - too close 
335.  Move it way away from Fredericksburg  
336.  Heavy traffic thru residential areas 
337.  Eastern half is too disruptive of residential and business areas. 
338.  it would be the 2nd best choice behind the gray option 
339.  Too close in to town. 
340.  same as Route F 
341.  Nothing 
342.  Same as for routes E and F 
343.  Too invasive; noise and pollution from trucks and autos 
344.  Doesn't solve any problems.  Too close to town.  Would probably have to deal with 

another outer loop in a few more years. 
345.  Dose not allow for growrh and expansion 
346.  Again there is a simpler and quicker solution 
347.  Again, will run thru/near residential subdivisions.... 
348.  In middle of town 
349.  Map font too small to read 
350.  This would be tremendously disruptive to Property owners and Heritage School. 

This also seems to be a shorter term solution. 
351.  But it doesn't really allow for growth toward the wineries nor shield residents from 

the commerical traffic 
352.  too close to town 
353.  Everything. It is too close to town.  
354.  too close to town 
355.  There is not really anything I dislike about this route. 
356.  Too close to town, too much impact on existing development, no room for westarly 

development. 
357.  Nothing  
358.  Same as previous  
359.  displace families, ruin properties, damage wildlife habitats 
360.  N/a  
361.  Nothing 



362.  Too close to Herotage school, too close to town, destroys the uniqueness of 
Fredericksburg  

363.  still going through parts of town, disruptive 
364.  Everything 
365.  This route takes generational family homes from away myself and friends. It cuts 

into precious natural habitats/ ecosystems, sensitive waterways will be disrupted. I 
would like more community input about other options using existing roads. 

366.  EVERYTHING 
367.  Nothing 
368.  everything 
369.  Limited room for growth, loss of home,  
370.  It’s the wrong distance from town 
371.  Same as the last few. So very disruptive. 
372.  Nothing 
373.  If the city is going to destroy so much land and spend so much money, it needs to 

be further from the city. Choose the closest or the furthest. This option is bad.  
374.  everything 
375.  tears up homes and farmland and natural habitat 
376.  this route starts out in a very sensitive archeological, historical and waterway area 

which is also subject to flooding 
377.  Too far reaching. Better alternatives offered 
378.  Too far south 
379.  Takes out major employers.  Whoever thought of F, G, and H should be examined 

for some sort of deficiency 
380.  See answer above for other route 
381.  hilly terrain would cost more 
382.  It is too close too current city limits.  
383.  Cuts through too many existing businesses 
384.  C and D are better 
385.  Too close to town. 
386.  not good route C and D is the best route 
387.  Nothing 
388.  Too close to city and future growth. 
389.  lack of details about where it splits 
390.  Do not dislike 
391.  Not much 
392.  Costly 
393.  Goes by my house and ruins the property close to friendship lane so defeats 

purpose of just using that 
394.  too close to town 
395.  Nothing 
396.  does nothing well - not as close as "F" and "H" and not far away as "A", etc 
397.  I do not like that this route at all.  It will come very very close to our home if not 

through our pasture or over our home.  We did not move the the "country" so that 
we could have a front row seat to a divided highway and overpass system where it 
will cross 87.  This route will be more disruptive to homes and homesteads than the 
outer routes. 

398.  Too close to town 
399.  I don't like how the Eastern segment is close to the river near 290. 
400.  Nothing 
401.  It's expensive, unnecessary and highly damaging. 
402.  Properties disrupted. 
403.  Ignores Rt 16, does not use Friendship Ln 
404.  Too close to town; won't allow for growth; affects too many homes and businesses. 



405.  no negatives, combine G-F routes 
406.  seems OK 
407.  Everything, it is not needed 
408.  Nothing 
409.  Nothing 
410.  Swings out too wide from 290 east. 
411.  Everything. 
412.  devalues property in Gillespie county and cuts through people's homes 
413.  It's too long. 
414.  runs right through our community 
415.  Whether or not it drastically affects landowners 
416.  N/A 
417.  Too close to town 
418.  nothing 
419.  N/a 
420.  North end is too close in 
421.  It’s okay.  
422.  Takes out too many homes 
423.  It is still unnecessary to spend so much money. We only need a way to get trucks 

around town. Most everyone else on 290 is headed Fredericksburg. 
424.  Nothing 
425.  To much impact on residentail and commercial properties 
426.  Pink Route G is still further out and costing more than Routes F & H. 
427.  It will add an intersection fairly close to Tivydale and Hwy 16. 
428.  still cuts thru town 
429.  it cuts THROUGH town for heavens sake. It is NOT a by-pass 
430.  Starts too far out of town.  Cost of land and displacing people from their homes and 

land. Some people make a living from their land/agriculture  
431.  It once again cuts through areas of Fredericksburg town - not even a possibility for 

a relief route.  Why would we want to cut access to parts of our town? Ridiculous 
planning 

432.  everything-too south and west-not accessible 
433.  I do not like it. 
434.  Same comments as F 
435.  First and foremost, I do not believe that the benefits of a “relief route” outweigh the 

negative factors.   First, there is no safety concern with traffic going through Main 
Street.  There have been no deaths from traffic accidents on Main Street.   The 
safety concern is on the high speed Hwy 290 where there have been many deaths.  
We should put our money into improving Hwy 290 by adding turn lane from Hye all 
the way to Fredericksburg.  This would prevent some of these tragic traffic deaths 
that are on the rise. Main Street is congested, but what problem is that actually 
causing.  Locals have avoided Main Street for many years.  Locals just go around 
Main Street.  Tourists don’t care that Main Street is crowded.  They aren’t in a 
hurry.  Tourists are not deterred from coming to Fredericksburg because of some 
traffic on Main Street.  Truckers can just spend an extra 15 minutes going through 
town.  Why should we change our community for the benefit of a few trucking 
companies? Any “relief route” that is chosen will devastate properties and families.  
I cannot see why in the world we would do this just to increase the convenience of 
people who are passing through our town – truckers and tourists. Imagine how it 
will change our beautiful community by having a 4+ lane highway going either 
through town or through our beautiful hill country?  The quaint community and 
beautiful hill country is what draws tourists and creates a wonderful quality of life for 
residents.  Why would we destroy that for the ability to move down Main Street a 
little quicker? The cost of buying the land necessary for this route will require many 



millions of dollars.  Imagine how we could improve our community with affordable 
housing, other improvements to Main Street, shuttle buses for tourists.  Why would 
we spend millions of dollars for the convenience of people who are passing through 
town – tourists and truckers? 

436.  Seems to make the most sense of all the routes. 
437.  Nothing. 
438.  Comes out too far out 290 e 
439.  Doesn't appear to be using existing roadways as much. 
440.  Established neighborhoods would be uprooted and traffic congestion to businesses 
441.  Nothing  
442.  To close to town 
443.  everything 
444.  To close to residential 
445.  Too much cost 
446.  Destroys to much farm and ranch land 
447.  Still affecting people's homes.  WE DON'T NEED AN INTERSTATE!! 
448.  right of way far too broad, too expensive, hurt my neighbors, no guarantee that GC 

residents would not have to pay for a portion of construction costs as well as the 
land acquisition. We need better options! 

449.  does not cross Baron's creek 
450.  Could start closer into town to be ideal. 
451.  Route G is not as short as Routes F and H and would therefore cost more than 

Routes F and H and have more of an environmental impact. 
452.  still potential to hurt commerce and over development 
453.  Sections may become congested with real estate opportunities unless restrictions 

are imposed 
454.  might disrupt local businesses due to the closeness of the route to town 
455.  It is still outside of the City limits. 
456.  same as F H no room for growth 
457.  Too close to town. 
458.  Too close in 
459.  nothing 
460.  Nothing 
461.  It's still too far out. 
462.  Not feaseable 
463.  Concern about impact on South Side near airport and our facilities there, the west 

side comes very close to new conference center, will this create more congestion 
than can be handled in this area? or is it a benefit. Needs careful review about 
density in this area. 

464.  Nothing  
465.  Actually crosses current businesses 
466.  Too close to town, doesn't allow for town growth, should at least go out past Lady 

Bird Park 
467.  too close to town 
468.  Proximiry to schools and residentail areas 
469.  Seems too long, costly 
470.  I like it 
471.  I like this route. 
472.  I dont like any of the relief routes from a property owner's rights perspective. 
473.  Still prefer the route closest to the city  
474.  it's ok 
475.  East entrance is NOT acceptable. Over homes and businesses    
476.  Nothing  
477.  NA 



478.  needs further study.  
479.  not best choice 
480.  Way too close to town, disrupts neighborhoods! 
481.  Runs through important roads and near schools 
482.  Too close to schools, neighborhoods, and town in general. Will get in the way of 

future growth 
483.  Route G does not bypass our community enough to be worth the expense of 

building. We would likely need to repeat this whole process and expense in the 
future. 

484.  Same comment as F 
485.  takes more farm and historic land 
486.  It simply doesn't allow for growth and impacts too many businesses and smaller 

property homeowners. 
487.  too close; not a true by-pass; does not address the future growth; does not support 

your goals and objectives for this by-pass 
488.  South entrance goes directly over multiple businesses as well as Dr Emily Morales-

Ball and Dr Krogers home as well as direct impact to Weimers and Duecker 
home.... 

489.  Much too close to the city 
490.  Basically same comments as E. 
491.  See comments re traffic disruptions above 
492.  Still has the issue as the further out routes impacting and hampering agricutural use 

of many still in production farm and ranch land. Some of that land has historical 
heritiage. 

493.  Too close to town.  Toomany existing residences impacted.  Safety with 
intersections.  Noise pollution.   

494.  Exit too close to town 
495.  Too close to town 
496.  Nothing.  
497.  It is longer than necessary, increasing the cost to the taxpayer and adding 

unnecessary length to the road for truck drivers to do their jobs. This also would 
destroy a barbecue establishment that is desired by local families and visitors. 

498.  Nothing. 
499.  Continue to destroy pristine land in favor of the landlords on Main Street. Tourism 

hasn't been impacted by the current truck traffic and there are other ways to reduce 
that vs. building a white elephant bypass. 

500.  N/A 
501.  Everything  
502.  Increased truck traffic on the near West side of town. 
503.  Nothing 
504.  the south entrance is not possible to be there, it goes over 2 homes and through 

multiple business.  
505.  Nothing 
506.  Nothing. 
507.  Come up with something different so people don't have to move. 
508.  No dislikes. 
509.  section between 290E and 16S is still crosses land mostly our of city limits 
510.  Nothing 
511.  Too close on 87N side to future convention center 
512.  too long  
513.  Ok 
514.  Too close in 
515.  Nothing 
516.  Too far south 



517.  HATE IT!  It intersects 87N WAY too close in, chops up neighborhoods (Royal 
Oaks Loop and Bob Moritz Loop homes)!  It also brings high-speed traffic WAY too 
close in to the "Y" and the developing west end of town (like the new Conference 
Center). 

518.  Intersects 87 North way too close in, goes through too many neighborhoods, and 
brings high-speed traffic to close in.  This area of town is developing quickly and will 
become more congested with a relief route. 

519.  I would prefer that more of the route were in the city limits 
520.  The truck would like it alot better 
521.  It is entirely too close to town....we need to plan better for future relief....this route is 

too close to neighborhoods and businesses 
522.  The only thing good about the G route is that it is better than the F route.  
523.  The Gray Route would destroy our home and Country Place neighborhood.  SE MY 

OBJECTIONS TO THE GRAY ROUTE WHICH FOLLOWS THE SAME ROUTE 
EAST OF HWY 16 S. 

524.  Ruins the fairground and access to the airport. Too close to the city 
525.  it cuts through more land than routes f and h 
526.  Nothing 
527.  May be too close in 
528.  Everything 
529.  starts too far east   
530.  Nothing much if this must be done 
531.  everything! too close to town; negative impact on those in its path without giving us 

a true bypass!! 
532.  No issues  
533.  Everything  
534.  too close to town 
535.  Too close to populated areas 
536.  Needs to start closer to town like the orange route 
537.  Displacing families from land they have lived on for generations 
538.  Uproot may families and businesses un safe 
539.  southern section can maybe be swapped for southern section of F? 
540.  Everything-too close to town and busy areas. 
541.  too long, too much oak wilt, too expensive, too much time around city, too many 

landowners affected 
542.  My family will be homeless and have no place to run our business to live 
543.  this route will destroy the country life for young families who have invested 

everything to live here. 
544.  northern segment is too close to town  
545.  Too close to town; expensive to move so many utilities; too many ramps and 

service roads; too much noise 
546.  Everything you are taking hard working peoples places away. 
547.  Same as any of the routes close in to town.  If you are going to go close to town 

you might as well use Friendship lane.  That makes more sense than taking land 
close in to town.  That is not far-sighted. 

548.  Crosses over into commercial and city property 
549.  takes land from generations to come 
550.  It intrudes on denser reisdential areas outside of city limits and truck noise 

problems 
551.  this route will destroy the country life for young families who have invested 

everything to live here. 
 

 
 



How would you rate potential Pink Route (Route G)? 
 

 
Strongly Like: 16.48% 
Like: 15.64% 
Undecided: 10.30% 
Dislike: 12.61% 
Strongly Dislike: 44.97% 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



What do you like about potential Maroon Route (Route H)? 
 

1.  Not warranted  
2.  Nothing 
3.  like it, not too far out 
4.  Least amount of impact and least money, looks to already be on easement by 

friendship lane 
5.  like it, not too far out 
6.  Nothing  
7.  (It's pretty much like G, as best I can see) 
8.  Close to city. 
9.  Nothing 
10.  Very user friendly for the whole community to use as well as truck drivers. It is short 

and therefore will cost less. I like this route 
11.  IT IS MY FAVORITE.  IT IS NOT SO FAR OUT OF TOWN.  IT WILL CONSUME 

LESS PRIVATE PROPERTY SO IT WILL COST LESS.  IT WILL KEEP THE BIG 
TRUCKS OFF OF MAIN STREET BUT STILL BE CLOSE ENOUGH TO TEMPT 
TRAVELERS TO COME THROUGH TOWN TO SHOP. 

12.  Best one being offered & its maroon! 
13.  Nothing  
14.  It will be cheaper to build. It is close to town so residents, tourists, and trailer truck 

drivers will all use it. It is shorter and offers a quick way to get from one side of town 
to the other. Tax payer dollars will be lower. 

15.  Nothing  
16.  Short 
17.  Nothing  
18.  Nothing 
19.  Shortest option; might actually be used by local people and haulers; impacts the 

fewest parcels of land 
20.  Nothing  
21.  Nothing 
22.  Nothing! 
23.  Locals will use lessening Main St. traffic. Where it comes out on 87 N by the 

commercial businesses and power plant that have already hurt values. 
24.  Nothing 
25.  This would be a much easier and less expensive route to build based on the flatter 

terrain. It is also shorter than routes A and C and would requires fewer right-of-
ways.Because it is closer to town it could be utilized by locals as well. 

26.  it's another shorter route, closer to town with less farm land taken 
27.  It’s close to town 
28.  like it, not too far out 
29.  like it, not too far out 
30.  like it, not too far out 
31.  like it, not too far out 
32.  like it, not too far out 
33.  Nothing 
34.  like it, not too far out 
35.  like it, not too far out 
36.  like it, not too far out 
37.  not too far out, not too close in 
38.  like it, not too far out 
39.  like it, not too far out 
40.  like it, not to far out 
41.  Nothing  



42.  like it, not too far out 
43.  like it, not too far out 
44.  like it, not too far out 
45.  like it, not too far out 
46.  like it, not too far out 
47.  Nothing 
48.  least impact to property values, keeps potential customers and traffic close to town 
49.  Like, not too far out 
50.  Nothing 
51.  uses Friendship, limited impact on agricultural  
52.  They topography is flatter than route  s much farther out   and therefore it   will  be 

less expensive to build.Since this route is closer to town it could be used by the 
locals as well as truck drivers and therefore more of the community would benefit 
and get use of his tax dollars 

53.  Same as orange and pink 
54.  Nothing  
55.  Nothing. 
56.  Nothing 
57.  Nothing  
58.  all routes are unnecessary and bad but this is the least of the collection  
59.  It is appropriate.  
60.  it appears to be the shortest routeand could be the cheapest one 
61.  love it 
62.  Public as well as trucks will use it 
63.  Na 
64.  Nothing 
65.  Ok 
66.  Closer into the city. 
67.  Nothing 
68.  Terrible 
69.  Nothing. 
70.  Unnecessary  
71.  N/A 
72.  Shortest route... 
73.  Nothing.  
74.  Nothing 
75.  Nothing 
76.  Nothing 
77.  nothing 
78.  Nothing 
79.  Nothing  
80.  Garbage  
81.  I don’t like it  
82.  Pass 
83.  It's closed town, more vehicles will use it, easier access for trucks to use for 

deliveries to town, more people will use it benefit to t from their tax dollars 
84.  Absolutely nothing 
85.  Nothing  
86.  Nope 
87.  like it, not too far out 
88.  More review  
89.  like it, not too far out 
90.  Thats not maroon! 



91.  It is the shortest and thus seems to be the least costly option in both construction 
costs and land acquisitions 

92.  Again can’t tell details. Just looking for most cost effective and feasible options  
93.  close to city limits 
94.  Nothing at all 
95.  Nothing  
96.  Nothing 
97.  Not much 
98.  I like the fact that it does not bypass the smaller businesses along US 290E that the 

city is trying to annex 
99.  No 
100.  Yes 
101.  This route is shorter therefore sparing more properties of residents and ranches 
102.  Nothing  
103.  Nothing 
104.  Nothing  
105.  Least impactful on land owners. Less disruptive to current ag establishments.  
106.  Don’t  
107.  Acceptable  
108.  Nothing 
109.  Nothing 
110.  No 
111.  nothing 
112.  nothing 
113.  Nothing 
114.  Nothing  
115.  I do not like this route! 
116.  Nothing  
117.  nothing 
118.  that it starts on the North side of the Pedernales River, shorter distance keeping 

cost down and more accessible for people to use and still access town easier and 
faster. will cost less then the outer routes and the noise will not affect the people in 
town as it would out in the rural routes destroying their choice to live further away 
from town 

119.  Nothing. To close to town 
120.  It's short and cheaper to build 
121.  Way too close to town.  Like a quick way around town when theres a parade.  
122.  Doesn’t destroy vineyards 
123.  Nothing  
124.  Nothing 
125.  Na 
126.  Closer to town. Would not affect the country homes much. 
127.  Not a good option  
128.  Hate it! 
129.  Again, I like where it comes out on 87N by all the commercial business. Many junky 

already so this does not jeopordize rural untouched properties and homesteads. 
130.  Nothing 
131.  It keeps the bypass closer in to what is already developed town area. Does not 

disrupt agriculture. Shorter travel time to get folks around and out of the town 
center. 

132.  iT WOULD BE ALRIGHT ALSO!! 
133.  Length 
134.  nothing 
135.  Has possibily but I think it is to close to town.  



136.  All 
137.  nothing 
138.  Strongy dislike. Don't make our area into a freeway zone, suburb encouraging, big 

city area. 
139.  Very close to already existing infrastructure  
140.  Nothing  
141.  Closest tontown 
142.  It’s not massive 
143.  NOTHING 
144.  Same 
145.  Good route 
146.  The North intersection on 87 N. just behind the commercial businesses. Properties 

values here have already been lessened by these business.  Locals will use & get 
their tax dollars out of it & lesson main st. traffic.  

147.  It is my preferred route and close to Fredericksburg, less expensive 
148.  Good choice; great that it is close to town; supports local infrastrucure; minimizes 

impact to growth and home areas 
149.  nothing 
150.  Dont 
151.  Nothing 
152.  Nothing 
153.  Less expensive, stays closer to town where locals will use it, stays next to the 

commercial businesses on the North. 
154.  Shortes route that will meet immediate and long term needs of Fredericksburg. A 

shorter bypass will not hinder the city growing. 
155.  This is the best.  If very compact development is required, this helps the city the 

best. 
156.  I don't like anything about it. 
157.  Same as E/F/G. 
158.  Close to town.  Less environmental impact. Best option in my opinion.  
159.  Nothing 
160.  Best option, lowest cost, least amount of land affected, utilizes existing Friendship 

Lane Route,  
161.  Nothing 
162.  Like 
163.  Shortest so it would probably be cheapest to build 
164.  entrance and exit points are fine 
165.  it is the shortest and will waste the least money 
166.  strongly dislike  
167.  near proximity to town, minimizes length, avoids unnecessary additional bridging of 

the Pedernales 
168.  We don't like anything about Route H. 
169.  Nothing 
170.  Nothing 
171.  The shortest route 
172.  Accomplishes goal 
173.  Short, simple and great for time 
174.  nothing 
175.  Closer to city, thus more likley to be used by tax payers who must pay for it and 

trucks formerly using downtown. Short enough that the construction costs are better 
that others. Less acreage consumed 

176.  Undecided  
177.  Nothing  
178.  It’s shorter  



179.  like it, not too far out 
180.  like it, not too far out 
181.  like it 
182.  like it a lor 
183.  They are less expensive and closer to town, therefore people are more likely to 

take this route 
184.  love, not too far out 
185.  Less distance, so less cost.   
186.  Nothing  
187.  Why would we spent so much money on something that would not solve the 

problem. Fredericksburg is growing this would be almost be useless 
188.  Less property to purchase for the county. Traffic can bypass town quicker and be 

more likely to use this route. 
189.  this will be much more palatable to the community, isn't too long, close to town, 

maintains a small town identity 
190.  simular to F 
191.  Most Economic and Efficient 
192.  Everything  
193.  Route H provides the best viable option as long as the easement is reduced 

substantially  
194.  I like where it exits 
195.  love it, not too close in, not too far out 
196.  love it, very convenient 
197.  Shorter 
198.  See comments on Route F 
199.  nothing 
200.  Nothing! 
201.  Less expense as it is shorter overall 
202.  short 
203.  Probably the best route 
204.  Absolutely nothing if you’re going to build a superhighway!!!!  A 4 lane highway 

similar to the approaching Fredericksburg highways.  
205.  Nothing  
206.  Keeps traffic well East of rural properties out on FM 2093 
207.  Little and it is difficult to say due to the poor quality of the map. 
208.  Effects fewer farms. 
209.  Shortest route, close to town, town is already a mess, so the highway will give it 

class. 
210.  Nothing at all. The routes continue to get worse as they move closer to town. 

Instead of looking close to town where the roads will continue to cause safety risks 
and traffic problems, please consider routes farther from town. 

211.  Best route. Easy to get to Most direct route Could be easily used by everyone for 
main relief 

212.  Absolutely nothing. 
213.  Looks efficient to solve the problem. 
214.  Shortest route, more of the individuals affected that think we need this. Less cost 

which has less impact on my taxes. 
215.  Shortest route. 
216.  This route would seriously impact those closer in towards the city limits where there 

is already growth.  The survival of a premire founding Gillespie county peach 
orchard would be severely impacted with the property being split by the route.  
Potential revenue to the city and county by way of tourism would be affected and 
decreased with the demise of future peach production.  

217.  Benefits most residents and stays within FBG 



218.  NOTHING 
219.  It is relatively short and carries less impact to rural landowners. 
220.  Best route. Close to business but allows trucks to divert 
221.  shorter and far less costly 
222.  Shorter route 
223.  Could cost residents less money 
224.  I do not like this route 
225.  Similar to F, This road uses many roads that are already in place. Also, as a tourist 

to Fredricksburg it is nice to have a bypass that is close to town and thus can be 
used to get around in the city as well as go around it.  

226.  If anything that it is the shortest route 
227.  "• 
228.  Doesn’t destroy much property of folks who aren’t really affected much by the truck 

traffic downtown  
229.  Accomplishes everything the citizens want without all the negatives-gets 

traffic/trucks off Main but still of value to local citizens who it affects most. 
230.  Less land needed 
231.  easily identifiable start on the east, convenient end on the west 
232.  I don't. 
233.  nothing 
234.  I do not like the maroon route 
235.  Nothing.  
236.  Shorter route, closer to town 
237.  NOTHING. THIS IS WRONG.  
238.  Nothing 
239.  Shorter route.  Quicker access to city traffic.  Ranks #1 of 8 choices.   
240.  Route H I like all. 
241.  It is a short and sweet alternate route at a reasonable price. 
242.  If this project must happen, this is the best route. Its a little better at keeping the 

noise, air pollution and traffic closer to town. 
243.  Ok 
244.  Don’t like 
245.  It is the shortest route, uses already established roads for much of its length, 

involves the least amount of landowners, and doesn’t destroy as much of the 
beautiful hill country  

246.  Great  
247.  Shorter, less cost to build, more likely to be used since it is not too long 
248.  nothing 
249.  While this does potentially defray traffic from main street, it still does not seem to 

justify the cost and potential disruption to the community. 
250.  The topography maps indicate this is flatter terrain and would be much easier and 

less expensive to build on.  This is several miles shorter than the AC route and 
therefore, would be less expensive.  Since this is a shorter route, fewer right-of-
ways would be needed, resulting in less time and expense. Since this route is 
closer to town, it could be used by locals as well as truck drivers, so the community 
would get use of its tax. 

251.  NOTHING 
252.  the shortest route around ..trucks would use it 
253.  nothing 
254.  Everything, good choice  
255.  Nothing. 
256.  It is the shortest route 
257.  Everyone could use it instead of going down main to get to one side to the other. 

Cost the least. Wouldn’t effect the farm land and as many homes 



258.  Nice and short.  The local people might also benefit from this route 
259.  way, way, way, way too close to the city center 
260.  Everything. Just right outside of town and cost the less and wouldn’t effect all the 

farmers 
261.  Best opportunity for local access to provide relief to local residents and thru traffic 

from the tourist traffic infestation downtown. 
262.  Shorter route, closer to town 
263.  Nothing. Would be very ineffective at meeting the goals of a relief route because it 

is too close to town. 
264.  Route H I like that it will cost less and is most convient to those going around and 

want to get to Hwy 87 coming from Stonewall.  
265.  Shorter route, less costly to develop 
266.  Nothing  
267.  It is close to the city and easier to develope. It's close enough to the city that we 

can still get tourists off the relief route.  
268.  Nothing 
269.  shorter bypass that is more practical for in-town and out of town use 
270.  Nothing 
271.  Great location and goes around the busy part of town and not out of the way. 
272.  short=less cost 
273.  This route does not destroy much of the property of people who aren't affected by 

the truck traffic. 
274.  nothing 
275.  Best route, it short and everyone can use it 
276.  Good for business 
277.  Good for business 
278.  Good for business 
279.  Good for business  
280.  Good for business 
281.  Useful to travelers and local residents. 
282.  nothing 
283.  Route H I like that it is more cost efficient and will be more utilized bypass traffic.. 
284.  Good decongestion of central streets, with access points to businesses and local 

homes  
285.  best proposal  
286.  Shortest and best. 
287.  Looks good 
288.  Nice and short 
289.  Nothing, this is the best route, short and less environmentally impactful  
290.  It would be least expensive and still would redirect traffic away from Main Street  
291.  Route H I like a lot that it would cost lesser than Routes A/B. Closer to the city for 

convenience and  
292.  Very good for business 
293.  Best route 
294.  Another perfect route for the buisness reasons i have previously stated 
295.  nothing 
296.  too close to town; I dont like 
297.  I do not like anything about Route H 
298.  Nothing 
299.  Most concise route around the south of town. 
300.  Shorter than others 
301.  Short, less expense and ease of access to town 
302.  Best option, if we really have to do this 
303.  Short and efficient, least costly to build 



304.  nothing 
305.  nothing 
306.  Nothing 
307.  Nohting 
308.  Nothing! 
309.  Nothing 
310.  Best route option Easy access and shortest distance Least expensive 
311.  flatter, shorter 
312.  Do not like 
313.  Nothing 
314.  Closer into town so trucks do not have to drive so far out of the way 
315.  Nothing 
316.  shortest distance 
317.  Everything  
318.  nothing 
319.  Most cost effective, allows people to move around town, but won't kill the town 

economy by moving potential tourist away from easy access to main st 
320.  NOTHING 
321.  Closer to town 
322.  Short route, more likely to be used by more people 
323.  This route H seems like the most logical route that outlines the existing town circle 

with room for growth to the west, south and east sides.  It is the least impactful to 
the environment while preserving the towns heritage and charm.  Also, the most 
cost effective since it is a much shorter route.   

324.  This route is OK.  It is short 
325.  Nothing  
326.  no 
327.  No  
328.  Shorter is better and less invasive. 
329.  Nothing  
330.  The inner routes provide closer access for people to use to get to town. 
331.  The color(!).   It is still short enough to be an effective (and cost-effective) solution 

to the problem 
332.  The color 
333.  Nothing  
334.  Nothing 
335.  Nothing 
336.  Again, seems direct. Not a rode that is only useful for truckers. 
337.  No  
338.  Shorter  
339.  I disagree and do not like it 
340.  Maroon Route H I like everything. It's closer to the city. Cost less than the other 

routes.  
341.  don't like 
342.  Semi trucks off of the main road 
343.  Nothing  
344.  Nothing 
345.  Nothing  
346.  Nothing  
347.  I do not like route H 
348.  Makes use of existing rights of way, the residential areas near that route are 

already accustomed to significant traffic, some of it large and heavy. More than half 
of the land adjacent to the in-city portion of the route is agricultural. 

349.  may be less expensive for the residents 



350.  Nothing good about it. 
351.  Appears to use existing thoroughfares 
352.  Less involved, less cost 
353.  Shortest route 
354.  Nothing 
355.  Nothing. 
356.  Only the shorter distance 
357.  Shortest and least invasive 
358.  Nothing 
359.  Map font too small to read 
360.  N/A 
361.  It has the smallest footprint of them all and will be cheapest 
362.  nothing 
363.  Nothing 
364.  shorter, least disruptive to existing homes 
365.  It will be cheaper to build. It is close to town so residents, tourists, and trailer truck 

drivers will all use it. It is shorter and offers a quick way to get from one side of town 
to the other. Tax payer dollars will be lower. 

366.  Nothing, this is the worst option given. I can't believe this is even being considered. 
367.  Nothing  
368.  Shortest route, stays close to Frederickburg core, fewer land owners impacted 
369.  Shorter option  
370.  Nothing 
371.  Excellent! Close to town.  Minimal destruction of property.  Much easier access 

amd much more likely to be used.  Cost will be less.  Lower risk due minimal low 
water crossings.  Ultimately safer,as traffic speeds are alower closer to town.  

372.  Close to town 
373.  I strongly oppose this route 
374.  less expensive 
375.  Fairly short route 
376.  Nothing 
377.  The lesser of two evils 
378.  NOTHING 
379.  It’s short keeps the air traffic out side the loop. Easy accessed from all point in town 

and useful to both city and county residence.  
380.  nothing 
381.  Maybe it's less expensive because it's the smallest 
382.  It’s the right distance from town 
383.  Nothing. 
384.  Everything  
385.  Cheap 
386.  nothing 
387.  it is about the same as F- less disruptive 
388.  Nothing 
389.  this route is the shortest because it utilizes the most of hwy 290 initially and disrupts 

the least amount of environmentally sensitive waterways,so it is not subject to 
flooding  

390.  Sensible. Closer to CBD F'burg. Closer to Ems/Fire/Law enforcement. 
391.  It is the shortest and does not disrupt the quiet outer land of the longer routes  
392.  Nothing 
393.  See answer above for other route 
394.  nothing 
395.  Do not like this one either.  
396.  Closest to town, practical for town residents  



397.  Not much 
398.  nothing from what i see 
399.  Nothing 
400.  not good 
401.  Closer to town so will get more use by locals and others.  Shorter, makes good 

sense. 
402.  The BEST route. Least disruption to homeowners. Is so close to town that it does 

the least amount of disruption to homeowners there. 
403.  nothing 
404.  It is a tax saver, it is short and will be adquate  
405.  Good location 
406.  Shorter 
407.  nothing 
408.  short 
409.  between "F" and "H" - probably the best of horrible choices since route not needed 

- see same reasons listed under Route "F" above 
410.  No Strong opinion although it appears to disrupt a larger number of homes and 

homesteads 
411.  Nothing 
412.  it is closest to town 
413.  Less expense and closer 
414.  Extending Kerr to 87 North could complete the Inner Loop. 
415.  Closer to town and fewer properties disrupted. 
416.  Appears to use Friendchip Ln 
417.  This looks ideal. It affects the least amount of land and appears to be about the 

right scope. 
418.  nothing 
419.  Good route, it would be beneficial to traffic trying to avoid going downtown 
420.  good route 
421.  closer to town, starts on the North sife of the Pedernales River, closer access to 

town, keeps traffic noise closer to town to people who are use to it. 
422.  Nothing 
423.  Closer to town, feel that it would be used more but still accomplish objective 
424.  Same as Route G 
425.  Most conservative in construction cost, thus a relief to area residents in tax dollars. 

It also doesn't have environmental footprint.  
426.  Nothing. 
427.  I do not like it. 
428.  Nothing 
429.  I could accept this option 
430.  Seemingly least costly to build  
431.  Nothing 
432.  Closest to town 
433.  Short route.  Less impact on rural property owners.  Less expensive.  Safer! 
434.  It’s okay.  
435.  Nothing.  Do not like it. 
436.  Only that it is the shortest route and likely least expensive and disruptive. 
437.  Nothing 
438.  Maroon Route H I like that it is closer and more cost efficient. Makes more sense to 

use a shorter route around the city. More people likely to make use of it. 
439.  It's short and direct. 
440.  Shorter route would be less costly  
441.  nothing 
442.  Seems city can provide services and manage type of growth here.   



443.  nothing 
444.  Already a road to start it. May save on cost. Ends little closer to town. Could use 

some roads that are already in place  
445.  Absolutely nothing! 
446.  nothing - almost as good as Main St &Friendship Ln 
447.  Compact....less negative impact 
448.  short route,costs less this would be used,is accessible. 
449.  Nothing. Same comments as F 
450.  This is the only proposed route that fairly shares the cost and inconvenience 

between the city and county, 
451.  Solution matches the problem without excess road building. City is at least a 

participant.  
452.  Seems to solve the problem with the shortest route.  
453.  Most practical being short and close to town 
454.  Shortest, appears to be using existing roadways so less expensive and faster build 

out. 
455.  Nothing 
456.  Very short 
457.  Potential cost savings and closest to town 
458.  If that’s friendship and it’s being add to continue around to 87 then I like it but if not 

then no 
459.  nothing 
460.  Nothing 
461.  Nothing 
462.  Everything 
463.  The shortest and closest to town 
464.  It's OK but still effecting people's homes and property. 
465.  Don't like.Same concerns 
466.  Its the best route because it keeps the traffic in town where it has always been - will 

not destroy the tourism  
467.  I love it. Minimal disruption and prevents destruction of the surrounding area. This 

route stops us from ruining the beauty of our countryside which remains the no.1 
pull for tourism to this town. 

468.  Route H would cost the least to build and maintain and would have the least 
negative impact on the environment. 

469.  keep close to town for residents 
470.  Close in, highly useful for local residents and directly serves the new convention 

hotel. 
471.  nothing 
472.  It is much closer in to the city so that perhaps it will be used by potential travelers.  

Of all the routes, this is the best choice. 
473.  Strongly oppose.Don't need loop in city limits-unacceptable 
474.  nothing 
475.  Nothing 
476.  Not much 
477.  very quick route around 
478.  Provides relief in an efficient and timely way in terms of overall length, time to 

complete, number of parcels to acquire, water crossings, etc. 
479.  It keeps easier access to the city for suppliers and passerbys, drive time for people 

passing by, and cost!   
480.  The innermost route H is the most logical choice and will accomplish the stated 

objective.  
481.  The Maroon Route ( Route H) is a likely more feasible and less costly route. 
482.  short distance less cost 



483.  It’s a great route. Better for people  
484.  Nothing 
485.  Nothing 
486.  ... 
487.  length 
488.  less expensive 
489.  I like it the best. It is the closest to town. Least wasteful route. 
490.  Shortest route 
491.  Shorter, and closer to Fredericksburg, less money. People can still come into town. 
492.  Short bypass will minimize environmental impact while helping Main Street 

business keep customer base.  Short bypass is most convenient for motorists.  
Also, the as the shortest route, keeps the expense of building low! 

493.  Least costly to build bc it is the shortest. This route seems the most likely to be 
useful for locals as well reroute traffic. It shares the burden of building between the 
city and county. 

494.  Best choice. Uses little rural land. Does not affect land that is not already subject to 
development.  

495.  best 
496.  Best option of the choices 
497.  Closest route to town center and the shortest route possible in terms of transit, 

construction costs, operational efficiency, etc. 
498.  Most likely to be regularly used as desired 
499.  Looks Good. 
500.  most practical cost and service wise.  
501.  It solves the problem and is least disturbing of Frderickburg 
502.  NOTHING!! 
503.  Nothing 
504.  I do not like Route H. It is the least helpful of all of our options. 
505.  Shortest Route 
506.   Close in and does not destroy good land.  It’s already an in town part of 

Fredericksburg and builds on what we already have. 
507.  close, less cost 
508.  Shorter 
509.  NOTHING 
510.  least costly, short, and most likely to pass any bonds.  Plus I am 70 and I would like 

to drive on it. 
511.  Nothing 
512.  Absolutly nothing. 
513.  Shortest Route 
514.  Nothing 
515.  Closest to town 
516.  nothing 
517.  nothing Same problems as Friendship Lane  
518.  Nothing 
519.  This route would be for the truck use to avoid town. Still close in but bypasses Main 

st. 
520.  This is the best route for many reasons. It is the shortest route which would allow 

truck drivers to continue to do their jobs in a timely fashion, it would reduce the 
amount of time it would take to build the road, and it would take the least amount of 
financial resources from taxpayers.  

521.  Short route, less cost.  Like the northern section going through undeveloped area 
and by armory. 

522.  Very little 
523.  Like the route on north end.  Minimal impact to industrial area 



524.  It makes the most sense. Not so far out of town. Still functional to locals to avoid 
main street 

525.  More direct route to 290 and 87. 
526.  Best choice for route for all reasons 
527.  nothing 
528.  Looks good 
529.  If we want to solve the traffic problem without creating lots of other issues, H is the 

best choice. It's the shortest, cheapest route that will actually encourage drivers to 
use the bypass instead of Main Street. It will not encourage urban sprawl and will 
minimize negative impacts on our pristine Hill Country environment.  

530.  Section between 290W and 87N minimizes impacts to existing SF developments 
and utilizes existing ROW and goes through industrial area that could spur 
redevelopment. 

531.  Nothing. 
532.  Closer to the city. 
533.  This is the best of the proposed routes because it gives an alternative that takes 

thru traffic out of the heart of the city without pushing it out of the city limits and into 
the hill country.  It spares the environmentally sensitive rural land from potential 
damage during and after construction and potential commercial development 
afterwards. 

534.  Least costly in terms of distance. 
535.  shortest, quickest to build 
536.  Nothing 
537.  shortest and lowest cost 
538.  Ok 
539.  The city has to bear a fair share of the cost and disruption.  
540.  Smallest foot print 
541.  Hate this route!  Nothing at all! 
542.  There is nothing to like about this route. 
543.  best shortest route - most useful for getting around town and to major sites in town - 

like the hospital 
544.  It is the shortest so presumably least expensive route so more likely to be built.  

More of this route is in the city limits, so shares the burden more fairly between the 
city and count, provides best access to new conference center, hospital and 
fairgrounds 

545.  Like this one it would be good for everyone 
546.  Nothing  
547.  The H Route is absolutely too close to main street.  
548.  Nothing 
549.  it cuts across the least amount of land and still is outside the city limits 
550.  Everything 
551.  Nothing 
552.  Nothing 
553.  Probably best 
554.  In town, the beneficiary entity of any bypass. 
555.  nothing! 
556.  it is probablt the most senseable one since it destroys the least amount of personal 

laand that i believe is the most reasonable thing to do people move here for the 
peace that the hill country offers  

557.  Shortest distance.  
558.  Nothing but is the shortest route 
559.  not even an option in my opinion 
560.  Nothing 
561.  Short route close to town, solves big trucks problem  



562.  Better than A/B  
563.  Is great minimal impact  
564.  shortest, expedient, sensible, and most closely mimics Friendship Lane 
565.  Nothing. 
566.  None of the routes are good but this is the best in my opinion.  Goes through 

commercial property. 
567.  close to town, keeps the noise/traffic out of the country 
568.  one of the shortest routes, less land, less cost, fewer land owners affected, it's one 

of the better choices 
569.  Stays close to city where the traffic is!!!! This is closest to the truck route option that  

has been discussed in Fbg for years. 
570.  This route is already located in developed areas that can handle the traffic, 

construction, cost less, and displace less families. 
571.  I dislike this route because it's to close to town and will not help in the long run. 
572.  It is closest to town. 
573.  nothing 
574.  Close in for local use. Serves truck traffic well ease of access to the town 
575.  Nothing 
576.  Nothing 
577.  Not one thing! 
578.  Nothing 
579.  already decided same as above.  options meet at my house which was decided ten 

years ago 
580.  Nothing 
581.  You will destroy the Fredericskburg charm...too close to town 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



What don't you like about potential Maroon Route (Route H)? 
 

1.  Not warranted  
2.  Barrier to city growth, damages to historic ranches, family homes, heritage 

school disruption 
3.  It is too close to main street 
4.  nothing 
5.  Don’t think it is needed  
6.  nothing 
7.  Too close to existing neighborhoods, schools and main traffic routes  
8.  Same as G-- ridiculously oversized for this town. 
9.  See my comments for E, F and G 
10.  I like the route 
11.  IT IS NOT THE INITIAL FRIENDSHIP LANE ROUTE WHICH WAS 

PREVIOUSLY DESIGNATED AS OUR RELIEF ROUTE AND IT STILL USES 
TOO MUCH PRIVATE PROPERTY THAN IF WE USE FRIENDSHIP LANE 

12.  Land waste on on southwest side 
13.  There is not really anything I dislike about this route. 
14.  Nothing  
15.  Sprawl  
16.  It cuts through personal property.  
17.  May reduce traffic on central portion of Main St, but at great expense to all land 

owners; probably will not reduce the number of crashes nor the death rate; may 
have negative impacts on economy. 

18.  Disrupting private property  
19.  This smallest loop means that a giant highway is too close to town.  Neither 

HWY 87 or 290 is this large and yet this proposed loop goes right through the 
edge of town - in areas the city is actively annexing into the city limits and it is 
huge.  It's too big of a road, too close into town.   

20.  It goes through people’s land and peach farms.  
21.  The fact it destroys a beautiful part of Texas 
22.  Too close to town. 
23.  Nothing 
24.  Vineyards would be effected 
25.  I like it. 
26.  honestly, it's hard (even with zooming in ) to see the subtle differences in these 

routes, but this is better placement than A, B, C or D 
27.  Should have shown ALL options at the beginning. NOT a good survey 
28.  nothing 
29.  nothing 
30.  nothing 
31.  nothing 
32.  nothing 
33.  Too close to town and will impact longtime businesses in its path. 
34.  Again, too close, and affects historic orchards! 
35.  nothing 
36.  nothing 
37.  nothing 
38.  nothing 
39.  nothing 
40.  nothing 
41.  nothing 
42.  To close to center of town, costly  
43.  nothing 



44.  nothing 
45.  nothing 
46.  nothing 
47.  nothing 
48.  Ruins too many neighborhoods 
49.  reduction of property value, route directly through neighborhoods 
50.  Nothing 
51.  It is not needed 
52.  I am in favor of this route 
53.  Same as orange and pink 
54.  It’s excessive. Too big 
55.  Useless firctraffic fliw 
56.  Everything  
57.  not close enough to town 
58.  It looks good. 
59.  nothing 
60.  Cost! 
61.  The economic impact seems very high for every route on this map. Peach 

growers, livestock and crop farmers, wineries and people’s homes are all in 
direct path of this proposed road. These activities are what makes 
Fredericksburg attract so much traffic in the first place. I’m disappointed that 
landowner family’s who have been here since our town was settled in 1846 will 
be displaced or forced out of business and their livelihood which has sustained 
them over several generations. What about the property taxes paid, the legacy 
that will no longer be, and the heritage completely lost on a convenience in 
favor of those just passing through? The cost is high and our townfolks deserve 
some respect. 

62.  Compromises the Peach Orchard industry 
63.  too close to the city 
64.  Na 
65.  Too close to town 
66.  Takes away from our small town 
67.  May cut into some town properties. 
68.  Too close to town, Heritage, FHS, and airport. 
69.  Really cuts the city up.  
70.  Everything.  STOP taking land from owners and the Hill Country. 
71.  Don’t need it 
72.  Dame 
73.  Trucks have to come very close to town (as currently developed) before 

accessing the bypass...Very short-sighted... 
74.  Too close to town, higher density residential areas, and Heritage School. 
75.  Everything  
76.  It is too close to town and will directly impact schools and homes 
77.  It is too close to businesses and schools.  
78.  Redundant 
79.  everything 
80.  Does not provide enough growth for future  
81.  Everything  
82.  Garbage  
83.  Going to hurt business  
84.  Who would actually want this and what are their motives? 
85.  I don’t like the effect it will have on existing orchards! 
86.  Good route closer to town 
87.  Too close to residential areas 



88.  Impacts historical peach orchard 
89.  Not far enough out  
90.  Nope 
91.  nothing 
92.  Undecided  
93.  nothing 
94.  It goes over people's property 
95.  People and homes will be displaced; property will be destroyed by this change 
96.  will cause more traffic 
97.  Ruins the views 
98.  Big 
99.  Too destructive of existing development 
100.  too close to city 
101.  Everything is bad 
102.  nothing that I can see 
103.  Yes 
104.  Will impact farms/orchards. Impact production and future growth 
105.  To close to town 
106.  Too close to town 
107.  Bad for local business  
108.  Imminent domain is always bad.  
109.  Hate it all  
110.  See above 
111.  Impact on local traffic  
112.  Too close to city, turns friendship lane into a freeway, potential for sever 

congestion at east side shopping centers 
113.  It goes through a long standing peach orchard.  Don’t do this!!! 
114.  No 
115.  destruction 
116.  I support some of the business in this area and don’t want to see the relief 

route here at all. 
117.  Terrible impact to agriculture!!! 
118.  Goes over Eckhardt Orchard. 
119.  Not large enough for growing city  
120.  Everything  
121.  This route will have a negative impact on some orchards. 
122.  Too close to town  
123.  too much concrete 
124.  I dont like the idea of the truck route in general.  I dont' believe that it is going to 

really help Fbg, trucks still have to delivere to our restuarants and bars and 
merchantile.  And trucks still need to access main. 

125.  To close torural business such as peach orchard and wineries 
126.  Ends too close to town. 
127.  Way too close to town.   
128.  Kills the farms.  
129.  Violates private property rights.  Too close to Ambleside school 
130.  Na 
131.  Impacts existing peach farm land 
132.  Hate all of it, keep Fredericksburg small. 
133.  Nothing 
134.  Anything 
135.  Nothing 
136.  disruptive neighborhoods, businesses and present traffic  



137.  We need a route much further out. All routes close to town are all ready 
obsolete.  

138.  None 
139.  don't like any option 
140.  Strongy dislike. Don't make our area into a freeway zone, suburb encouraging, 

big city area. 
141.  Too close to FBG 
142.  New construction in hill country 
143.  Goes through a vineyard  
144.  It’s alright 
145.  EVERYTHING 
146.  Same 
147.  Nothing  
148.  nothing 
149.  Nothing; good choice;  
150.  I don't feel that there is a need for a bypass like this.  
151.  To close to town 
152.  The route doesn't meet the primary goals of 1) improving the quality of life for 

the citizens of Fredericksburg or 2) promoting travel around the city.  The 
proposed route's eastern connection to US290 is contained within the existing 
city limits.  Why consider this highly disruptive route to existing infrastructure 
within the city limits, which includes an existing industrial area and a housing 
subdivision (Heritage Hill County)?  Additionally, the location conflicts with 
traffic associated with three existing city attractions located on the north side of 
US290 (Fort Martin Scott, Texas Rangers Heritage Center, and Hill County 
University) 

153.  stay away from Fbg... no 
154.  Nothing 
155.  No Comment 
156.  Will only work if compact development is required.  See Strongtowns.org 
157.  It is too close to Fbg and right over my brother's home and close to my 

property. 
158.  Same as E/F/G. 
159.  Nothing.  
160.  Everything 
161.  Is it really necessary?  Will it actually divert enough thru traffic around Fbrg to 

justify its cost? 
162.  Nothing 
163.  NOthing 
164.  Seems like it would detract from our tourist business--too much semi traffic 
165.  swings too close to town. 
166.  it is still expensive and disrupts quiet contryside 
167.   Animal habitat in an area of rapidly increasing loss of lands for them to live, 

sensitive waterways that will be disrupted, family home for generations, Indian 
artifacts (yes, maybe even 3,000 BC ones, we're in touch with archaeologists), 
terrible taxpaper expense (govt pays for road and community pays for 
expensive land acquisition- hundreds of millions of dollars!) for a road that is 
way bigger than a small town needs 

168.  Looks best to me.   
169.  It will greatly impact and jeopardize the success of our business. 
170.  Too close in 
171.  Too close to the city. Disrupts several growth commercial areas. Too close to 

existing residential developments which will add more noise. Will devalue the 



Frieden development properties. Will devalue Heritage Hill Country 
development properties. 

172.  Would cause congestion on the east end of town 
173.  Nothing  
174.  Nothing 
175.  It's too close to town, schools and residential neighborhoods. Will create issues 

having a highway that close to town. FBG will not be the same. 
176.  Do not like 400' right of way, can be done with 140' which would be more 

pleasing to hill county aesthetics, uses less acreage and lower construction 
costs 

177.  To close in  
178.  This is not necessary in the area 
179.  I can’t make the picture big enough to see exactly where it goes. 
180.  nothing 
181.  Route G cuts through significant agricultural land in the county as well as close 

to residential areas for a highway this size which would contribute to noise and 
light pollution as well as being an inconvenience to the local citizens due to 
limited access to and from the relief rout as it cuts across existing roadways. 

182.  nothing 
183.  not too far out 
184.  nothing 
185.  Nothing  
186.  nothing 
187.  Too close in  
188.  It does not solve the problem 
189.  Not too much to dislike. 
190.  not sure 
191.  Nothing  
192.  Route H would get my vote if the easement was reduced to less than 100ft 2 

lanes in each direction plus a center turn lane 
193.  Too close to town, does not go around winery row. No room for city growth.  
194.  nothing 
195.  nothing 
196.  too disruptive 
197.  see 14. 
198.  I am completely against any and all relief routes.  The best solution would be to 

use the already existing Friendship Lane & modify it.  These proposals will ruin 
Fredericksburg. 

199.  Nothing 
200.  will require eminent domain condemnation of higher priced land with more 

parcels and landowners and potentially more damgae to remainder parcels 
201.  Nothing  
202.  If it going to be a superhighway, absolutely  nothingthing . If you construct  a 4 

lane  highway this would be an acceptable route.  
203.  If you’re going to build a superhighway, we don’t want it. The best solution 

would be to use the already existing Friendship Lane & modify it. Me (Kim Van 
Antwerp) as an inheritor of the land (Norris) are vehemently opposed a 
superhighway that would destroy the ambience of the hill country and 
Fredericksburg.  

204.  Hopefully, not too much add'l noise to downtown. 
205.  It will destroy too much private property and require increased taxes to pay for. 
206.  Nothing 



207.  This route, like the others before, is far too close to town to help the problems 
we currently have. It will only create more traffic issues and put the students in 
the area at increased risk due to its proximity to the schools. 

208.  Good route 
209.  This would not be a relief route because it is right in the heart of existing 

businesses, neighborhoods, subdivisions and is less than a half mile from 
Friendship lane.  This route would not provide relief to business on Main Street 
by displacing business in the ETJ. That is not the definition of a relief route. 

210.  Too wide for what we need 
211.  Least cost. 
212.  Impacts historic homes sites along route.  
213.  The impact of this route has severe implications to include the economic 

demise of peach production in the area.  
214.  Affects most residents 
215.  Too close to town, probably wouldn't give as much relief from town.  Needs to 

be further away from town 
216.  Don’t like the areas of the city affected by this route. 
217.  Nothing 
218.  little 
219.  Residents should not forfeit land for a truck bypass that is unnecessary  
220.  See comments at the end of the survey 
221.  Disruptive; should follow as many existing roadways as possible. 
222.  "• 
223.  Too close to city limits – allows minimum room for growth of city 
224.  Extra care should be taken so merging traffic is safe in this area where 

additional growth is expected due mainly to HCUC. 
225.  Limited growth potential  
226.  in general too close to town, could strangle potential southern development 
227.  It's too close to town and could disastrously impact Fredericksburg and the 

community it serves. 
228.  same 
229.  This route is not preferred because it is too close to the city limits to function as 

a high speed bypass.  It is too close to residential developments, existing 
established business and schools.  Accidents, noise and pollution from trucks 
traveling this route will be a determent to the development of the city. 

230.  REally close to town but maybe the best solution 
231.  Nothing.  
232.  Tie-ins to 290 E/W, too much traffic congestion at University Center, tourist 

attractions 
233.  250-400 easement is too big and overkill.  Too many property owners 

negatively affected. 
234.  Again, just like F, this will displace many residents/families and businesses. I 

have many family and friends that live in Oakwood RV park and off Pyka and 
we were actually thinking of moving there soon. Housing is too expensive for 
these people to move into town. It is peaceful out there for the senior citizens 
and they were going to open more land up to in Windmill Oaks for more 
manufactured homes. We have many tourists that stay in Oakwood because it 
is beautiful with trees and no other RV park measures up. 16 is already 
congested but still a beautiful road. If you choose this road you will displace too 
many people and also destroy the beauty of our town. I know the ranchers for 
the A and B and C routes have big money but we are middle class or lower 
class working people do not have big money to fight with. Please do not 
choose this route - it will ruin the beauty and too many people's lives.  

235.  Too close to existing homes, schools, developments 
236.  Already developed area.   



237.  Route H I have no dislikes  
238.  Too close to town. Harmful to Heritage school 
239.  it invades homeowners properties, deteriorates quality of life and devalues the 

area. 
240.  Too close in to Main Street but impacts fewer people and land  
241.  Too close to Heritage school 
242.  Nothing  
243.  no need for any divided highway route in Fredericksburg 
244.  This is a much preferred route.  I am in favor of this route 
245.  TOO CLOSE TO CITY CENTERS AND SCHOOLS 
246.  nothing 
247.  It doesn't stick to utilizing/modifying/expanding existing roadways. 
248.  Nothing  
249.  Too close to town.  Interferes with existing businesses and neighborhoods.  A 

bypass should be further outside of town. 
250.  May impact more businesses 
251.  Nothing 
252.  I don't have a problem with this route 
253.  No room for growth 
254.  Nothing 
255.  Route must be fully accessible to local access - it cannot be a limited access 

interstate highway 
256.  Disruption/traffic congestion on east tie-in to 290 
257.  As quickly as town is expanding south along US Hwy 87, this route is 

completely too close to city limits, and simply duplicates existing roadways 
such as Frienship Lane. Would bisect Eckhardt Orchards Farm which has been 
in production since the 1920’s and includes the orchards, farm, and 2 houses. 

258.  Route H I don’t like ver little.  
259.  not knowing what historical sites it might pass through 
260.  Cutting through valuable farm land  
261.  A lot of the area appears to be in more developed areas.  
262.  Too close to everything 
263.  east side of route could be a little further east to avoid lights 
264.  Everything 
265.  Nothing 
266.  may disrupt existing facilities 
267.  This route is too close to the city limits and allows minimum room for growth. 
268.  too expensive and a waste of land for its purpose 
269.  Nothing  
270.  Nothing 
271.  Nothing 
272.  Nothing 
273.  Nothing  
274.  Nothing 
275.  N/A 
276.  everything 
277.  Route H I have no dislikes. 
278.  Nothing  
279.  all routes should go through fredericksburg. it is a problem for the city,not the 

county. 
280.  Nothing 
281.  no problem 
282.  No problem with this route 
283.  Nothing  



284.  Route H I don't have any dislikes 
285.  Nothing 
286.  Closer to town 
287.  nothing 
288.  destruction of sensitive property, encumbrance to cross traffic, destruction to 

well used bicycle routes in the county 
289.  see answer no 2 and too close to town. 
290.  I do not like that it intrudes on many businesses and residences. 
291.  It is way too close to town 
292.  Not much. 
293.  Noise issues 
294.  Nothing 
295.  Dose not allow for growth and expansion 
296.  too close to the city center 
297.  This route begins to compromise existing entities close to town, most notably 

Heritage School.  
298.  close to town 
299.  too close to my kids school 
300.  This route is too long, too expensive, impacts too much beautiful hill country 

land and citizens. The route will be under utilized and have little benefit 
301.  Everything 
302.  Too close to town, residential, and two schools! 
303.  Everything 
304.  I like this route 
305.  nothing 
306.  Invasion and destruction of private property of land owners with no true voice. 
307.  Location 
308.  Impacts homeowners 
309.  To close to schools 
310.  too tight on city from every aspect 
311.  Nothing  
312.  too close to town 
313.  Requires displacement of citizens 
314.  EVERYTHING 
315.  I don’t think we need a relief route 
316.  I don't have any objections to this route 
317.  Seems like best choice. 
318.  I don't see anything in this route I can object to 
319.  It would cause too much congestion close to town 
320.  too close to town with no growth 
321.  No 
322.  Nothing 
323.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 

landscape. 
324.  Nothing! 
325.  Proximity to current city area may be too close in, causing us to have to re-

hash this problem in 10 years. 
326.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 

landscape. 
327.  Everything  
328.  Too close to town 
329.  In the city 
330.  Too close to town  
331.  Way too close to town 



332.  Runs through people’s property 
333.  Maroon Route H I have no dislikes.  
334.  too close to town 
335.  Nothin 
336.  Goes over schools  
337.  It is to close to a school 
338.  To close to the way to close to the city and businesses 
339.  Not far enough out. 
340.  Move it way outside of Fredericksburg  
341.  Heavy traffic thru residential areas 
342.  Nothing 
343.  May as well be Friendship Lane 
344.  Too close to homes and businesses. 
345.  Nothing 
346.  Nothing 
347.  Same as for routes E, F, and G 
348.  Too invasive; noise and pollution from trucks and autos 
349.  Seems to be a waiste of money.  Too close to town.  May get the traffic off 

Main, but would put it right in most of the residential areas. 
350.  Dose not allow for growth and expansion 
351.  Same reasons as stated earlier 
352.  best of the bad! 
353.  In middle of town. How is this diverting truck traffic if it’s still in town? 
354.  Map font too small to read 
355.  This route provides maximum disruption to the community while not serving as 

a long term solution. 
356.  I don't think it really provides for FBG to grow over the next generation. 
357.  too close to town 
358.  It is too close to town.  
359.  too close to town 
360.  There is not really anything I dislike about this route. 
361.  Too close to town on both ends, too much impact on existing devlopment, too 

close to housing, no room for development. 
362.  Nothing  
363.  nothing 
364.  Same as previous answers  
365.  displace families, ruin properties, damage wildlife habitats 
366.  N/a  
367.  Nothing 
368.  Too close to town, too close to Herotage school, destroys the uniqueness of 

Fredericksburg  
369.  too much disruption 
370.  I don't see a problem with the Maroon Route ( Route H) 
371.  Everything 
372.  This route takes generational family homes from away myself and friends. It 

cuts into precious natural habitats/ ecosystems, sensitive waterways will be 
disrupted. I would like more community input about other options using existing 
roads. 

373.  EVERYTHING 
374.  Nothing 
375.  everything about it 
376.  Ruins the small town atmosphere by being so close to downtown 
377.  Nothing 



378.  Same. Closest to town and thus likely to disrupt the greatest number of homes, 
with the least benefit/impact of diverting traffic away. Being the shortest my 
decrease project costs, but at greater individual costs as more people lose 
homes and businesses that are generations old. This is a greatvtreasure that 
Fredericksburg still has, and should be preserved. 

379.  Nothing 
380.  If it is cheaper than F than do it, but otherwise do F 
381.  everything 
382.  unnecessary expense for our small town 
383.  Too close to town 
384.  Nothing 
385.  Not sure 
386.  Will destroy existing light industry and business.  Goes through recently 

approved housing development.  Too close to jail.  Goes through the Good 
Samaritan Center.  This clinic provides medical to the people in Gillespie 
County that need it the worst. 

387.  See answer above for other route 
388.  everything 
389.  It is too close to current city limits  
390.  Too close to town 
391.  C and D are better 
392.  Too close to town. 
393.  C and D route are better 
394.  Nothing to not like. 
395.  Adjacent to existing, platted and proposed residential and commercial 

developments.  Too close to city and future growth.  
396.  unclear where it splits 
397.  Not a thing 
398.  It’s good 
399.  Expensive 
400.  too close to town 
401.  nothing 
402.  just not needed - but best alternative among these choices  
403.  It will disrupt the most number of homes and homesteads. 
404.  Too close to town 
405.  nothing 
406.  Nothing 
407.  It's expensive, unnecessary and highly damaging. 
408.  It is OK 
409.  Too close to town; not allowing for continued growth.  Affects too many homes 

and businesses. 
410.  maybe too close to town for future growth 
411.  seems to be good 
412.  Too close to town. Property values may be to high. 
413.  Everything, it is not needed 
414.  Nothing 
415.  Potential property acquistion costs to south 
416.  It will disrupt lives. 
417.  Everything. 
418.  devalues property in gillspie county and cuts through people's homes 
419.  It cuts through people's land. 
420.  runs right through our community 
421.  Too close to town 
422.  N/A 



423.  Too close to town. 
424.  nothing 
425.  N/a 
426.  It’s okay.  
427.  Takes out too many homes. 
428.  It looks like it goes straight through Heritage Hill Country. Really, you want to 

disrupt the lives of all the elderly citizens that live there? 
429.  Everything.  Would be much too close to the tourist attractions in the heart of 

FBG. 
430.  Follows to close to the city limits, will not give much room for expansion 
431.  Maroon Route H I don't have any dislikes. 
432.  To close to current grown trends and will limit growth of city 
433.  The cutoff from 290 East will put the intersection way too close to Fort Martin 

Scott and Industrial Loop. 
434.  not relief enough 
435.  it cuts THROUGH town for heavens sake. I is NOT a by-pass 
436.  Don’t think it is necessary to go that far out of town. Could just end at 290 
437.  Why in the world would anyone think a relief route should start right in front of a 

senior housing development of 185 homes (Heritage Hill Country), and right 
through a new development (Frieden Lakes) as well as dividing the airport and 
golf course from the town of Fredericksburg?  Come on folks, you can do better 
than this! 

438.  not convenient-will use Main or Friendship Ln 
439.  Noise 
440.  Same comments as F 
441.  First and foremost, I do not believe that the benefits of a “relief route” outweigh 

the negative factors.   First, there is no safety concern with traffic going through 
Main Street.  There have been no deaths from traffic accidents on Main Street.   
The safety concern is on the high speed Hwy 290 where there have been many 
deaths.  We should put our money into improving Hwy 290 by adding turn lane 
from Hye all the way to Fredericksburg.  This would prevent some of these 
tragic traffic deaths that are on the rise. Main Street is congested, but what 
problem is that actually causing.  Locals have avoided Main Street for many 
years.  Locals just go around Main Street.  Tourists don’t care that Main Street 
is crowded.  They aren’t in a hurry.  Tourists are not deterred from coming to 
Fredericksburg because of some traffic on Main Street.  Truckers can just 
spend an extra 15 minutes going through town.  Why should we change our 
community for the benefit of a few trucking companies? Any “relief route” that is 
chosen will devastate properties and families.  I cannot see why in the world we 
would do this just to increase the convenience of people who are passing 
through our town – truckers and tourists. Imagine how it will change our 
beautiful community by having a 4+ lane highway going either through town or 
through our beautiful hill country?  The quaint community and beautiful hill 
country is what draws tourists and creates a wonderful quality of life for 
residents.  Why would we destroy that for the ability to move down Main Street 
a little quicker? The cost of buying the land necessary for this route will require 
many millions of dollars.  Imagine how we could improve our community with 
affordable housing, other improvements to Main Street, shuttle buses for 
tourists.  Why would we spend millions of dollars for the convenience of people 
who are passing through town – tourists and truckers? 

442.  Nothing 
443.  Nothing 
444.  Nothing. 
445.  Would affect neighborhoods and local businesses would be closed down.  Lots 

of traffic 



446.  Nothing  
447.  To close to town 
448.  To close to residential and would take from businesses that are needed 
449.  Too much cost 
450.  Nothing 
451.  Too wide - WE DON'T NEED AN INTERSTATE!! 
452.  right of way too wide, too expensive, impact negatively my neighbors 
453.  nothing 
454.  Nothing. It’s as good as it gets. 
455.  Nothing 
456.  keep development closer to town and reachable by more 
457.  May become congested with real estate opportunities unless restrictions are 

imposed. 
458.  too short of a route and will potentially disrupt many local businesses 
459.  This is the best potential route. 
460.  and Frieden subdivisions. Would need sound barrier wall. 
461.  same as the rest even closer to town 
462.  Impact on too many residents/businesses already in place 
463.  Way too close to town! 
464.  Too close in 
465.  nothing 
466.  Disruptive  
467.  A little too close to town 
468.  Nothing 
469.  worse yet 
470.  Too close to our inner city area for growth for FRED. 
471.  I don’t have anything to say about it  
472.  Too close in dividing Fredricksburg  
473.  Too close to town, doesn't allow for town growth, should at least go out past 

Lady Bird Park 
474.  too close to town 
475.  prozximity to schools and residental areas 
476.  too close to Friendsip Lane 
477.  Nothing. 
478.  All good  
479.  I like this route. 
480.  I do not like any of the relief routes for property owner's rights. 
481.  Best choice.  
482.  nothing 
483.  Why would we add a route inside existing routes?  
484.  Nothing  
485.  NA 
486.  needs further study.  
487.  Sorry that it is necessary  
488.  Way too close to town, disrupts neighborhoods! 
489.  Too close to town, near schools and takes out important roads that have a 

good amount of people using them 
490.  It is so close to the public: schools, shops, neighborhoods, etc. May as well just 

stick to Main St rather than spend money on a route that will hinder the town's 
growth opportunities 

491.  Route H is already obsolete. It displaces too many businesses and homes 
without alleviating the problem we alread have with traffic and transporting 
dangerous cargo across our town. 

492.  4 lane divided highway too extensive for the expected result 



493.  Part of it is already built. 
494.  This one and F are just the worst. No efficiency for the drivers bypassing and 

maximum impact on more people because of businesses and homes in these 
areas. I see no upside except the paving of it would be a little shorter. 

495.  too close; not a true by-pass for future growth; harmful to all in its path; too 
dangerous to have 60-70 mph traffic this close to homes, business, street 
traffic and noise will be great 

496.  is this even outsite of friendship lane? Why duplicate what we have, loops are 
supposed to go AROUND town 

497.  nothing 
498.  Much too close to the city 
499.  Basically same comments as F. A real loser. 
500.  Too close to Fredericksburg on the east end 
501.  Any of the proposed routes would disrupt traffic to a great degree.  Would 

tourism be impacted when people realize they may have to wait for traffic jams 
to resolve during construction, have to deal with a lot of dust, and have to deal 
with additional traffic lights when construction is completed? 

502.  While differently than the further out routes, still will impact land owners. 
503.  Too close to town.  Noise and safety crossing all those intersections. and at 

rate we are growing this route will be surrounded by residential areas. 
504.  Essentially a city freeway 
505.  Too close to town 
506.  Very close into town.  
507.  Nothing, this is the best option of those presented.  
508.  Bad impacts to Industrial Loop, Heritage Hill Country, and probably Frieden 

Development 
509.  Nobody wants truck traffic going at 70 mph around their neighborhood. This is 

the perfect route to destroy any community feel in Fbg. It will be those within 
the loop and those outside the loop. 

510.  South end has negative impacts to existing development.  
511.  I love it  
512.  Increased truck traffic on the near West side of town. 
513.  Nothing is wrong with this route 
514.  too close to town 
515.  Nothing 
516.  Alignment on south side of town runs through existing and proposed 

developments.  
517.  Come up with something different. 
518.  No dislikes. 
519.  Nothing 
520.  nothing 
521.  Too close to town 
522.  Too close in 
523.  It still displaces local families! 
524.  Ok 
525.  Too close in 
526.  Too close to western Fbg. 
527.  It cuts WAY too close in to town, especially the surrounding neighborhoods 

AND the developing west end of town and the "Y" (where a Conference Center 
is being developed).  It brings high-speed traffic too close in, and will become 
obsolete before long.  It will even become an obstacle for locals! 

528.  It intersects 290 East and 87 North too close in, chops up existing 
neighborhoods, brings high-speed traffic too close in, and makes the fast-
developing west area of town even more congested. 



529.  I like this one 
530.  it closer to town and everyone would use it to  
531.  It is way too close to town...affects too many businesses neighborhoods and 

apartments.  It is poor planning for future growth.  It’s just terrible.  Would affect 
entirely too many families and businesses  

532.  Nothing 
533.  See my objections to the orange route which follows much of the same route. 
534.  I don't like any of the routes that cut close to the fairground, ball fields, and 

separate the airport from the city 
535.  the noises would still be heard 
536.  Nothing 
537.  To close in, will cause congestion 
538.  Everything. This is an unintelligent option. 
539.  probably best 
540.  Right of way acquisition may be a bit more costly. 
541.  don't like any of it; too close not a true bypass; negative impact for those in its 

path!!! 
542.  No complaints  
543.  Everything  
544.  way too close to town 
545.  WAY too close to populated areas 
546.  Displacing families  
547.  It is great  
548.  looks good to me 
549.  Everything-too close to town- worst possible scenario! 
550.  not as good as route g, but it's pretty good 
551.  Too Close to city / residential areas.  Unecessary commercial displacement. 
552.  I don't like it but better than other choices 
553.  too close in 
554.  Too close to town 
555.  Too close to town; creates problems with noise, service roads and ramps; too 

many utilities to move 
556.  Everything You are trying to take a business and property that people have 

work 20 plus years for. 
557.  Same as E,F, and G  Too close to town, too much noise for the neighborhoods. 
558.  Nothing 
559.  ditto 
560.  It intrudes on denser residential areas just outside of city limits.Truck noise 

problems. 
561.  

 
 

too close to town...you will destroy our lifestyle...imminent domain - offer us fair 
market value - but - we know you won't -  you will destroy our lives 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



How would you rate potential Maroon Route (Route H)? 
 

 
Strongly Like: 20.49% 
Like: 13.48% 
Undecided: 7.86% 
Dislike: 7.96% 
Strongly Dislike: 50.21% 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Additional comments on the Fredericksburg Relief Route Study: 
 

1.  Route is suppose to divert only 6% of the traffic. Money can be spent 
elsewhere. A large route such as this is not warranted not needed.  

2.  No, no, no. There is so good way to do this. We live in fbg for the beautiful 
scenic hill country, not a 400’ interstate that could potentially take people 
around Fbg on to the Big city of Austin or SA. It more that damages, disrupts 
and terrorizes existing homes and ranches. Slow the trucks down to 20 mph 
on Main. For 2 miles they can traverse the same roads they have been for 
the last 30 years. Don’t tear families apart, homes apart stone by stone, 
established families with so much to offer our town. Don’t force them out!! 
Every route has such potential damage. It’s just not worth it.  

3.  " Why not use existing roads.   It will disturb farming and ranching. 
Why involve TxDot?  Keep the route within the city limits so all taxpayers 
have access to it. 
Concerns about the cost.. 

4.  You should use roads that already exist like Friendship.  
5.  Don't take land from landowners for a road... 
6.  The road should be as far out as possible. The city has the potential to grow 

and therefore the road should be as far outside the city limits as possible. 
7.  Why do we need something this huge and this high speed?  Why not just 

extend Friendship Lane? 
8.  Shops and revenue in Fredericksburg have already taken a hit from pulling 

people out of town with the wineries. Why pull more people out? We’ve 
performed studies before where the majority of truck traffic through town is 
local. They would still be driving through town even with a bypass. The 
routes furthest out are by far the worst. The city/county would have to pay 
way too much money and would impact the most land. You don’t hear 
tourists complaining about truck traffic on Main Street. Locals take back 
streets anyway. I am highly against the bypass around town.  

9.  Why do we need something this huge and this high speed limit?  Why not 
just extend Friendship Lane? 

10.  As a whole, as planned with 4 lanes and double feeders, this relief route is 
ridiculously oversized and much larger than any road leading into town. 

11.  "Serious Shortfalls in the FRRS process 
Personally, I have worked on large development efforts for close to 39 years 
and one of the most important driving factor is “cost”.  I have reviewed the 
FRRS website and discovered little information on the cost of this project.  It 
seems totally illogical from decision process to look at the large number of 
bypass options and then down-select options without considering cost as a 
variable, even if estimates are used.  The state must know the cost of linear 
mile of highway that is being purposed and the city/county can develop a 
rough estimate of the ROW property costs for the various options. 
General Questions: 
Has the FRRS planning committee considered the loss of revenue that will 
occur as a result of building a bypass corridor around Fredericksburg?  How 
does county and city plan to shore up or replace the revenue stream?  If so 
where can this information be found. 
Has the FRRS planning committee considered the cost of this project and 
the additional revenue that will be required as a result of building a bypass 
corridor around Fredericksburg?  How much will country and city taxes have 
to be raised to cover the bond expense? 
Why were routes North/East of the city ever not considered? 

12.  There is nothing I like about any of these. It is unnecessary and they should 
use existing options. Please dont build any of these huge unnecessary 
highways through our beautiful community. 



13.  "The relief route needs to serve the community as well as those needing to 
bypass FBG.  There is no way that we need a 400' ROW to take trucks off 
main street.  That is the size of Houston's Grand Parkway and would be a 
gross over improvement and ridiculously expensive addition to this area. We 
need to offer trucks a route....it does not need to be high-speed or multi lane 
with 2 lane feeders.  
Most importantly, the committee needs to overlay the  the proposed Permian 
Highway Pipeline before proceeding any further. The pipeline follows routes 
A,B and C. This high pressure 42"" pipeline will have an impact area of 
3,500'. Anything within this area will suffer safety issues as well as impacting 
water quality. It many places, it will only be buried 3' below the ground, as we 
understand. " 

14.  WE DON'T WANT TRAVELERS ON A ROUTE THAT IS SO FAR FROM 
DOWNTOWN THAT THEY ARE ENCOURAGED TO OVERLOOK OUR 
MAIN STREET RETAIL SHOPS AND RESTAURANTS.  WE ARE A 
TOURIST TOWN.  WE DON'T WANT TO USE ANYMORE OF PRIVATE 
PROPERTY THAN NECESSARY.  WE WANT TO KEEP THE EXPENSE 
DOWN TO THE MINIMUM.  GILLESPIE COUNTY IS A FINANCIALLY 
CONSERVATION COUNTY AND ANY EXPENSIVE INCREASE IN BONDS 
OR TAXES WILL NOT BE VOTED FOR THUS WE MAY VOTE ON A 
ROUTE NEED AND FAVORITE BUT IT WILL NOT BE SUPPORTED 
FINANCIALLY BY A VOTE AND END UP GIVING US NO RELIEF AT ALL.  I 
WANT TO SEE COST ASSOCIATED WITH EACH ROUTE.  IT IS UN 
REASONABLE TO ASK US TO CHOOSE A FAVORITE ROUTE WITHOUT 
KNOWING THE COST.  WE MAY ALL WANT TO DRIVE A JAGUAR BUT I 
DON'T WANT TO PAY THE COST TO DRIVE A JAGUAR. 

15.  I hope there is full disclosure of how much money each of these options will 
costs the residents of Gillespie County via bonds or taxes or both. 

16.  Every route is terrible. Build your environmentally dangerous highway 
somewhere else! 

17.  Our town does not have to be a traffic pass through. There are plenty of 
other routes in the area that can handle or be developed without sacrificing 
our community. Please use existing roads.  

18.  "In earlier days and years of this discussion, I thought a relief route was a 
matter of safety.  However, when I reviewed TxDOT's data and posed 
queries, I learned that I was wrong.  Although the NUMBER of crashes 
recorded on the 1.4 mile segment of Hwy 290 downtown is highest and the 
NUMBER OF CRASHES PER MILE is also highest, there were injuries but 
NO DEATHS. Considering the data, clearly the most DANGEROUS section 
of Hwy 290 in Gillespie County is Hwy 290E.  In the years available for 
analysis, there were 5 DEATHS from Washington St. to FM 1376 and 16 
DEATHS from Friendship Ln. to Jung Ln. 
I now believe this relief route is more an issue of aesthetics than safety. 
Patricia Jobe 
7015 US Hwy 290E 

19.  None of the options work. These are residential areas cutting thru private 
property and creating unsafe travel for families.  

20.  As I mentioned in my survey results - a close in loop effects many of the 
more affordable ares - including trailer parks - which the people living there 
aren't living in an over crowded trailer because they can afford something 
better.  These are the workers the City of Fredericksburg is trying to attract 
and keep, yet we propose to build roads over their homes.  It's the same with 
owners all along Kerr Rd and throughout the inner loops - a 400' loop over 
their small properties means a total loss.  This proposed highway is too large 
and simply putting signs along Friendship directing truck traffic down 
Friendship and onto Hwy 87 and back down Main will suffice. A reduced 



speed limit of 20 mph along Main Street will deter large truck traffic.  Even if 
that means it's the expense of the city alone.  TxDot can use their money to 
improve the areas of I-10 that are encouraging truck traffic to come off of I-
10, through Fredericksburg, and back out 87 to meet up on I-10 on the other 
side of Harper.  Improve I-10, don't make cutting through Fredericksburg a 
better option.   And please, consider that in a town that was just recognized 
as one of the LEAST affordable towns to live in Texas, why are we imposing 
a road that will threaten the homes of the people who choose to live here, 
despite the obstacles.  Forcing neighbor to turn on neighbor in order to save 
themselves and get the route out of their back yard goes against the very 
essence of what this town has historically been about.  We strongly vote NO 
ROUTE THROUGH FREDERICKSBURG.   

21.  Fredericksburg is a tourist town. It is beautiful. The land around 
Fredericksburg has been in families for 100+ years and this highway would 
ruin the family traditions. There are winery’s, peach farms, cattle farms, deer 
leases, etc. this route would ruin some families way of income. It should not 
be built.  

22.  Waste of time and totally destructive of the beauty of Nature! 
23.  I just think this is premature. Not enough homework done concerning budget 

and actual impact. Most trucks I see in town are doing business here, not 
passing through. Also, who decided this had to be an interstate-sized 
highway? I drive the Mason Highway several times a week and have never 
seen it at all "busy". We don't want to become a joke like Alaska with their 
bridge to nowhere. Study the real pass-through impact on Main St. If we 
really need a by-pass, then shrink the width of the road, add budget and tax 
info to each proposed route, then resurvey us. Please.  

24.  This route needs to stay closer to town where locals will use which will help 
Main. St. traffic, be much less expensive and not devastate rural historic 
homes and ranches.  Come out on 87 N behind the commercial business 
and by the power plant. Many of the businesses there are really trashy 
looking and along with the power plant, the residential property values have 
already been hurt. 

25.  This would hurt an area that is fine the way it is, Fredericksburg is a peaceful 
area to escape. Lets keep it that way.  

26.  The Study Committee needs to overlay the Permian Highway Pipeline before 
proceeding any further.  The Firm of Braun and Gresham in Dripping Springs 
has an interactive map on their website which is identifying the location of 
this pipeline route.  I am part of a group of landowners which have all been 
surveyed for the proposed pipeline route.  This route follows the 
Fredericksburg Relief Routes A, par of B and C and we are all being 
currently impacted by this Pipeline route.  The impact area of this 42 inch 
pipeline is 3500 feet. Anything within this area would be impacted and there 
are major safety issues, impacts on Water Quality.  It is only being buried 
three feet below the ground as we understand.  Please do your research and 
get this identified so that a prudent and logical decision can be made which 
will include an evaluation of the impact of this pipeline on any proposed 
route. 

27.  when you can narrow this down to 3 or 4 routes, please have a much more 
detailed map that can be zoomed in for more detail to vote on. This survey is 
helpful, but is still going to harm quite a bit of privately owned land. 

28.  Do we really need a huge highway?  
29.  I think your result will be skewed, as you should have shown ALL options 

before the survey. Whoever’s put the survey together, has obviously not 
composed a survey before. 

30.  Why do we need something this huge and this high speed?  Why not just 
extend Friendship Lane? 



31.  Why do we need something this huge and this high speed?  Why not just 
extend Friendship Lane? 

32.  Why do we need something this huge and this high speed?  Why not just 
extend Friendship Lane? 

33.  Why do we need something this huge and this high speed?  Why not just 
extend Friendship Lane? 

34.  Why do we need something this huge and this high speed?  Why not just 
extend Friendship Lane? 

35.  Please don’t take land that includes the peach orchards that make 
Fredericksburg famous! 

36.  Just stop building  
37.  Why do we need something this huge and this high speed?  Why not extend 

Friendship Lane? 
38.  Why does this have to be so huge and with speeds soo fast?  Why not just 

extend Friendship Lane? 
39.  Why do we need something this huge and this high speed?  Why not just 

extend Friendship Lane?   
40.  Why do we need something this huge and this high speed?  Why not just 

extend Friendship Lane? 
41.  Why do we need something this huge and this high speed?  Why not just 

extend Friendship Lane? 
42.  Why do we need something this huge and this high speed?  Why not just 

extend Friendship Lane? 
43.  Why do we need something this huge and this high speed?  Why not just 

extend Friendship Lane? 
44.  Why do we need something this huge and this high speed?  Why not just 

extend Friendship Lane? 
45.  Why do we need something this huge and this high speed?  Why not extend 

Friendship Lane? 
46.  Why do we need something this huge and this high speeds?  Why not 

extend Friendship Lane? 
47.  What is wrong with the Friendship Lane loop? 
48.  Why do we need anything this big or this high speed?  Why not just extend 

Friendship Lane? 
49.  Do we really need something this big and this speed?  Why not just extend 

Friendship Lane? 
50.  The idea of a relief route is too costly to the community and land owners.  I 

believe large items being trucked through the center of town simply need to 
find a different route.  Our community does not have to serve as a pass 
through for heavy traffic.  There are other great roads around the hill country.  
Why not tell the undesirable traffic to take a different route? 

51.  I have experienced this in a beautiful small town in Pennsylvania, the bypass 
or so called relief route literally destroyed all small businesses and rerouted 
traffic to big businesses (Walmart) same as Fredericksburg enter or exit by 
Walmart and whatever can be built on the other end. This is not good for the 
residence or the businesses of Fredericksburg. I am completely opposed to 
any route that take traffic away from what makes Fredericksburg, 
Fredericksburg...small town, small shops and wonderful people! Hasn't 
enough traffic and business been lost by allowing all the wineries to pop up 
everywhere "outside" of town?  

52.  When I was younger I would work for Nixon peach orchard in the 
summertime, I loved it and had fun  

53.  "Why do we need something this huge with these speeds? Why not just 
extend Friendship Lane? 



54.  I think it’s a great idea but it will cause trouble for the people who’s farms the 
highways will run through.  

55.  I have always believed it’s wrong to go around city’s . Your answer to around 
is totally to big. 

56.  What is truly driving this initiative? 
57.  Most of the truck traffic is local deliveries.  This study has been done multiple 

times.  It is a waste of taxpayer money.  The wineries on 290 are keeping a 
lot of day traffic out of town to the dismay of many shopkeepers on Main.  
Look at Austin -- is 35 ever going to be complete.  What did the Toll Road do 
for truck traffic through 35?  Truckers will use a direct route -- straight from 
point A to point B.  Less gas, less time. 

58.  Strongly dislike  
59.  The study committee needs to overlay the premium highway pipeline before 

proceeding any further. There is an integrative map of the pipeline that is 
available through the farm of Brain and Gresham. I am an Adjacent 
landowner To the Permian Highway pipeline. The impact area of this 42 inch 
pipeline is 3500 feet. Anything within this area would be impacted and there 
are major safety issues, and impact on water quality. Please do your 
research and get this identified so that a prudent and logical decision can be 
made which will include an a valuation of the impact of this pipeline on any 
proposed route 

60.  Don’t overkill this thing. Build a simple and short as possible relief route and 
don’t put something like MOPAC anywhere in the county. It seems 
unnecessary.  

61.  My answers are repetitive for a reason. The size and cost of this proposed 
relief route is in extreme excess. The previous route that had been been 
proposed which included friendship and tivydale would be sufficient. Some 
truck traffic already uses Friendship, so simply make that route more 
accommodating and complete the previous plan. Utilize some common 
sense regarding the actual size of route we need and consider the hardship 
that will be placed upon the taxpayers. Allow the citizens of Fredericksburg to 
manage the issue of truck traffic without involving and being managed by 
TXDot.  

62.  No on A, B,C,D and E 
63.  A is best 
64.  I'm amazed at the temerity the city officials have proposing such a damaging 

and expensive route that will not solve "problems". I rebuke this useless 
waste of local and state money that will only create animosity among 
neighbors. Additionally, if main street traffic is the concern then build an 
elevated road right down main from franklin to south cherry. don't solve a 
main street "problem" by adversely affecting property owners out of town. 
Make the main street fredericksburg elevated freeway an option and see 
what kind of response you receive.  

65.  The City should protect nice areas around the Pedernales River and the 
Meusebach Creek, Those will be good neighborhoods in the future. 

66.  "The method used above to decide which route you like is flawed.  I would 
guess that most individuals will pick the route that does not effect them.  So 
what do you like about route ""?"" depends on if you (the individual) have 
property that is along that route.  There is no information on the cost of the 
project to build, much less the ""damages to the individual property owners"".  
Who by the way will probably end up in litigation to get the damages for their 
property.   When this relief Route is built it will fracture many ranches, 
meaning to get to the other side of the road, a property owner will need to 
load up his cattle or drive his tractor with supplies, to one of the few access 



points to get to the other side, so that they can get to the balance of the farm 
or cattle. 
( I also think that the area here for additional comments is small and is done 
intentionally so that it is difficult to make comments, it is almost impossible to 
scroll these comments to proofread). 
The relief route study and comment area reminds me of a meeting that the 
city had when the sidewalks was a hot topic.  The firm hired had a power 
point where different types of walking trails where presented, they had many 
types of walking trails, the way the questions where asked were, which one 
do you like.  Well they had a covered concrete sidewalk that was wider than 
the typical width.   Well that is the one everyone chose. 
I believe that the study here is much the same way, except here people will 
choose the one that does not effect they in any way.   If you own property on 
the outside routes, you say that it will cost to much and is to far out for 
truckers to want to travel.   If you own propety on or near the inside routes, 
you say it is to close to town for future growth, to noisy, will be a problem to 
get to airport, park, or fairgrounds. 
Provide so dollar numbers,  the landowners on the south side of town have 
no problems getting to HEB, Walmart, lumbers stores, gas stations, 
Hospitals, banks and some schools.  So who is going to vote to pay for this.  
I for one will not and will campaign against the bond elections.  
Is it true that 70% of truck traffic is local and making local deliveries. 
Who will pay for this.  I know my property inmy area is being sold by the 
square foot, not by the acre. 
How come no one will answer what the road with will be at intersections like 
Hwy 87 South, 290 West, State Hwy 16 South, you cant tell me it will be 400 
feet there also. 
PS I don't like any of the above Routes. 

67.  if has to be done it should not be limited access and should be routed along 
property line as much as possible 

68.  We don't need something wider than the roads we have coming into town. 
Trucks can take alternate routes. We don't need them in town.  

69.  What about 16 north traffic. Over half of trucks make deliveries to 
Fredericksburg. My farm is 167 years old- continuous farm and dairy. My 
farm has just as much history as the town of Fredericksburg. Think smart-
distruction of family farms,cost to tax payers,environmental impact,and do we 
really need a relief route.  

70.  The peach industry will be severely impacted.  I love going to this area to 
pick up fresh peaches. The peaches in Fredericksburg surpass any others.  

71.  Don't want the road too close to Heritage school 
72.  Use friendship lane 
73.  I think you need to find away to work with what you have; it’s not ok to steal 

people’s property or disrupt it to save a few minutes of travel time. 
74.  Keep the traffic well outside the already congested city limits and Rocky Hill 

area. 
75.  We don’t need it 
76.  This totally impacts communities and businesses in a negative way. Find 

another way.  
77.  We don't wish to place the traffic and noise, etc of the proposed relief route 

on any property owners in either Gillespie county or the city.  Actually the 
maps are too small to delineate the areas that might be affected by the 
highway, and making a realistic appraisal of the routes is undesirable.  We 
think this Relief Route should not be implemented without additional planning 
and input.  Consideration should be given to placing the burden on the 
truckers.  Rerouting around Fredericksburg, preferably on I-10 to Hwy 83 for 



truckers to/from San Antonio and Hwy 71 from Austin to/from West Texas, or 
other contingent routes.   

78.  Building further out should be cheaper and in the long be better for the town 
as a whole by not crowding Heritage, FHS, and the airport. 

79.  Why would you direct potential shoppers, dinners and tourists away from 
Main St ?  

80.  Why was there not a link to this survey from the TxDot page?  Why are the 
maps not "zoomable?" 

81.  Don't do it!  Stop Land Grabs and messing up the Hill Country. 
82.  Leave Fredericksburg alone. These changes would destroy the quaintness of 

the area and disturb too many homesteads, historical properties and the 
beautiful hill country views not seen anywhere else. 

83.  Try NE 290 
84.  The City of Fredericksburg is currently working to expand the city (by 

annexation) east on Highway 290 to the Pedernales River...Any proposed 
route aside from A & C do not take into consideration the benefits of having 
the bypass route outside of city development on the east side. In effect, all 
other routes aside from A & C will be obsolete by the time the bypass is built. 

85.  When will the county appraisal office re-value our property?   
86.  This project is absolutely a terrible idea, no matter what route would be used 

it would be going through people’s home, land, and businesses. It’s 
absolutely disgusting that this is even an idea, bad enough that we are 
getting some new resort and price of living is so high that people whose 
families have lived here for generations are having to move just because the 
city is so money hungry and wanting to cater to tourist or as I like to call them 
territory, that the people who actually live here and are the lifeline of the city 
are being neglected. 

87.  There is a different class of people coming to our town now due to the 
wineries. All we are promoting is alcohol to our young people. It’s abosolutley 
WRONG to destroy people’s land and homes who have lived here and are 
the very people who made the lovely little small town ... now you have people 
who are only invested to make money and sell our town off to the highest 
bidder so local folks can’t even afford to live here. Saddest thing I’ve ever 
seen. But those who are driven by making more and more money will rule. 
Just sad.  

88.  The relief route should be as far from town as possible so that local 
businesses and schools stay uneffected. It’ll be better for the whole town for 
the noise pollution and car pollution to be as far as possible.  

89.  Leave it alone 
90.  The relief route is a nice concept. But I think if you are going to make one, it 

needs to be far enough out of town to avoid street lights as much as possible 
and avoid major roads in town, such as friendship, old san Antonio road, etc. 
Also, at the rate Fredericksburg is growing, we would not the relief route in 
any kind of urban area that could effect the residents. Copperus Cove built a 
great relief route a couple of years ago (however, one lane road is NOT wide 
enough). Goes completely around the town.  

91.  It isn’t necessary. It will destroy historic properties and rob the area of its 
already vanishing charm. The peach orchards will suffer and we don’t need 
any more wineries.  

92.  Keep the Hill Country clean and small!! 
93.  The owners of most of the Peach Orchards are old families of the Hill 

Country, why would you do anything to harm their lives and the peaches.  
94.  Motives? It’s about money? I think Texas is a place that’s larger than life, 

larger than money or something considered to be convenient. What would 
Lyndon B. Johnson think? The heroic and courageous people of the Alamo? 



They defended Texas, and for what? A super highway? No. The historical 
significance and charm of the Fredricksburg area should not be destroyed. 
Here in lies a getaway for Texans, for people all over. Not just hill country 
folks. Not just Texans. Following through on something like this would be a 
travesty.  

95.  Leave the land as it is. Lots of history there.  
96.  Stop destroying local foods! 
97.  "I don't believe that the road needs to be rerouted. Many of the residents of 

the Fredericksburg area make their livelihoods on ranches and farms, which 
would be disrupted by this bypass. While trucks on main street may not be 
ideal, tourists still come in mass, and the reputation of Fredericksburg 
remains that of a historic German town in the hill country. No one decides not 
to go to Fredericksburg because of the trucks - I doubt that most tourists are 
even aware of it, or notice the vehicles on their trips. Other methods could be 
implemented, like putting a toll on trucks and large vehicles coming down 
Main Street, and a higher price during the middle of the day, or peak tourist 
times. Additionally, the historic nature of Fredericksburg is why people come, 
and the rural areas, that people drive through to see the hills and fields and 
stop at the peach stands, would not be the same if this bypass was built.  

98.  But more than the fact that I believe that this relief route is unnecessary, I 
don't think that the residents of this area, who will be the most affected by the 
bypass, should lose the history and livelihoods of their families for 
generations for the sake of truckers and tourists. " 

99.  Don’t damage the charm of the hill country with a super freeway.  
100.  I do not believe we need this. This is a destination town, not one to bypass 

with some crazy route around it that potentially disrupts family land and 
businesses. This is not Austin or San Antonio. 
"I don't think the truck route is a good for our town especially financially. I 
don't think it is going to keep trucks off of main st. There will still be many for 
all of the deliveries to businesses in town. The speed limit could be slowed 
down going through town. More police on staff instead of putting money into 
a highway, a truck route is not going to keep tourist from doing U Turns on 
main, cutting in front of you to cross to get the parking space next to you. We 
need more patrol officers monitor main. The truck route should not even be 
considered on routes A/B and C, these are too far out, too costly and 
destroys too many family homesteads dating over 100 years old with 5th and 
6 th generations of family still living in these properties, farming and 
ranching. These are the ancestors that built Gillespie Co and Fb g as chose 
to keep their land and cherish it, didn't sell it and now you plan this route to 
destroy it with a 400 ft wide highway. people who bought on the routes are 
living there because they didn't want to live in town wanting less noise and 
enjoying land. Unbelievable that A, B and C are even an option. Please don't 
destroy this land in our county. 

101.  Gonna destroy vintage Fredricksburg !!! 
102.  In addition to the longer-term plans, which may require TxDot involvement, a 

short-term fix extending off of Friendship Lane and going around the west 
side to 290 and 87 should be planned by the county without waiting on TxDot 
for help.  It’s only a matter of time before we have a major accident in town 
with an 18-wheeler, and those who are slow to take action to better ensure 
the safety of county residents will be held responsible. 

103.  Why do we need this huge highway at these high speeds?  Why not just 
extend friendship Lane? 

104.  Strongly suggest that we study the total Ranch land impacted and overall 
growth projections  

105.  Do we really need this large a highway at these excessive speeds?  Why not 
extend Friendship Lane? 



106.  Stop building roads that destroy and cover people's ranches and 
property!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! You all are evil and hungry for 
money! Greedy imbeciles.  

107.  All route options which come in close proximity to the Perdanales River 
should be eliminated from consideration. Truck traffic near the river sets the 
area up for potential environmental contamination from hazardous and waste 
material spills. The additional cost associated with bridge building can be 
avoided if the route options nearing the river are eliminated from 
consideration. The longest options A/C and B/D should be eliminated from 
further consideration when looking at the cost aspect of the proposed 
options. 

108.  Leave Fredericksburg alone. Yes it would be nice to have a relief route but 
damaging the beautiful scenery is just wrong. Leave it preserved and leave 
the orchards alone. 

109.  All not bright areas- leave those areas alone! Ppl go and add revenue to see 
the wonders of what little is there- NOT concrete!  

110.  None 
111.  Need to avoid disrupting businesses in the area and plan out for future 

growth of city 
112.  Be more respectful of the family owned businesses  
113.  Dont really see the positive need for this.  
114.  Fredericksburg is a tourist Mecca.  Why do you want people to bypass it  
115.  I think that there are several small businesses that have been in the area for 

a very long time along 290E and downtown that may suffer dramatic losses if 
the bypass is put in place.  The city is in process of trying to annex property 
along 290E.  As well as their taxes going up, complying with the 
"grandfather" clause, now if the bypass does indeed go through, it could 
leave some of these people out of business and homeless.  I don't know all 
of the properties that would be affected.  (Your map is tiny and hard to see.)  
I have talked directly to some of the property owners with both annexation 
and the bypass who worry about their future based on what happens with 
each of these.  I LOVE Fredericksburg.  That is why I moved here.  However, 
I have seen many small towns almost become ghost towns due to bypasses.  
It is intended to take trucks out of town.  It also takes many people that are 
going from point A to point B that never see our quaint little town.  I have 
heard many people say that this is their first time to FBG and were just 
driving across the state.  I think that any bypass will be bad for businesses 
both in town and east of town.  Praying for the correct answers! 

116.  The purpose of moving to the beautiful Hill Country and making this our 
home in a peaceful area, was precisely for that reason and it grieves me to 
see our country being destroyed for a BIG CITY  by pass route. 

117.  Avoid orchards and farms, as route can impact production, growth of crops.  
118.  Keep the small town feel of Fredericksburg.  Imminent domain is not right. 

Don’t mess with farms and businesses that have been in existence far longer 
than anyone else in this panel.  

119.  No more freeway in this area.  No more development.  This will be at the 
expense of nature, the beauty of the area, and area orchards and farmers.  
Stop it! 

120.  What is the ultimate goal? Is it further urbanize Fredericksburg? These plans, 
especially the first four, directly impact, destroy, inhibit established tourist 
trade business that bring millions to town annually.   

121.  Strongly dislike anything that disturbs the peach orchards around 
Fredericksburg, TX!! We wait nearly a year to get them!! 

122.  It is past time to stop the destruction of our small towns. Greedy leaders, with 
no direction. Stop allowing developers to destroy our towns, and let these 



poor towns catch up with the destruction you have already allowed. Stop 
wasting tax payers money on things you want. People moved to 
Fredericksburg for the charm, then destroy the town because they NEED 
their big city fixes. Pay more attention to the REAL people.  

123.  Any “relief “ that destroys or threatens Texas peaches is not acceptable  
124.  Hate all proposed routes!!!  
125.  Thank you for your careful study.  
126.  Do not damage our history. It’s all we have!!! 
127.  Dont do it, the peaches are historic to Fredericksburg and you're gonna take 

that away by making this bypass 
128.  Additional routes are not needed! 
129.  Make sure when adding a go around make it so it does not impact traffic 

flows of wanted traffic.   Keep it out of town.   
130.  Don't do it! 
131.  The further out of town the better with the least amount of impact to our hill 

country ranches and scenery.  
132.  not needed 
133.  Nothing and nobody should encroach on a family’s farm and way of life! 
134.  Don’t mess with Fredericksburg!   
135.  I moved to FBG to live in a small town like I grew up in and hope that making 

a loop around FBG does not affect that.  I know we need relief from 
downtown traffic, just hope it doesn't effect local citizens to much... 

136.  Why is this route necessary?  After all the years of marketing, etc. to bring 
tourists into Fredericksburg, this seems counterproductive. 

137.  don't yall have enough to do? going through Fredericksburg is not really a 
problem.  Most people go into FBG, not around it. 

138.  I do not like the truck route in general. I do not see how this will help Fbg still 
needing deliveries to our stores, restaurants and bars.  This truck route 
should not even be considered on the outer routes, A/B & C, destroying 
family homesteads that were established over 100 years ago that still have 
5th & 6th generations of family still living there and also still farming and 
ranching.  These are families that established Gillespie Co and Fbg.  People 
who choose to buy property out these routes choose so to live out in the 
country to have more land and to live without the noise of town and trucks, 
and now you want to destroy this land with a 400 ft wide highway.  
Unbelievable!!  This should not be considered!! 

139.  see above comments. thank you 
140.  The further away from town the better for the entire community.  It doesn’t 

mess with established rural businesses such as wineries and peach 
orchards.  

141.  Make the route shorter and furthest away from riparian waterways; Drainage 
should be kept away. We've made a horrible mistake in Junction with the 
Pilot Truck stop on Main Street and the bank of the North Llano river. 
Pollution and trash are everywhere.  The North Llano river is toxic and all of 
the pavement washes and drains into the river. Don't be as dumb as our city 
managers were. 

142.  Do not disrupt the economy of this charming area please. For many people, 
our main connection to the Fredericksburg area is the abundance of small 
businesses, especially agricultural ones.  

143.  Really do not any of the options. What about Friendship Lane? 
144.  Do you want to be Fredericksburg or just another little town?  Don’t kill the 

farms!  
145.  The economic impact seems very high for every route on this map. Peach 

growers, livestock and crop farmers, wineries and people’s homes are all in 
direct path of this proposed road. These activities are what makes 



Fredericksburg attract so much traffic in the first place. I’m disappointed that 
landowner family’s who have been here since our town was settled in 1846 
will be displaced or forced out of business and their livelihood which has 
sustained them over several generations. What about the property taxes 
paid, the legacy that will no longer be, and the heritage completely lost on a 
convenience in favor of those just passing through? The cost is high and our 
townfolks deserve some respect.  

146.  I do not think there should be a "relief" route around Fredericksburg. Main 
street can handle the current traffic if more businesses expand to the blocks 
around main street. 

147.  Just build the dam road already 
148.  Please consider why people move out in the country, for peace and quiet 

and beauty.  Not to hear and look at a highway.   
149.  Keep Fredericksburg small. 
150.  The farthest route, A&B should not even be an option.  Why effect so many 

rural homesteads, undeveloped ranch property effecting there values.  The 
closer routes come out closer to developed commercial property, especially 
on 87 N. where many of those businesses have already effected values for 
being so untidy and junk laying around.  The power station is already in that 
area also.  Locals will use the closer routes getting something out of their tax 
dollars, lessening Main St. traffic and less expensive.  

151.  Relief is great. But you don’t need to practice imminent domain and take 
property of families that have been in this area for years.  Fredericksburg is 
known for their heritage. Don’t steal that by making a major highway run 
through those farmsteads.  Friendship lane is a great example for our size of 
town. It doesn’t need to be as big as you’re planning   

152.  Don’t bypass 
153.  This route seems way too long & would be too costly. It will cut through one 

of the most beautiful parts of Hill Country and change the character & history 
of the area forever 

154.  Maroon route seems the best to me 
155.  North of town makes more sense.  Open rural areas. 
156.  Stop turning this town into a big city. 
157.  As much as I hate to see a large highway come in to bypass town, the 

amount of 18 wheeler coming through Main St is pretty bad.  It certainly 
doesn't add to the "charm" of downtown.  So I think as long as it's advertised 
as a "Truck Relief Route" it would be ok.  And it's as close to town as 
possible and not too big, where it still feels like you're in the country! 

158.  "In 1985 the state wanted to make Friendship lane our truck loop. This was 
shot down by the city council because they wanted all the traffic to come to 
Fredericksburg. All we need is a two lane road in this county. Friendship lane 
could still be Used. Are you need to take it much further out like around the 
Luckenbach road. " 

159.  I understand the need but don’t want part of the solution to include 
destroying the beauty of the hill country. 

160.  I'm not in favor of any relief route 
161.  Progress for progress sake or to keep up with other regions is not real 

progress. The cons far outweigh the pros here. The Kerrville, Fredericksburg, 
and Llano areas are beloved for what they are now, not for what you want to 
make of them. Keep them smaller and free from any more highway or 
bypass intrusions. 

162.  I do not want you to build any of these options. Not do I want you to pick 
other routes for a bypass. Please do not build another highway through the 
Hill Country around Fredericksburg, drivers should continue using Hwy 290 



and other existing roads. Don’t turn the Hill Country into suburbs, which is 
what this new, large road would do.  

163.  Please preserve the hill country, I know it is inevitable that the area will grow 
but please consider the locals and families who already have established 
wineries and land. Fredericksburg is a place for city people to get away and 
enjoy “old Texas” let’s let’s provide relief but delay the urbanization of the 
area as long as possible.  

164.  Leave it alone  
165.  Please keep in mind that those of us that love outside the city limits are there 

for a reason. Also, there are so many farms and ranches that would be 
negatively affected by the wider routes. You’d be putting locals out of 
business. 

166.  Please do not go over historical buildings built in 1851. Consider the loss and 
in addition we do need an interstate type road. You only need a truck route . 
A four lane mopac type road will hurt business in town. 

167.  You’re going to turn the Hillcountry into the suburbs. BAD MOVE. DONT 
MESS WITH WHATS PERFECT  

168.  THERE IS NO NEED TO WASTE MONEY ON BUILDING A RELIEF ROUTE 
THAT WILL ONLY DRIVE MONEY AWAY FROM FREDERICKSBURG. 

169.  I don’t feel you should infringe on the beauty of the hill country and it’s 
wineries.  The vineyards are a major attraction and source of income for the 
land owners and the city and the roads would take away from the scenery 
and the ambiance that each winery has created  

170.  Stop messing with good established wineries 
171.  Don’t try cutting through people’s properties. This will be a huge fight!!! 
172.  Keep the route closer to town.  A good compromise is route D, purple if 

people are against the closer routes.  Less expensive, does not jeopardize 
the father out rural property historic homes and property values. Allows 
locals to use for daily commutes which will also help Main St. traffic. 

173.  Let's displace as few family businesses as possible 
174.  Would not need this if people would just drive the poster speed limit and 

move over!! 
175.  The selected route should achieve the goal to direct traffic around the city.  

Placing a relief route within the existing city limits fails to meet the goal by 
creating the maximum disruption to the citizens of Fredericksburg created 
during planning, surveying, condemnation, construction, maintenance and 
eventual long term use. Locating the route outside of existing infrastructure 
will mitigate the aforementioned disruption. 

176.  As far away from Fbg as possible! You are trying to ruin a beautiful small 
town 

177.  The outer routes like A and B will cost way too much! 
178.  listen to the local residents for these critical decisions 
179.  The route should not take so much undisturbed rural property and homes like 

on the proposed A & B routes.  Would be best to stay along the commercial 
developed property, especially on the North side of town where those 
businesses and power plant have already devalued property based on the 
very untidy conditions. A&B would cost too much and locals would not use it 
since it is so far out. If locals could use the closer routes, this would lesson 
Main St. congestion and locals would get use of their tax dollars. 

180.  "I am opposed to local bond money funding the project. The existing highway 
structure likely doesn't have the 400 foot easement being specified which 
increased from the original 140 foot concept. Why purchase and ""take"" the 
400 foot easement at this time? 



A long route for A, B, C, D would be negative for the driver and likely not be 
used versus continuing to drive through Fredericksburg except during peak 
travel periods. 
Options A, B, C, D would be negative from steering traffic and purchases 
away from the local businesses established on the existing route. 

181.  The worst thing the city can do for itself is to build a wide outer loop then 
allow low density development (which eventually bankrupts a city).   Closer in 
with compact development is the only way a city can insire financial strength 
in the future.   See strongtowns.org 

182.  If the route is going to be built, it needs to be located farther away from the 
city limits.  If it is built too close, then as the years go by, another one will be 
needed due to growth and traffic and we'll have to go through all this again.  
Don't look for the cheapest route. Look for one that will serve us the best in 
the long term.   

183.  I think that the longer you make the road the more expensive the cost of the 
road, the more land impacted, longer drive for bypass.  It is my opinion that 
the closer to town routes are the best option.  

184.  "Do not ruin this land 
185.  We really need to have facts on what percentage of traffic on Main Street 

would actually use the proposed bypass and go around town. Do we really 
need a huge “interstate” type road, two drive lanes, two access lanes for 
expected traffic volume?  I see little value to citizens of Fbrg. Why would we 
want to spend so much of our money for an expensive bypass that would 
primarily benefit drivers who will be skirting around town and not bringing any 
revenue to our businesses? 

186.  You people need to stop fantasizing about this 400 ft. Mega highway. Way to 
large for this area. Thank You!! 

187.  Routes A & B are the most expensive option and would be of little use to the 
townspeople. Also, they go through some very old homesteads. 

188.  You really need to be talking to the people that live there more.  Lots of 
people don't know about this.  If you ask for public input you should at least 
work harder to actually ask and get the input and not pretend to do it.  Lots of 
these people are hard working citizens.  They aren't on social media, they 
don't sit and read the local paper every week.  Is it on the radio, have 
business been posting info about it?  I bet more people know about the local 
fundraiser this weekend then they do about this and this is going to 
potentially impact their lives FOREVER.  It would be nice if there was actual 
input from them. 

189.  "I appreciate that you are asking my opinion. 
I believe that spending that much money to go around a small downtown 
area is a waste of taxpayer dollars.  I drive through downtown frequently on 
weekends and it is a minor inconvenience at most and certainly not worth 
disrupting the peace and quiet of wherever you put a new road.  My dad 
thought downtown traffic was horrible and his solution was not to go through 
downtown on weekends. 
If I have to choose one best route, I would choose the shortest and least 
expensive route, but I hope reason prevails and you don’t waste taxpayer 
dollars on any of them. 

190.  Fredericksburg is an incredible gem in the Texas foothills and this invasion of 
such a huge road would be terrible to the footprint of the protected quaint city 
experience. The road needs to be much more outside of the city limits and 
appropriate land for animal inhabitants, Indian fossil land and family 
farmlands. There needs to be a protected land area buffering the town to 
preserve it rather than having an interstate disrupt that farmland and beauty 
as it has in many other places in Texas. There needs to be protected land to 
keep the environment eco-friendly rather than industrialized. Fredericksburg 



is known for its vineyards and peach farms, we need to allow these staples 
of tourism industry to be protected by the surrounding land not being 
imposed on. Thank you for your efforts to keep Fredericksburg incredible!  

191.  I suggest principally focusing upon limited routing length & construction 
expense, while minimizing the bypass footprint, & recognizing that simply 
detouring truck traffic off downtown Main Street does not at all require high-
speed traffic facilities.   

192.  We are the Vineyards of Fredericksburg RV Park, located at 2647 N. US 
Highway 87. The success and well-being of our park is greatly determined by 
which route is implemented. Please take into consideration the fact that we 
have guests (many long-term) and a route that goes right by our park 
(Routes C, D, E, F, G, or H) would destroy our business. 

193.  Route A is the best. Recommend that the bypass be constructed and paid for 
with tolls by TexTag or NTTA. High speed limit (80-85) to encourage truckers 
to use it. 

194.  Whatever is decided, I hope it can be implemented in the near future and not 
another 20 years down the road!  The longer waited, the more expensive it 
will become 

195.  I support anything that gets the late trucks off of Main Street. 
196.  A highway that size is not needed. Obtain ROW farther out beyond the 

airport, working with landowners to secure the ROW land for future 
need/when that arises. Use existing ROW (i.e.: Friendship lane) to create a 
smaller relief route around to 290...by connecting with Upper Live Oak Road, 
which already exists through to 290. Will be the least disruptive, least 
populated area, and keep traffic away from closer to town. Kerr Road is not a 
good option anymore. Too residential, too many ROW needing to be 
obtained, and will split Live Oak east/west.  

197.  Gillespie County needs to maintain its scenic beauty that attracts many 
people, while we resolve the Truck Traffic issue on Main Street.  This means 
we need a reasonable road that fits in, not a I-10 or MOPAC class road.  
Reduce the right of way to 140' which would be more pleasing to hill county 
aesthetics, consumes less acreage and lower construction costs. This can 
be a WIN WIN if done right.  With a 400' based road, costs will exceed what 
Gillespie County tax payers will accept.  NO BOND = NO Relief Lets find a 
way to not hit that end. 

198.  This needs to help in more then just the big truck relief. It needs to help local 
trucks get around and locals to use to get around to remove as much 
congestion for Main Street as possible. Also mid way would help keep some 
tourists to drive thru to peak even if they are not planning on stopping at the 
moment.  Keeping easy and safe access to all properties and roads will help 
tremendously.  

199.  The entire area will suffer from this project.  This is the heart of the Hill 
Country and you are exploiting a strong agricultural area, tourist area, and 
one of the most desirable locations in the area. Go Father both and you 
interfere with nothing but have elected to go right through the heart of the 
one of the premier areas.  Your egregious disregard for the residents, 
tourists, vineyards, and farming in the area is appalling and dangerous.   

200.  We have been told nothing, the pictures don’t show the roads clearly. All we 
need is a shorter route around the center of town not a super highway. Facts 
would be nice. How many accidents have truckers been involved in for the 
last 5 years. I have lived here for 38 years and I have never seen anything 
but courteous and careful truckers. 

201.  Why do we need this huge highway and these fast speeds?  Why not extend 
Friendship Lane?   

202.  1.  Right away for this route is far too broad for our small town 



2.  There are no cost estimates as yet and this would clearly be a significant 
cost burden for the citizens of Fredericksburg and Gillespie county. 
3.  The forced choice options do not allow for other less costly solutions to 
the existing problems to be considered 
4.  Topography, historic structures, environmental issues have not been 
addressed in any presentation to date 
5.  It is impossible to make any intelligent decision for a project as costly as 
this without first having the information about cost issues, topographical and 
environmental studies impact on tourism and quality of life in Gillespie 
County.  At the very top of the 2020 visioning study was the issue of 
maintaining the quality of life in Fredericksburg and Gillespie county 
From information available the current Relief Route options would seriously 
impact the issues addressed in the 2020 Visioning study 

203.  Why do we need this huge highway with these high speeds?  Why not 
extend Friendship Lane? 

204.  Why do we need this huge highway at these fast speeds?  Why not extend 
Friendship Lane? 

205.  Why do we need this big a highway going this fast?  Why not extend 
Friendship Lane? 

206.  Please take into consideration the routes that are strongly liked, i live in this 
part of Fredericksburg and these are thr only routes that wont affect the 
people who live here. 

207.  Why do we need something this huge with these speeds? Why not just 
extend Friendship Lane? 

208.  A true bypass should be at least 5 miles out of Town.  I see that none of the 
routes go through the airport or the park. Why is government property more 
important than private land owners property! This is a high dollar project that 
only benefits a few wealthy businesses down town & payed for by the poor 
taxpayers in the city! 

209.  I hope we find a solution and do something about it rather than put it away 
for another 20 yrs.  Hope we can start with this the sooner the better. A 
terrible accident is waiting to happen on Main street with all the big trucks 
and windmill trucks 

210.  "Now that the Voca sandpits are all but shut down there will not be as much 
truck traffic going through the middle of town.  Also, we do not understand 
why so many trucks are routed through Fburg. and not utilizing I-10, going 
through towns further west with less human and vehicle traffic.  Would very 
much appreciate this scenario be considered." 

211.  "Committees are encouraged to think long and hard about this project. 
Fredericksburg, Texas, is a Gem.  
We should all strive to maintain our attractive, small- town atmosphere so 
that others can enjoy living and visiting here. Let's not be another every town 
USA and lose our uniqueness along with potential visitors. 
As a main street merchant I hear first hand how many people love our town. 
Cars driving on Main Street is a good thing. Merchants depend on that traffic, 
and it's a constant reminder of a good economy, I don't even pay attention to 
a truck driving through and I hear it all day long. I also like to see a rancher 
coming through town pulling a trailer of livestock. It's what makes our town 
authentic. As our state grows, as our community grows we should be very 
careful to ensure the natural beauty and agricultural character of the Texas 
Hill Country and the Fredericksburg community. Lastly, Fredericksburg 
citizens are taxed out. What if we tackle that problem first?" 
 

212.  we do not need a 400 foot rightaway 
213.  "Everyone is trying to get around Main to the detriment of the core residents 

and the tourists walking from the B&B's.   There is no sitting on my front 



porch ever again.   Yes, we get the 18 wheelers on E. Travis as well as 
tractor equipment, cattle trucks, delivery trucks, service trucks, school traffic, 
all cutting through not just local traffic even though there is a sign on Elk that 
says ""no thru trucks.""    A friend said, ""Don't tell anyone about E. Travis, 
it's my speedway""    Another friend said, ""Just learn to live at the back of 
your house.""   Good advice because the noise, fumes and dust are 
unbearable at times. 
A nearby B&B doesn't rent as often because of the traffic.    This route is 40+ 
years overdue and would have cost a lot less if anyone had had the 
foresight.  They were too worried about Ole Leon getting a good deal on his 
farm.   
This route will create more business along the route than anyone can 
believe...and still keep the tourists in town and then maybe the locals will be 
able to park downtown again.   Thank you.   

214.  "This is a City problem and should stay within the city. We in the County do 
not need or want a major 400’ ROW running through this beautiful hill 
country to destroy our country living.  
Since the City wants it, let them deal with it. TxDOT needs to get out of our 
business. If upgraded, Friendship Lane could be the city’s fix.  " 

215.  Route should be close to town so the all county residence can use it.  
216.  have you ever thought of tunneling under the current 290?  Sure... a 

challenge.... but not impossible.  Other cities around the world have done this 
with success. Yes, expensive.... but why not?  It leaves all properties intact 
and, maybe ... if we could get the Transportation Dept to go along with the 
idea ....even offers the opportunity to eventually  convert Main Street into a 
walking promenade.  It is not too late to consider a good idea. 

217.  Change the parameters from 350ft to 100ft and build it as close to town as 
possible. The town will grow out to the route that is decided upon so until a 
proposed loop is put in the equation smaller is better. Thanks  

218.  "I believe the route need to go around at least some of winery row for safety. 
I realize that the winery owners do not want this, but it is for safety. There are 
those of us that would like to miss that dangerous part of the road.  
On the 87N side, I believe it would help city growth to be a little closer. West 
End district has not developed well. I think route C would spur this on. Maybe 
not an issue with the convention center coming in, then A. 
A city grows or dies. I prefer it to grow. Fredericksburg has tried to snuff 
growth for selfish reasons. We need people to hire, they need places to live. 
Traffic will be a real issue on Main St soon. A loop will help with these 
problems. The fear of a loop is silly now. Everyone knows where 
Fredericksburg is, they will stilll shop downtown, even if I do not want too.  " 

219.  I don't think we need a relief route!  I have read that a large number of the 
trucks going through Fredericksburg are making deliveries to Fredericksburg 
so the relief route would not give much relief.  Also, it is not fair to take the 
land and ruin so many homes, farms and ranches just to reduce a few trucks 
driving through town.  The trucks mainly hinder the tourist crossing Main 
Street on busy weekends and that should not be a determining factor in 
building a relief route.  I know local residence complain about the traffic on 
Main Street but I think if these people would stop and think about the harm 
that the relief route will bring to their fellow friends and family members living 
along the proposed routes they would reconsider their complaints and learn 
to live with the traffic traveling through Main Street.   

220.  Why do we need something this huge?  Why not use Friendship Lane and 
extend? 

221.  Why not use Friendship Lane and extend it? 
222.  Why are you designing a 4 lane divided highway to connect roads which are 

smaller 2 lane state highways which which are are not congested. This 



reminds me of the "Alaska bridge to nowhere" and some of the ridiculous. All 
we want to do is take the heavy load trucks and larger permitted loads off the 
main street.  Why hot consider something more modest instead of trying to 
build something akin to the Grand Parkway outer loop around Houston. The 
only thing missing is a tolling system! I think you need to go back to the 
drawing board and rethink this whole thing. 

223.  In my most humble opinion, the most successful route would be the furthest 
from the city.  I was very disappointed when what I believe was route 12 was 
moved closer to the city.  I still believe that Option A is the best route, 
although I have no understanding why it is curving toward the city at highway 
16.  Just a bit further south, it appears that a bridge could be built that would 
span both the Pedernales and highway and would allow access prior to 
and/or after the bridge.  By the time this bypass is completed, the city will 
have grown past and up to other proposed routes and in order to do the best 
planning and allow for future growth, the furthest from the city would be the 
best.  Thank you for allowing input. 

224.  I think the size of the relief route planned needs to be seriously re-examined!  
Something almost the equivalent of I10 in size is serious overkill!  Don't see 
why needs to be bigger than the connecting highways - 290, 16, 87.  Also, 
think the relief route should be as far out from town as reasonably feasible.  
Disturbs fewer homes.  Avoids schools, parks, venues.  Rather have NO 
route than E, F, G or H!!! 

225.  A thoroughfare of this magnitude is not necessary.    The magnitude of this 
route will change the complexion of half of our quaint little town - the very 
thing people come here to get away from.  Historic home sites along this 
route.  

226.  Strongly dislike routes A and B. Too many local home and family ranches are 
affected and more expenses due to more road being built and going over the 
river 

227.  route should avoid or minimize water crossings, minimize length to reduce 
construction and land acquisition costs, be as close as practical to 
fredericksburg to aid local resident traffic without being too close causing 
eminent domain with too many smaller and higher unit value parcels and 
termination points on US 290 and 87 should be as far as practical from city 
limits to avoid traffic concentrations for local traffifc. 

228.  I smell a rat!!!  I think this Super Highway is going to be imposed upon 
Fredericksburg whether we want it or not. As far as I can tell no feasibility 
studies have been done or else they are not available to the public. Also I 
don’t think the topography has been studied. The further out routes would 
require going through quite high hills which would cost quite a bit more. I 
suspect there is an agreement between the powers that be already as to the 
route. If a super highway is imposed on us I will definitely contact my 
senator, the attorney general & the governor to ask for a special investigation 
ointk the matter.  

229.  If you’re going to build a superhighway, we don’t want it. Please consider the 
long-term effects of a highway on the environment and community.  The best 
solution would be to use the already existing Friendship Lane & modify it. Me 
(Kim Van Antwerp) as an inheritor of the land (Norris) are vehemently 
opposed a superhighway that would destroy the ambience of the hill country 
and Fredericksburg.  

230.  The survey was poorly conceived.  The Relief Route itself is an unnecessary 
development that will increase taxes, decrease the appeal and charm of the 
town, will necessarily destroy irreplaceable private property, and reduce us to 
just another small town one drives through on the way to somewhere else - 
we will no longer be the destination we think we could be. 



231.  The 4 lane divided highway with access road on each side sound like Austin, 
which is already a mess. Please do not kill Gillespie County with this 
monster. Trucks use Interstate Highways as much as possible. The main 
truck traffic is local. God forbid if this area develops so much that an 
interstate will be required. 

232.  Please see comments under "Blue Route." Thank you for your time and 
consideration. 

233.  Any relief route should actually address the concerns while keeping in mind 
the safety of all of the town’s people. Sadly the proposed routes here run far 
too close to schools. As far as I can see, this creates the increased potential 
for young drivers to get into severe accidents and puts students at increased 
risk for harm or kidnapping. Please consider proposing a route that is a 
greater distance from the city so that large truck traffic is actually diverted 
away from the city. The trucks pose one of the biggest threats as they option 
come into town blazing and even when police are called, often they do 
nothing to stop the trucks. This route is definitely needed, but placing it near 
the city does nothing to fix the problem. I hope to see alternate suggestions 
father from town in the future. Thank you. 

234.  To be a real relief route it needs to be close to town and the most direct route 
to keep cost down, for most use, and to displace the fewest property owners. 
Do we really need such an expensive route when Fbg has slower speed 
easy access routes in use and started like Friendship In that everyone can 
use and at a fraction of the cost 

235.  Routes F and H are absolutely to developed already to be candidates for a 
relief route. Too many businesss and homes would be displaced and for very 
little benefit. It just does not make any sense to plan a route that would be 
ineffective in 5 years time with future growth. A controlled access model 
would become a hardship for the many existing businesss already located 
near Route F and H. If the idea of a relief route is to provide relief to 
businesses on Main Street, is is detrimental to create hardships for existing 
businesses, neighborhoods, farms, and developments in the ETJ along 
routes F and H. 

236.  We don't need a super hi way as a by-pass.  The trucks have to move at 
30MPH in town but could be shunted around town and run at 40 to 45 MPH 
while avoiding a lot of intersection traffic lights. 

237.  Why build so far out of town affecting owners of property that should not be 
affected.  Having to build bridges over the Pedernales when already have 
those closer into town.   

238.  A thoroughfare of this magnitude is not necessary at this time and will it 
really be a relief route if nearly 70% of all trucks make deliveries in town 
anyway.  The magnitude of this route will change the complexion of half of 
our quaint little town which is the very thing people come here to get away 
from.  Most importantly, historic home sites along this route will be impacted 
which is at a great cost to the land owners and Gillespie County.  

239.  Please consider these comments.  Please contact me directly for further 
comment.  The Donald Eckhardt Orchard has been in production since 1920.  
Peach production in Gillespie county is already in jeopardy with fewer and 
fewer growers in the area.  The sustainability of the orchard at this point will 
be fully valued by our family, our customers, and our community.  Thank you.  

240.  Poor Maps. Can't see details. 
241.  If we want to reduce the traffic and potential safety issues, considering there 

is going to be a pipeline built in Gillespie County.  There are going to be 
additional large tractor trailers and other equipment which will be added to 
the current traffic issues we have. 

242.  I would be fine with any of these routes.  We just need to get the trucks off of 
Main Street  



243.  Thank you for your consideration of this survey and for all your work!  
244.  who is going to pay for this thing? 
245.  The indicated design requirements are excessive. Existing roads can be 

developed into truck relief routes without affecting residents, increases taxes 
and minimally disturbing the way of life. 

246.  The route would destroy the German heritage of past generations. Bucolic 
lifestyle and property, agricultural pursuits, and wildlife are three very 
significant aspects to Gillespie County. These will all be adversely affected 
by an outer loop. The loop will benefit the city of Fredericksburg, not the 
county and yet the county is being put upon to bear the sacrifice. Why not 
use existing roads (Friendship/Kerr) instead of inventing new roads which 
are to the detriment of existing homes, livestock, environment, wildlife. All 
route destroy someone’s home, life, and land. There are concerns with the 
environmental issues with damage to our creeks and rivers.  A wide roadway 
is outside of keeping w/existing road leading into and out of FBG and is 
larger than even roadways in San Antonio and Austin. Noise and exhaust 
pollution due to high speed of vehicles where there was not any noise and 
exhaust pollution before. The city of Fredericksburg has done nothing to 
relieve the traffic problem. You still need to remove noise and parking on 
Main Street.  There is a rumor going around that trucks choose to come 
through FBG because I-10 cannot support them - if true, that needs 
immediate attention.  There is no connection between truck traffic on Main 
and rural residences in the county. This will destroy agriculture and land 
value - who would want to inherit and/or buy land w/ a huge bypass running 
through it? As part of CIRR, we are opposed to all existing proposed routes. 

247.  None of these are ideal, but if something MUST be done then F or H would 
be my 2 choices. Thank you for allowing the public to have input into your 
decisions.  

248.  "Appreciate the time and effort put in by those involved. Very concerned by 
the following:  
-quality of the maps, difficult to read, significant landmarks are not 
highlighted(?Majesty Wine Tours?) 
to figure out where routes really begin & end 
-I always thought it would be helpful to have a truck route, but with the 
proposed TXDOT plans 4 lanes, frontage roads essentially a 6 lane highway, 
high speed, and likely bright lights and overpasses seems overkill.  Most the 
roads this filters to are 2 lane with sparse passing lanes; 60 mph from 
Stonewall to Fbg, Austin to Henly 60-65, why does this short distance around 
town need to be high speed? 
- A thoroughfare of this magnitude will completely change the complexion of 
half of our quaint beautiful little town, the very thing people come here to get 
away from.  I do believe in growing gracefully to accommodate growing 
needs but lets be reasonable. 
Importantly lets use as many existing roadways as possible to lessen the 
footprint, cost, and grief this is causing citizens.  Thank you for your 
consideration. 

249.  • If the truck traffic downtown is a quality of life issue, why force our 
county landowners into a bad quality of life? Is this what good citizens do to 
their neighbors? Is the goal here to divide all county residents into two 
different camps so they can be more easily manipulated? 
• Why are the two outer routes still under consideration? They do not 
meet half of the stated goals. These routes maximixe all the negatives the 
committee wants to minimize - potential displacements of residents, division 
of land holdings, the length of right of way needed, noise and light pollution. 
Also they will likely destroy the allure of Loudon Road which draws many 



visitors to this area for bicycle, sports car and motorcycle rallys. These 
groups contribute heavily to the city economy. 
• A lot of the tourists that stay, eat and shop in Fredericksburg come to 
enjoy the Hill Country (like those who come to drive through the wildflower-
covered hills, hunters and all the car clubs, bicyclists, motorcyclists, etc that 
come because the Hill Country is a great place for runs). The outer routes 
ruin that bucolic scene and may force those tourists to go elsewhere so they 
can get what they were looking for.  If they wanted to stay near a freeway, 
they’d go to Kerrville. 
• Routes A & B would also render Loudon Road undesirable for all the 
casual walkers and bicycle riders that now use it. Some of the users come 
out from the city to enjoy safe, quiet exercise. 
• No data has been shown indicating which highway the trucks use to 
get out of town. The majority may go up SH 16, which would indicate the 
need for an eastern route. This data is mandatory for any logical route 
consideration. 
•  No cost estimates for the various routes has been shown. This 
should also be mandatory for any route selection. Part of this should reflect 
the number of land holdings and homes impacted. 
• What is the proposal for landowner access to property split by the 
route? 
• Where do the committee members own land? Can any of them 
adequately support the interests of those affected by the routes? 
• What is the legality of the committee working in closed session? Is 
this how we do business in Gillespie County? 
• Why was the original study area expanded? Was there outside 
influence to change the scope that much? If so, the public should be made 
aware of forces that preclude the use of logic and common sense. 
• The destructiveness of the outer routes (A&B) would include stands 
of native hickory trees, live springs feeding Live Oak Creek, a study area for 
the Texas Horned Lizard, possible contamination of the local aquifer, some 
old, old live oak trees and an area still producing finds of Indian artifacts. 

250.  a) On Slide 3 of your presentation, it was stated that the task force was 
formed because the truck traffic downtown has become a “quality of life 
issue”.  The outer routes just move the “quality of life” problem from one set 
of citizens to those who presently don’t face the problem.  This whole 
process is creating an ‘us vs. them’ mentality in this area.  If this is not part of 
the task force strategy, what is being done to address this situation? 
b) The outer routes do not meet two of the original goals. Instead, they 
MAXIMIZE potential displacements, they MAXIMIZE the number of divided 
parcels, they MAXIMIZE the right of way required, they MAXIMIZE potential 
for noise and neighborhood impacts and possibly destroy one of the favorite 
bicycle routes in the county. Why are they still under consideration? 
c) A lot of the tourists that stay, eat and shop in Fredericksburg come to 
enjoy the Hill Country (like those who come to drive through the wildflower-
covered hills, hunters and all the car clubs, bicyclists, motorcyclists, etc that 
come because the Hill Country is a great place for runs). The outer routes 
ruin that bucolic scene and may force those tourists to go elsewhere so they 
can get what they were looking for.  If they wanted to stay near a freeway, 
they’d go to Kerrville. 
d) A & B routes would negate the use of Loudon Road for walkers, 
casual bicyclists and the bicycle rallies that are a tourism draw for the city 
and a easily accessible place for city residents to enjoy a bit of the Hill 
Country. 
e) Why is it necessary to have a high-speed, multi-lane, controlled-
access bypass?  Is this a good use of our taxpayer dollars?  The truckers go 



thru town now without all that.  Surely they would be thrilled to have a bypass 
that avoids the congestion and sharp turns of downtown, yet is less than an 
interstate highway! Even US 290 doesn’t meet these specs!  
f) The data on the density of truck traffic in downtown Fredericksburg 
ignores where they go after going through town. No decision should be made 
without this data.  Right now, a route to the north and east makes as much 
sense as the ones currently offered.  
g) Cost effectiveness data for the routes based on length, topography, 
right-of-way acquisition and stream/river crossings has not been presented.  
As concerned taxpayers, we think any route choice made without good cost 
estimates is irresponsible and are upset that we have had to make these 
decisions so far without that data. 
h) No data on the number of properties/ homes affected for each of the 
remaining routes has been shown. Choosing with this data is also 
irresponsible and upsetting. 
i) No method of access to properties bisected by this route has been 
offered. 
j) The make-up of the decision committee has not been made public 
(who are they, where do they own property) so we do not know that our 
interests are represented. 
k) The meetings of the decision committee are apparently not open to 
the public (is this either legal or ethical???). 
l) The sudden shift of routes outside the original study area suggests 
undue outside influence on whoever made the original list. It also skewed the 
data collected in previous workshops as only those who thought they were 
affected responded.  The reasoning behind this shift should be made public.   
m) A & B routes would destroy a wildlife sanctuary.  
n) A & B routes would destroy a study area for the Texas Horned Lizard. 
o) A & B routes would cross property where numerous Indian artifacts 
are found. 
p) A & B routes would require removal of some centuries-old live oak 
trees. 
q) A & B routes would possibly interfere with several live springs that 
feed Live Oak Creek. 
r) A & B routes would require the removal of several stands of native 
hickory trees 

251.  Our City has been so smart in past and kept costs within reasonable limits. 
We need to be careful about debt. We need to solve Main St traffic but only 
the shorter, close in routes solve the additional need to help locals get from 
one side of town to another without going far out of way and therefore not 
using the bypass. 

252.  This may have been brought up in earlier discussions, but why are there not 
any northern route options? 

253.  I've lived here my entire life (with short stints away in Boston and 
Austin)...we've been talking about doing this on and off since I was a boy.  
Back then, my family didn't want it because we had a gift shop and 
restaurant and didn't want to divert traffic since that would divert potential 
customers (the Cars Movie effect...see Radiator Springs;).  Now we have 
succeeded...people love to visit Fredericksburg.  We're a successful 
destination and no relief route will divert them from coming.  We have a new 
problem.  The trucks and commercial traffic causing congestion in our town.  
The thing is the relief route WILL NOT solve this problem.  Some are passing 
through...most are coming to deliver supplies and inventory for the stores 
and restaurants lining our main street!  The relief route will not relieve this 
problem.  Please don't do this.  The possibility of unintended consequences 
is real and could be disastrous for our community.  We have a little traffic and 



we have a parking problem on weekends...small prices to pay for the 
prosperity we enjoy.  Thank you for your consideration and hard work on this! 

254.  The relief route is not an asset to the community of Fredericksburg.  It will not 
improve the quality of life for the community, it will not provide for well 
planned city development and it will not bring additional funding to the tax 
payers of the county or city.  The proposed routes are not wanted nor are 
they needed.  The end result of all the routes are the destruction of homes 
and businesses, dividing of land tracts, division in the growth of 
Fredericksburg and increased truck traffic and pollution to Gillespie county.  
Fredericksburg is one of the number one vacation destinations in the 
country, cutting a high speed highway through the outer boundary of this 
area will only have negative impact to the community.  TXDot needs to 
cancel all plans for a by-pass in Fredericksburg and focus on improving the 
bridges or by pass ramps for truck traffic along the existing Interstate 10.  It is 
not wise planning to create a high speed highway around or near 
Fredericksburg when improvements to Interstate 10 can be accomplished 
with out destruction to existing homes, businesses, land and a thriving 
community. 

255.  I believe that a tunnel under Main St. would be a possible solution to this 
dilemma.  No property or historical sites would be destroyed, no additional 
property is required.  Major cities have already proven that this idea is viable 
like Boston. 

256.  While I certainly understand that the trucks on Main are a problem, as I own 
a business on Main, I don't believe there will be enough relief to justify an 
Interstate sized route around our beautiful community.  Many of the trucks on 
Main are to deliver goods and services in our town.  If fact, I would guess a 
good majority are local deliveries.  The expense that would be incurred on 
our community as well as the loss of property and beautiful countryside does 
not justify a 70 mph loop.  I am strongly against this entire proposal. 

257.  All routes too expensive, destruction of too much property value. Without a 
grade separation, access to relief route too disruptive to 290 E/W particularly 
University center, tourist attractions and businesses  on the East side. The 
configuration of the road should be no larger than 290 and should not be built 
to TXDOT freeway standards. This study is too little, too late and too 
expensive. Start over utilizing existing roads or live with what you've got like 
other small towns along 290.   

258.  "In 2001, my wife and I bought a ranch north of US 290 halfway between 
Harper and Fredericksburg.  Until early this past week I was unaware of the 
Relief Route Study.  None of the proposed routes will have much of an effect 
on us.  However, as a former Registered Professional Engineer in the state 
of Michigan, I can’t help but comment on what I have seen and heard so far. 
I agree with the need for a relief route.  I have been told that consideration is 
being given to a four-lane, divided highway with a 70 mph speed limit.  I do 
not understand those specifications given that the speed limit on US 290 is 
60 mph and US 87 is two lanes.  Why does the relief route have to be 
dramatically better than the roads being connected?  Are there traffic counts 
that support a near interstate highway need? 
I do not agree with any of the options presented in the survey without 
knowing why I do not see a single option that takes the relief route north of 
the city rather than south of the city.  A two lane road north of the city would 
be the shortest distance between US 290 and US 87.  It would be much less 
disruptive to our community as a whole.  A 60 mph speed limit would 
significantly reduce the road noise which, with prevailing winds, would 
dissipate to the northeast of the city.  The presented options would see a 
much higher level of noise dissipated right into the city.  I can already 
visualize dozens of sound barriers along any of the southern routes.  If we 



want to significantly detract from the charm of Fredericksburg, the south of 
the city options will do it.   
Finally, it is a Fool’s Choice to have to choose between multiple projects 
having the same objective with no information on their cost or how they 
would be funded.  Given the information presented, it is impossible to make a 
reasoned decision. 
Ron Unger  830.669.2005 

259.  I do not believe this is necessary nor does it benefit the community in any 
way.  I believe it would actually have a negative impact on our community. 

260.  City should connect Friendship to 290/87 to complete a by-pass that is 
appropriate for the problem.  TxDOT 70mph monster is overkill. 

261.  I was originally in favor of a relief route.  But now as more information is 
released, I realize I know someone that is adversly affected by every route, 
and it's devasting to each of them.  It's my understanding the state is 
involved to help pay for this relief route, however if the state is requiring the 
250ft-350ft or the 400ft easement options, this is complete overkill for what is 
needed.  We don't need what is essentially an interstate, or loop 1604 in San 
Antonio.  We need a sensible bypass, for trucks and other traffic that do not 
want to go down mainstreet.  I don't get why the bypass needs to be larger 
than the existing highways that come into Fredericksburg.  If the state 
requires this, then we need to ditch the state's help, explore deeper about 
using as much existing right of ways as possible, and do a more sensible but 
adequate route alternative, that is smaller, cheaper and doesn't adversly 
affect as many property and home owners. 

262.  I have lived in Fredericksburg for 15 years. I own my own internet business 
which is the only reason I can afford to live here. We moved here because of 
beauty and peacefulness and laid back lifestyle. My business is now tapering 
off and I will be shutting it down soon. We want to stay in town and in order 
to afford it, will be living in our RV in Oakwood or moving to Windmill Oaks 
where it is nice and peaceful and very pretty. If you choose F or G or H, you 
will be displacing many people like us that are middle/lower class in income 
and also will be adding to an already congested Hwy 16 in that area. I realize 
that routes A, B, and C will be cutting through ranches in which those owners 
have big money to fight those routes. Please think of us residents that do not 
have money to fight. Please think of the beauty of our town and have these 
relief routes go WAY away from town and WAY around town. Those routes 
A, B, and C are the ONLY routes that make sense and will not disturb the 
beauty and charm of our wonderful community.  

263.  The only feasible option is to get the truck traffic as far away from town, 
existing homes, schools, developments as possible. It should have been 
done years ago before the growth. It's going to be expensive now but it's 
necessary. 

264.  Hard to make a viable recommendation without additional information such 
as number of homes and businesses affected, etc.   

265.  Please consider a closer route will be utilized by more than a route out of the 
way. Truck drivers are looking for shorter route to save them time and do is 
the average person. Please consider the cost. But mostly considered the 
beauty that the outside city limits has on the beauty of Fredericksburg. Don’t 
add another road that doesn’t already exist and take away from our hill 
country charm. 

266.  Please keep Heritage school in mind and how harmful a route through their 
property would be to our children.  

267.  I don't understand the idea of taking the main city traffic and putting it into the 
outlying suburban areas. It really makes no sense and is unfair to families 
and property owners who CHOSE not to live near the hustle and bustle of 
Main Street. I see the huge trucks that carry those massive machines 



through town. NO ONE wants that rolling down their street where their 
children are playing. Not to mention the noise and air pollution. There HAS 
TO BE a better way. Families have rights..between this and the pipeline, ya'll 
are ruining this town. 

268.  What about gas stations and fast food businesses along route which would 
impact the  old world charm that the area is known for and worked so hard to 
maintain.  

269.  I would like to see a relief route but I don’t want to see it interfere  with 
Heritage school and the treasure that we have there.   

270.  The length and therefore cost of the road is obviously a big concern for me. 
No need to make a relief route that is so long that it isn’t used as truckers 
may choose the shortest route possible. Also, choosing a route that is 
shorter and involves less land grabbing is better for our community as a 
whole - many of our landowners still depend on their land for their livelihood 
by farming/ranching, and people come to FBG because it is a beautiful town 
with views in every direction - highways aren’t known for beautifying 
anything, so the less highways we have the better! 

271.  Should never place a 5 lane 70 mph highway next to 42” Pipeline!  
Catastrophe waiting to happen...  Blood on your hands. 

272.  As a citizen of this town I can honestly say this survey is not only bent one 
direction but one cannot even SEE the map well enough to distinguish each 
of these routes goes through. This whole project is obviously poorly thought 
out and will no doubt RUIN Fredricksburg! I understand the need to get 18 
wheelers off Main Street. Find another way. A common sense solution. You 
don’t burn the whole house down because you have a spider! This relief 
route is that ridiculous! All of these routes greatly affect my sons school. The 
school  will most likely close down if any of these routes are executed. Have 
you thought about how you are affecting the people that own these 
properties? The people that live here! The people that have worked their 
whole lives to own and steward their land?! This misuse of power needs to 
stop. Find another way. Kill the spider but preserve the house. Use common 
sense. Slow down. And find another way.  

273.  I think it is not necessary to have this type of divided highway route with 70 
mile hour speed limit.  None of the highways coming into Fredericksburg are 
divided.  I feel like none of the meetings have given a map of any of the 
routes that show all roads that would be affected.  I want to know when it 
was voted on and decided this divided highway relief route was needed.  I 
think all citizens should have a vote as it will greatly impact taxes to build this 
type of highway and pay for the land.  How will this help our local people?  
Roads as Milam and Friendship lane help all citizens and more of this type of 
loop would help our local citizens.   All citizens in Gillespie County should 
receive the details of this project which include proposed cost, detailed maps 
of each route, and other options such as roads in town that can be improved 
and extended.  In my opinion we do not need a super highway as a relief 
route.  We can improve our traffic through Fredericksburg in a more 
economical way.   

274.  I very much appreciate that the Relief Route Study has provided the 
opportunity to share feedback on the proposal. While I appreciate the 
intention behind defraying some of the traffic off main street, the scope of this 
project (in terms of lane size, cost, disruption to the community) seems 
worse than the current state of traffic on Main Street. Trucks do have other 
options. I STRONGLY disagree with routes A (Blue Route) and B (green 
route). These are the furthest out, least efficient for trucks and cars, and it 
does not seem the best solution for the farmers and ranchers further out to 
resolve the issues of the city of Fredericksburg (and would cause 
tremendous noise and light pollution). This decision also has potentially 



significant impacts on tourism, economy, etc. far worse than the challenges 
of trucks on main street. I think the size of this proposed  road (400 feet wide, 
4-lane, 70 mph--only 25 feet less than I-10!) seems excessive to resolve the 
issue and not a good use of financial resources. I sincerely hope that the 
decision will be reconsidered, at the very least at a much smaller scale, and 
closer in to the city of Fredericksburg (if even necessary at all). Again, thank 
you for the opportunity to share our feedback and I sincerely hope that you 
will listen to this sincere concern before making any further decisions to 
move forward. 

275.  The Study Committee needs to overlay the Permian Highway Pipeline before 
proceeding any further.  The law firm of Braun and Gresham in Dripping 
Springs has an interactive map on their website which is identifying the 
location of this pipeline route.  I am part of a group of landowners which have 
all been surveyed for the proposed pipeline route.  This route follows Route 
A and C and we are all being currently impacted by this Pipeline route.  The 
impact area of this 42 inch pipeline is 3500 feet. Anything within this area 
would be impacted and there are major safety issues.  It is only being buried 
three feet below the ground as we understand.  Please do your research and 
get this identified so that a prudent and logical decision can be made.  

276.  MUCH NEEDED AND IMPORTANT AS LONG AS RELIEF ROUTE IS KEPT 
AWAY FROM SCHOOLS AND CITY CENTER 

277.  All attempts should be made to minimize length of route...otherwise trucks 
and other traffic will not use 

278.  I understand the need for traffic relief and all of the problems that growing 
transportation cause. I also understand the value of a local economy and 
local private land ownership. Fredericksburg is a beloved area that would be 
damaged by adding a section of highway described above in any manner. 
There are many alternatives to divert commercial traffic, ease residential flow 
and accommodate visitors by utilizing existing roadways more efficiently.    

279.  Route A and B go through the middle of our 170 year old family land. Route 
C and D is the best compromise  

280.  I believe the by pass should truly "by pass" and not go close to town.  It will 
be more effective and less disruptive. 

281.  I liked the article in the paper by Philip Taetz. He has a master's degree from 
A&M in urban management and I think he seems to be very qualified to 
speak on this topic.  He states some very good arguments about this whole 
issue.  Several years ago the argument for this relief route was to get trucks 
off Main St and avoid toxic spills in that area.  However, to build a high speed 
freeway the magnitude of an interstate south of town makes no sense to me.  
A toxic spill is more likely with HIGHER speeds and with prevailing winds 
coming from the south it would go directly to the downtown area.  Also none 
of the existing highways are more than 4 lane highways which is totally 
adequate for diverting traffic around town.  I still feel it would be cheaper and 
less invasive to utilize Friendship Lane which is a 4 lane road already.  You 
state this is not possible since it needs to be 4 times as wide to allow for 
frontage roads and overpasses.  Why so grandiose?  When did the city 
decide that we need a highway on the scale of an interstate when a much 
smaller road would suffice?  Is it because TXDOT will not help fund it if it is 
on a smaller scale? I feel like your desire for a massive interstate style 
highway vs. a 4 lane road needs to be addressed to the public.  I am aware 
of a lot of people being impacted by this that are furious, feeling like they 
have to choose one of your plans and have no input into other options.  
Again, why such a hugh highway? 

282.  Why not make friendship lane the relief route?  It already cuts through one 
side of town to the other. The longer options effect many people and their 
land that have been passed down for hundreds of years. And many continue 



farming and ranching on the land. The amount of money needed for this is 
ridiculous and will effect many people and their lives. Some of us are already 
being effected by the pipeline so why would you put the road close to it. 
Don’t hung enough information is being given out and you should notify all 
landowners that this could effect. Also Kory Keller should not be on the 
committee. Since I’m sure he would be putting a bid out for this job when it 
becomes available. Has there been studied done showing that this relief 
route is needed. How would it work with this limited access—so locals would 
have to drive more out of their way just to get home. How about the noise 
and pollution level? 

283.  Route need to be cost effective.  Needs to be a route that a significant 
number of people will drive on.  Needs to be convenient and NOT add to the 
travel time.  If it adds to the travel time, people will not take it. 

284.  Don’t like that much information has not been given to land owners and I 
don’t think we have looked at all options for traffic on main. It’s not just 
trucks. Why not use friendship lane???  It will cost a lot to build options abcd. 
Why go across rivers and how many bridges will we have to build. How many 
acres of farm land will be effected?? We run livestock and bale hay, how 
much land will be lost and what about the noise?? Option b would be the 
best option if u want it to loop around that far out from town because it’s still 
out but then comes in close enough to the town 

285.  The task force, TxDOT, and engineering consultants need to realize that this 
is not Houston, Dallas, Austin or San Antonio, nor is this just a down on a 
heavy traffic corridor. We are not a community that needs our downtown to 
be relieved of "thru" traffic. We are a "destination" town and a community that 
is very much in need of relief from the tourist traffic that congests our 
downtown. The tourist traffic and congestion downtown will remain 
regardless of how many loops we build around the town.  We need relief 
from the tourist congestion downtown.  That means that the relief route 
CANNOT be be a divided, interstate-type highway with limited access points. 
The route must be a highly accessible to local residents and must be 
relatively close to the existing city limits to give local residents and taxpayers 
relief from the tourist traffic congestion.  Not providing this local access and 
relief from tourist traffic is absolutely irresponsible of the task force, TxDOT 
and consultants. 

286.  Not enough info. to make an informed decision. No info. on cost - obviously 
will be too expensive. If TxDot involved, width of right-of-way too large. Road 
should be no wider that existing US 290. All of proposed routes will cause 
severe property damage/ noise pollution to prime real estate close too town. 
It is too late to build a new relief route. Start over and utilize existing roads or 
live with what we have. 

287.  If a relief route is approved. It must allow landowners, whose property is 
bisected, to benefit from this disruption. A limited access model of highway 
does NOT allow the affected landowner to benefit in any way, and ultimately 
creates a hardship. 

288.  Residents should not have to sacrifice their peaceful rural areas. 
289.  Leave it through the city and provide shuttle bus service to downtown 

Fredericksburg 
290.  "Why are we trying to put an interstate through the hill country? We are 

known for our quiet beauty and planning a 4 lane interstate would ruin that 
aspect of our tourism. In the areas that the relief routes are planned, are 
wildflower patches and wildlife migrations.  They contribute to the money 
brought in to the city by hunters, birders and wildflower viewers. 
    Putting a relief route in areas that have been previously annexed and 
developed will save some money. This can be accomplished by redoing 
current surface roads, like Friendship. Can we remove Txdot from the route 



and plan a route that is more suitable to the area?   We won't have to pay for 
an interstate and can use the original route. " 

291.  These maps should be more clear and indicate better what roads and 
communities that are being affected. they are difficult to read. This is a 
project that will displace families and businesses. We need to look after our 
neighbors not destroy their homes and livelihood. Also, this project seems 
that it will be costly, citizens will be asked to pay and we already pay high 
taxes.  

292.  The routes G&H seem the most practical because they will benefit local 
residents who can use the bypass to get to the other side of the city 
efficiently with a short bypass and also for travelers who want to get around 
the city or go to the airport. Seems like a more responsible use of funds and 
will help the city grow because the bypass is not too far out of town (like the 
bypass in Waco is). 

293.  Route AB is longer, traverses a more rugged terrain, is too far from town to 
benefit the citizens and is close to homes of many long time residents 

294.  I dont Know how much of a difference it will be to add this relief route. Our 
town has been just fine without and believe it can continue to be fine with out 
the route. But if we must have one it needs to be one of the shorter more 
convenient routes to town. Routes A, B, C, and even D were to far out and 
would be a waste of money. 

295.  I think the initial requirement of 400 foot ROW is not needed. The proposed 
cross section, main lanes plus access lanes, greatly exceeds the "feeder 
highways". Because of the parking, Main Street is in effect a two lane 
roadway. It would seem to me that a two lane road with right and left turn 
lanes would provide the relief desired. The main danger I see on Main Street 
is the current parking arrangement. 

296.  "The data on the density of truck traffic in downtown Fredericksburg ignores 
where they go and where they came from. No decision should be made 
without this data. Right now, a route to the east makes as much sense as the 
ones offered. 
Cost effectiveness data for the routes based on length, topography, right-of-
way acquisition and stream/river crossings has not been presented. As 
concerned taxpayers, we think any route consideration made without good 
cost estimates is irresponsible. 
No data on the number of properties/ homes affected for the various routes 
has been shown. 
No method of access to properties bisected by this route has been offered. 
The make-up of the decision committee has not been made public (who, 
where do they own property) so we know our interests are represented. 
The meetings of the decision committee are apparently not open to the 
public (is this either legal or ethical???). 
The sudden shift of routes outside the original study area suggests undue 
outside influence on whoever made the original list. 
A & B routes would destroy a wildlife sanctuary. 
A & B routes would destroy a study area for the Texas Horned Lizard. 
A & B routes would cross property where numerous indian artifacts are 
found. 
A & B routes would require removal of some centuries-old live oak trees. 
A & B routes would possibly interfere with several live springs that feed Live 
Oak Creek. 
A & B routes would require the removal of several stands of native hickory 
trees. 
 

297.  There is no need to have a 4 lane highway in the proposed areas so traffic ( 
LargeTrucks) can travel at 70 miles per hour. Safety issues all over the 



place!  There are roads already in place that could be used (290 to 
Friendship Lane to Hwy 87 to Hwy 16 etc.) Local property owners and tax 
payers do not need to give up precious land and money to pay for Out of 
Town truckers to get through town.   

298.  H is the best route 
299.  "We need a relief route now, again why can’t they use Friendship? This is 

getting out of hand time, money, disruption of people and properties. We 
don’t need the truckers to go 70 miles an hour. We can put up signs on 87, 
290 showing the alternative truck route for truckers on Friendship, before 
they approach Main Street. We can put a sign on Main Street, “ No Trucks 
Allowed” Why has this become so complicated and expensive? Please can 
someone give us a good reason? 
Thanks. Barbara and Kendall Reynolds 
832-526-5128" 

300.  Will address comments to Mr. Joe Muck. 
301.  "I strongly dislike route AB. It would go straight through families' properties 

who have had this land for generations, taking away it's [heritage] and feel 
for being out in the country! You're not going through subdivisions of people 
moving in from California, but of families who have grown up and have been 
a part of this land since birth; not mention raising their families on this land.  
A part of destroying a multitude of family heritage and homesteads, this route 
is way longer than others considered.  CD would be a better a choice, as it is 
a shorter route, less disruptive to LT residents, and could be utilized by both 
truck drivers and locals trying to avoid the pesky tourists and their epic jay-
walking. " 

302.  Use a route that will be utilized and not a waste of money. Don't use land that 
will affect land and land owners having to sell out and relocate.  

303.  Short closer routes will greatly decongest busy areas but still allow 
usefulness to reach local business . Long loopy routes will add expense 
pollution and be used less due to inconvenience  

304.  Not sure that we need a Relief Route.  Any re-routing will affect some 
people's lives.  Leaving it the way it is is not necessarily a bad idea. 

305.  We need those large trucks off of main street but we still want the tourist.  A 
short route would be to the advantage of the large trucks, tourist and even 
the tax payers of Fredericksburg  

306.  Need a route that is advantageous to the truck drivers; therefore, it can not 
add a lot of time and/or miles to the trip. 

307.  Make the route where both the county and city residents can use it. 
308.  I would want there to be a bypass that would not eliminate any person’s 

property who have been a faithful and loyal resident of Fredericksburg. The 
more you cut through people’s homes, the more the morale of the town can 
go down over time. The people are what matter the most in the town even 
when there need to be changes that affect many, the hope is that it won’t 
affect someone’s homestead where they have had roots for decades  

309.  The purpose of the relief highway is to relieve the congestion in the center of 
town and guide commercial trucks out from the center of town.  This can be 
accomplished while still allowing quick access to the center of town through 
the use of off ramps with routes E-H. The other routes just go way too far off 
into gillespie county and destroy the natural vistas that the hill country is 
known for. 

310.  Everyone agrees that there is a serious need to relieve the heavy traffic on 
Main Street in Fredericksburg.  But there is a simple and inexpensive way to 
accomplish the need without destroying any of the surrounding property.  All 
we need to do is to tunnel one mile under main street and the problem is 
solved.  We already have the right of way and the property.  The tunnel 



would run from immediately west of Baron's creek to any point west of Milam 
but before the 290 - 87 split.  The plan has worked in many places included 
Boston and numerous European cities.  It's time for a paradigm shift and at 
least consider the possibility of a relief route that doesn't destroy our rural 
historical countryside. 

311.  "dont need a divided hwy with frontage road.  The premise that we need that 
is bogus, unfounded and narrows options when we are looking for best 
options with least impact on land, people and environment. 
Typical state agency at work.  Listen to the people." 

312.  Please consider making the relief route extended away from the city as far as 
possible to allow for proper long term growth.  The route furthest away from 
the city will impact less residences and businesses  

313.  Routes A and B are too out of the way and will cut through far too many 
existing historical properties, while routes E, F, G, and H all get too close to 
town, and will result in excessive noise and disruption. Routes C and D are 
the best compromise for length and distance, and also seem to be the best 
for construction. 

314.  The loop and Friendship lane need to be at least 55 miles an hour. 40 MPH 
on Friendship is ridiculous. 

315.  I am strongly opposed to the AB route. This route is way too long and affects 
far more landowners than necessary. It also destroys many acres of beautiful 
hill county land with many founding families still living on this land for over 
150 years. The cost to obtain the rights of way and build such a lengthy 
highway would be astronomical. In my opinion the CD route is the best 
compromise route. 

316.  Routes A & B are the best routes as routes C & D will effect portions of my 
property. 

317.  This whole project is a waste of money and an unfortunate pursuit of 
"progress." 

318.  Is a relief route truly necessary? While it would be nice to relocate some of 
the traffic through town, just how much traffic would be diverted? Many large 
trucks on Main St are not simply passing through but do have business here 
in FBG. Are we confident that the benefits (diverting some traffic) outweigh 
the costs of this project? Though I remain open-minded, I still do not see a 
clear and compelling case for the benefits outweighing the costs. 

319.  Why would you select any other options then CD?  AB go directly into land 
that was farmed by the original founders of Fredericksburg. These properties 
are what make Fredericksburg beautiful.  Keep the trucks on I-10 and fix the 
bridges or whatever it is that is needed to keep them on the hwy, away from 
the quaint town of Fredericksburg.  

320.  These major highways should be away from our town to protect the integrity 
of our town and way of life. I understand the need but it needs to be away 
from the heart of the town.  

321.  1. None of these routes will alleviate the traffic and congestion on Main St. 
Only a few very large trucks would use any of these routes. Probably only 
those carrying extra long or extra wide loads would use it. 
2. Who benefits? The shop owners along a 12 block strip of Main St. (at no 
expense to themselves). 
3. Who pays? Everyone else! All the land owners whose property is being 
affected by any of these proposed routes. All the taxpayers who will be 
paying for this (at what cost??). All the people who travel daily on county 
roads that will be affected by this “limited access freeway”. 
4. The trucks do not need a high speed limited access freeway with feeder 
roads and overpasses that adds 20+ extra miles to bypass Fredericksburg. 
5. A much better solution (in my opinion) would be to use existing roads and 
right of ways that would bypass the congested area of Main St) and not add 



miles of needless road scarring our pristine Hill Country landscape forever. 
My proposed route would incorporate Friendship Lane (no improvement 
needed), then cut over to Post Oak Rd (at Hwy 16) and use it to connect to 
US 290. Post Oak would need improvement but the right of way is already in 
place. This entire route could be a 4 lane non-divided street like Friendship is 
today. 

322.  Routes C&D are the best routes. They will be more cost effective and will 
disturb fewer family homes.  

323.  I am a resident in the city and Route D seems to be the most logical from a 
geographic and practical point of view on reducing traffic through town.  The 
other routes seem to close to town, or too far from town. Being too far out 
may increase the drive time around town and discourage the use for 
everyday commuters? I like Route D.  Thanks 

324.  "If going from Main Street out, the third route, with its two diff options, seems 
to be the least invasive, along with “middle of the road” cost efficacy.  
This is such an important decision, and preserving our towns charm, while 
avoiding building too closely to schools, homes, and businesses seems most 
important to most; no matter the location of where we personally reside. 
Considering all of that, trying to avoid the most expensive route, seems to be 
a legitimate goal as well. For these reasons, I feel the routes I’ve chosen in 
this survey to be the best overall choices. 
On behalf of the many residents of Fredericksburg, thank you for the 
opportunity to give personal input! 
Dawnette Nardini-Nelson  

325.  Routes AB are set to impact the most long term local families and split land 
help in family names with homesteads over 100 years in age. Routes CD will 
provide improved access for local residents as it is closer to town but not too 
close to be disruptive to a greater number of people and will be shorter with 
less elevation change compared to routes AB providing reduced expense in 
building.  

326.  If this project is really about easing congestion on main street, route needs to 
be close to town and the most direct/shortest distance for people to actually 
use it and keep cost and property impact down People are not going to drive 
way out of their way to avoid main street. I I question the need for a high 
speed/limited access road when none coming into town are and also the 
need for such an expensive project when 85% of the traffic on main is there 
by choice. I am strongly opposed to any route outside the river bridge. The 
290 wine trail from Stonewall to the Pedernales river bridge is the most 
deadly stretch of road in the county. We dont need to add another dangerous 
intersection on 290E. Just moving to the town side of the river eliminates 
close to 4 miles/150 acres and the need to build another river bridge = quite 
a big cost savings 

327.  We absolutely should not create new roads that will be inappropriate and 
destroy the beauty and charm of rural Fredericksburg. We should use 
existing roads.  Also, if the pickup trucks were not allowed to park on main 
street, the outer lanes--in both directions--would open up the road to more 
traffic, both cars and trucks.  As it is now, it in difficult to drive in the outer 
Main Street lanes because of the pickup trucks sticking out.   It slows things 
down and forces most traffic into the center lanes. 

328.  The proposed road is, in my opinion, more like a freeway. This is  not Dallas 
or San Antonio and hopefully never will be. We are ranchers and land 
owners who bought our land and dutifully pay our taxes, working hard to 
have and keep our places that we call “home”.  Never have I heard of the 
government giving true value when it wants someone’s land. Not only will 
land owners have lost the tranquility of their private lands and homes, but 



they will continue to be taxed to pay for the construction of the very road that 
caused them their loss. 

329.  This relief route is necessary for the safety of all. It needs to be furtherest 
from park, schools, residential areas 

330.  It’s qjite difficult to tell, even on enlargement, exactly where these routes will 
go.  Fredericksburg does not need a super highway relief route as we are not 
connected to a major interstate.  It simply needs a rerouting for 18 wheelers 
off of Main Street.  The visitors to Frederickburg WANT to be here and enjoy 
the time away from super highways-that is why we all live here.  Please find 
a route as far as away from town as possible to protect the integrity and 
ambiance of our FBG. WE DO NOT NEED A SUPER HIGHWAY. 

331.  "I am a home owner on Boos Lane and we are extremely upset that one of 
the routes,either the green or purple, not sure which one as map is not in 
detail, is going to be coming 4 houses away from ours. This road is going  to 
take out 2 of my neighbors homes and we will be listening to traffic 24/7. We 
purchased this property in order to be out of the city limits and not have 
heavy traffic near us as well as be out in the country and have a noise free 
environment. This will also greatly reduce our property value. This road is 
going to go right thru my neighbors farm that has been there since 1854. 
That is terrible destroying his family heritage. This road is going to run along 
the Pedernales River and destroy the eco system . The runoff from the 
asphalt will potentially kill the state fish in the river. The exhaust from the 
cars and trucks will affect the farm animals. We have been here for 25 years 
and were told Friendship Lane was the road made for the relief route. There 
was an article in the Fredericksburg Paper on 1/30/19 written by Philip 
Taetz,civil engineer,stating Friendship Lane can work as the relief route as 
the relief road does not need all the design that is being called for. It does not 
need access roads, overpasses and underpasses. The use of roundabouts 
can be implemented at the intersections entrance 290 and HWY 16.  
This is overkill that is being proposed,We need to leave TxDot out of this . 
Using Friendship Lane would save a lot of money and heartbreak to many 
land owners. 
Everyone would be happy using a road that already exists. It just needs a 
few changes added. The speed limit would probably not need to be raised, or 
maybe up to 50mph as there is only one stoplight and that is not impeding 
the trucks moving along. The truckers do not want to go 20 miles out of the 
way. I think you should make the slight accommodations to Friendship Lane 
and see the city will get the results they are striving for.  I feel this is the 
correct solution and will not make so many homeowners upset. Why does 
the the city, county and TxDot get to decide that Friendship Lane cannot be 
under consideration? Why cant the home owners have a say in the use of 
Friendship Lane. I do not think it should be taken off the table as a route for 
relief. 
As stated earlier access roads are not needed in this design, the use of an 
existing road is the one and only correct solution. This town is not the size 
that needs this huge re-routing of traffic. Please re-consider the use of this 
existing road. Use common sense for this resolution. Why aren't we making 
the trucks use it right now?" 
 

332.  "A&C - will divide our property into two properties with no access to the north 
70 acres with river frontage;  will go through or very near our house that is 
under construction; will eliminate access to neighbors property (two houses) 
with easement through our property;  the cost of the longest route that must 
cross the river and travel through the most elevation changes (hills) be 
greater than any other route;  will cross KM pipeline in our area;   

333.  Be conservative.. less distance = less expensive  



334.  How will do the eminent domain? Will a bond be required by tax payers to 
pay for it? Where are ALL the supporting documents/studies/data? How 
many times has Gillispie county or Fredericksburg claimed eminent domain 
since it gained authority in 1928? Why not utilize the infrastructure already in 
place? Why are no options north of town? Who is on the task force from the 
proposed routes? What are all the goals wanting to be achieved by this 
route? 

335.  ROUTE AB IS THE MOST HARMFUL TO CURRENT LEGACY OWNERS 
AND SHOULD NOT EVER HAVE BEEN EVEN CONSIDERED AS A 
POSSIBILITY! ROUTE CD MAINTAINS CURRENT OWNERS LEGACY 
AND ITS GERMAN HERITAGE WHICH IS KEY TO THE WHOLE 
ATTRACTIVENESS OF FREDERICKSBURG ITS PEOPLE AND VISITORS 
WHO CERTAINLY ARE A KEY COMMERCIAL BOON FOR THIS CITY. 
ROUTE CD IS THE ONLY ROUTE THAT MAINTAINS THESE KEY 
ASPECTS THAT MAKE FREDERICKSBURG THE BEST PLACE TO LIVE 
IN TEXAS IF NOT THE COUNTRY WHILE ACHIEVING THE BYPASS 
ROUTE NEEDED AND SHARES THE TAX BENEFIT WITH BOTH THE 
LOCALS AND TRUCKERS. 

336.  You should keep 18 wheelers off of side rounds like Travis and on main bc it 
is a highway after all, more than one in fact. If you would like to, I assume, 
control visual and noise pollution, you should set better laws to keep kids in 
their black smoke noise maker trucks from disturbing your residents and 
tourist. 

337.  This route needs to be to be 18-wheeler friendly.  It can not have  as much 
as a perception of adding time to the 18-wheeler's time.  The 18-wheeler will 
not take it and  the route will be useless. 

338.  We have been very disappointed in the fact we only recently learned of this 
loop and its potential impact.  Therefore, we were unable to attend any of the 
previous meetings.  

339.  The first routes - AB are is too far from town, truckers are not going to take it.  
They need a route which, at least, does not add to their travel time, but 
allows them to avoid the traffic and lights in the center of town 

340.  The best compromise would be Route C&D because this route is closer to 
town, but not close enough to result in traffic congestion, it could be used by 
locals as well as truck drivers, so the community would get use of its tax 
dollars as well as get relief from current, very dangerous and disruptive truck 
& tourist traffic.  

341.  Why is there no northern route options?? 
342.  Impact the least number of landowners and cover the shortest distance to 

save dollars buliding the route. 
343.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 

landscape. 
344.  Routes CD are the BEST routes for many reasons! Flatter terrain would 

make way for an easier and less expensive build.  C and D are several miles 
shorter than the AB routes making them a less expensive choice.  Fewer 
right-of-ways are needed with the CD options!  Less intrusion on family 
homes! 

345.  "Several key pieces of information have not been considered (or at least not 
presented here). 
- What is the cost of building each route?  This should be a primary 
consideration. 
- What is the time required to build each route?  Also a primary consideration 
-  a route that won't be completed for years isn't a solution to the problem. 
- Why are no routes to the north/east of the city being considered?  what is 
the viability of those routes? 



- What is the anticipated direction of growth for the city?   What effect will 
each route have on this? 
- How many private properties are affected by each route?   
- Of those properties affected, how many are currently 'in the city' (purchased 
by someone willing to accept traffic/noise/light) vs 'in the country' (purchased 
by someone trying to avoid traffic/noise/light) 
- What is the estimated light pollution along each route?  What is that impact 
on nearby properties 
- What is the aggregate property value loss due to the construction of each 
route?  (What is the property tax loss for the county due to this?) 
- What is the enviromental impact of each route?  How many bridges (Live 
Oak creek, etc) will have to be built?  How much earth movement will be 
necessary to grade the road?  What environmentally sensitive areas will be 
affected? 
- And, what is the ""ambience"" impact on the area as a whole?  Obviously, 
downtown will be enhanced by any route that the trucks will actually take... 
but what is the overall negative effect on property values and desirability by 
reducing the 'country' area and hill country appeal that is vital to our town? 

346.  Shortest route that takes up the least amount of wild and private land is best 
347.  If we need one at all, move it further south 
348.  Farthest out of town will protect the most people in the event of hazardous 

cargo incident, preserve real estate integrity and values in the city proper, 
and allow room for growth and expansion. I live a block off main Street and 
the noise from 18 wheelers is getting worse. 

349.  This route has to effect our growth for many years into the future.. Lets make 
it right now and get the trucks off main and out of residential areas.   

350.  Use Friendship Lane. 
351.  Using a road closer to the city for a round about for trucks make more sense. 

It make sense in the fact that it will be utilized. Going too far out seems a 
waste of money and time, not to mention the upset of land, wildlife and 
families. Use a road already in use and widen it.  

352.  Y'all are doing a great job. Keep it up. Tough to please everyone but you're 
doing your best to give everyone a voice. Look forward to your decisions. Tip 
of the hat to Kory Keller and the entire committee for their time and having to 
absorb harassment from the community.  

353.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 
landscape. 

354.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 
landscape. 

355.  Four routes that were studied are too close to Heritage school 
356.  Seems like we need to connect to 87 N but we have friendship lane until 

16S. Why not go further out until then and then head closer into town. Route 
C is my favorite.  

357.  I don't want a large interstate type road destroying the scenic Fredericksburg 
landscape. 

358.  I am concerned that TX DOT is driving the decisions and out city and county 
leaders are not truly looking at what is best for our community!  

359.  Please do not destroy homes and schools with this road. Keep 
Fredericksburg like it is!  

360.  Changing the traffic route only moves the problem to areas of town where 
people have moved over the years to avoid Hwy 290 traffic congestion. The 
local population knows the routes around town to avoid Hwy 290 traffic. 
Rerouting Hwy 290 is a hazard to our children and neighborhood traffic.  

361.  "You advertise this process as ""community driven"" but when I attend the 
workshops, I only see landowners and all of them say emphatically ""NO!!!"" 



or, subsequently, ""OK, as long as the road is not in my backyard!"". When 
asked about why there were no center routes, we were told because the 
citizens voted to move it to the nearest/farthest routes. If you look at 
population densities in these areas of course the subdivisions will outvote the 
farmers (based on people per acre).  If you took a percentage of votes one 
way or the other, I'm pretty sure the proportions would be identical.  
It seems that residents aren't opposed to doing ""something"" - just not on 
the grand scale that you're proposing. It seems that you're ok with taking an 
exorbitant amount of family/farm land to solve a city issue that most of these 
landowners are not involved with.  Pretty sure that's not what the settlers of 
this fine community had in mind. Would be better to pare down the width of 
the right-of-way to something similar to incoming highways. 
Also, there has been no mention of the cost of this project which will impact 
local taxpayers - besides the fact that they're losing their land. 
Please be wise in your decisions with regards to the residents of this 
community. 
We have enough distrust/conflict on the national level.  Let's not bring it into 
Gillespie county, too. 
Appreciate your time. 

362.  I really think that it would be wise and important to collect more community 
feedback on existing roads that may be utilized for this task, without creating 
new roads that will inevitably hurt wildlife, land and the local communities 
and the homes they have made for themselves.  

363.  TxDot can upgrade other major roads for North/South truck traffic instead of 
US 87. Also IH 10 needs to be made to serve overloaded truck traffic.  

364.  I understand the need to plan for the future but using Friendship and 
Tivydale and creating limited access seems to be a much more efficient use 
of taxpayer money and everybody wins...including future truckers. 

365.  I feel at this time that the middle choices would be the best choices as a 
compromise between cost, i.e. not too far out of town  not adding 
tremendous expense yet still accomplishes the key purpose of the re-routing.  

366.  This study looks more like a fishing expedition than a fact based survey. 
Provide results of impact studies so people can make informative decisions. 
A final observation: Since Fredericksburg depends on tourism, will tourists 
want to see the Hill Country concreted-over like Houston or Dallas? I think 
not! 

367.  Most of the people in the areas under consideration have lived here all their 
lives or have moved to the hill country to get away from situations as this.  
The noise and pollution resulting from the trucks and autos would become a 
detriment to area.  Small children are being raised in the areas and their 
health and safety would be put at risk.  There are Indian artifacts in the area, 
as well as wildlife that would be disrupted.  The river and creeks are in a 
flooded stage at many times (even Highway 290 has had the pavement 
removed during a flood) and would pose an increase in construction costs, 
not to mention the high elevation construction costs.  Access to town for 
emergency or daily living would be compromised, disrupted, or nonexistent 
for residents living in the areas under consideration.  Having watched the 
growth rate of other towns, it seems that the proposed routes are too close to 
town and wouldn't serve the community over time.  I request further 
considerations be reviewed for a Fredericksburg Relief Route other than 
those proposed. 

368.  Coming from and being a part of another outer Loop Task Force project, I 
saw how the lack of planning for long range growth caused more problems 
with the present "band aide" being constructed.  The decision to keep it 
smaller is already out dated and new plans for another loop are having to be 



made.  It is also going to cost more to construct 2 loops that it would be to 
construct a larger, further from town loop now.  

369.  Feel like the persons affected by the routes should have been personally 
notified, as not everyone reads the paper or have a social media account. 

370.  All of these routes are going to take years in the making and create many 
hardships for the  folks whose land will be condemned to make this happen.  
The simplest, least expensive is to use Travis street as the connector for 290 
and 87 truck traffic.  Trucks using 16 from Kerrville can be routed to 
Friendship and then to 87.  They would then take Travis street all the way out 
to the post office where they could easily connect with 290 or 87.  Trucks 
coming into town on 290 from Stonewall could either be routed onto Elk or 
Washington and then to Travis and continue on as stated above.  To allow 
for turn radius one business on the corner of Elk could be condemned to 
allow enough turning room.  On Washington you would just have to do away 
with the side street parking on Washington.  This solution could take place 
much quicker and much less expensive than any options you suggested.  
These restrictions could be made effective on a timeline bases.  We all know 
that the sidewalks roll up at 10 pm. in town so from midnight to 6 am. trucks 
could use the routes they currently take.     

371.  Nothing to the north? Im wondering why.... 
372.  Please keep any loop out of the established areas with homes, schools etc. 

The farther out the fewer people it will disrupt and won’t damage the 
character of our own. 

373.  "We need a route that will take trucks on a route that does not include Main 
Street. 
Other than 18 wheelers, vehicles coming on 290, 87 or 16 are coming to visit 
our town, not trying to get around it. 
We do not need an interstate like bypass that includes overpass, underpass 
or access roads. 
We need to be as respectful as possible of the family owned ranches that are 
the foundation of our culture here. 
We need to budget the least amount possible to construct a safe relief route. 
If you really want feedback, you need to: 
improve the maps so they are legible 
send info thru the mail for such an important issue 
you need to re-evaluate the need for an elaborate     bypass system 

374.  Thanks for your time and interest in gathering this feedback. 
375.  My biggest concerns are planning for Fredericksburg's growth, which will 

most likely be in the direction of Johnson City/Stonewall/Austin.  Also I feel it 
is unwise to run any alternate route for multiple miles along the Pedernales - 
that is a poor use of FBG's most distinctive ecological feature.  

376.  need much mote information on costs 
377.  First of all...your map is illegible! I have 20/20 vision but I had to enlarge the 

map, get out a magnifying glass, and I still couldn’t read the roads with the 
exception of 290, 16, and 87! That’s a very poor process when asking for 
feedback based on looking at a map. Second...Fbg does not need a super 
highway relief route. We aren’t connected to a major interstate highway. We 
just need a simple bypass rerouting 18 wheelers off Main St. Automobiles 
that are driving our way on 87, 290, and 16 are coming to VISIT Fbg! They 
don’t want or need a super highway routing them around Fbg! A road like 
Friendship Lane running further south and west of Ladybird Park, the fair 
grounds, and the airport would be the best solution. Don’t divide, turn citizens 
against citizens, and ruin our wonderful community! We all live here to get 
away from super highways. Please erase all of your high and mighty ideas 
and come back with the  simplest plan as far out of town as possible and 
route large trucks away from the heart of town...the part that makes Fbg. 



endearing, welcoming little town for which it is known. NO SUPER 
HIGHWAY!!!! 

378.  A-B routes are the worst. 
379.  Why were the citizens of Fredericksburg not given the option to vote against 

this relief route completely? Why should county residents have to pay taxes 
on something the city wants to build? I am in favor of the shortest route 
possible. It will be cheaper, more vehicles will use something that is not 20 
miles out of town, and less construction will be needed.  

380.  "Please leave the trucks and traffic where it belongs on the main road right 
where it is. Do not destroy the beauty of Fredericksburg. The way it is right 
now is what makes FREDERICKSBURG stand apart from every other place 
in Texas.  
Drop this idea. Please " 

381.  I'm not in favor of disrupting our peaceful and quiet backroads which are 
used by local residents, cyclists, and help maintain the beauty and charm of 
the Hill Country area. I much prefer the traffic stay on the main highways and 
the backroads remain safer for motorists and more protective of our wildlife. 

382.  The relief route should be streamlined and the most cost affective approach 
should be used. Building a massive freeway will have negative affects on 
tourism, small town charm, and property values. Fredericksburg is a big city 
and doesn’t want to be.  

383.  Using Friendship lane solves all the problems. No need for grand parkway.  
384.  Please preserve as much land as possible.  The farmland outside of 

Fredericksburg is a beautiful benefit to this amazing town.  The farming 
families built this town and we owe it to them to preserve their property!  
Fredericksburg has always been about preservation.  Please don't change 
that by desteoying all of those acres of property with long routes. Be cost-
effective and make the routes as as short as possible! Use existing bridges.  
What about Friendship Lane? Just extend it and make it wider.  This will 
preserve our beautiful land! 

385.  Expand Friendship Lane 
386.  Make the alternative route as close to town as possible. 
387.  "This is too big, too destructive, too invasive to town and the community 

doesn’t want it. Some of the proposed routes are too close to Heritage 
School. 
The proposed size doesn’t fit the need. If anything use Exisitng right aways 
that make sense. Such as Friendship to Tivydale to Upper Live Oak (not Kerr 
Rd) but keep the size and scope similar to Friendship Rd." 

388.  It looks like either route C or route D would be best with the least amount of 
disruption to the community while not as long as route  A and route B which 
will be very expensive 

389.  Shorter route is more convenient and more likely to be used and less cost.  
better cost/benefit for tax payers 

390.  "Routes A&B are poor choices for numerous reasons including: 
Bad Topography 
Long and Expensive 
Disrupts long time residents,family homes, and farm land. 
Routes this long will discourage even trucks from using them." 

391.  These routes takes generational family homes from away myself and friends. 
It cuts into precious natural habitats/ ecosystems, sensitive waterways will be 
disrupted. I would like more community input about other options using 
existing roads. 

392.  Route C or D is preferable to any other route proposed.   



393.  If the city and county are both paying for this route then it should be close to 
the city limits to benefit both city and county residence.  It should also be 
short to lessen environmental impact regardless of the cost.  

394.  Routes C and D look like the best choice for all parties involved 
395.  I strongly urge you to avoid routes B, D, E, and G. These roads run through 

my husband's family's home, and the homes of their close friends. Especially 
considering their are cheaper options where roads are already built. People 
come to Fredericksburg because it's a small town with a lot of local artisans, 
so putting a bypass really close to it would ruin the feel of the city. Route A is 
my favorite choice because it gives the widest berth and allows the most 
growth for the city.  

396.   My favorites were A, C, F and H  they seem to be the perfect distance from 
town and they don’t intrude as much as the other ones the worst word B, D, 
E and G. The take so much away 

397.  I could go on and on, but I believe that much more community 
discussion/input is needed. We need to find a route tha utilizes the most pre-
existing roads to minimize the impact on the wildlife, community, economy 
and heritage of our town. Thank you in advance, for your thoughtful 
consideration of these matters. 

398.  Inner routes more economically beneficial to the city 
399.  You guys need to choose. If you are trying to protect downtown, choose the 

cheapest of F and H. This is my recommendation. I don't think we need to be 
spending so much money, but if you want to try to bring relief to the entire 
town than you need to spend the money to build A because Fredericksburg 
is growing fast and any other large route is wasted money. So I don't think 
relief is needed for the whole town, but if you guys do, don't do a bad job and 
choose one of the middle options.  

400.  Routes A and B are the worst possible routes because they come very close 
to historical ground and both would cost significantly more than the other 
potential routes. Routes C and D would be the best option because they are 
shorter and are the best compromise. Additionally, these routes would allow 
the community to also benefit from their taxes by being able to use it, not just 
truck drivers. 

401.  It seems wasteful and expensive to create entirely new roads.  I would like 
you to consider more input from the community and affected land owners 
with regard to making use of more already existing roads.   

402.  Dear committee, 
You have held several great meetings and it seems that you have bent over 
backwards to get public participation... but not really. We the community 
have only been given opportunities for input in a very narrow arena. Never 
have we been offered a true discussion of what we the people actually want. 
I'm told that this Relief Route is community driven- obviously we have voiced 
a concern that needs to be addressed regarding the heavy truck traffic on 
Main Street, but we did not say we wanted the equivalent of an interstate 
highway cutting through our farmlands. Why were we never offered the 
opportunity to discuss options? 
 
I suspect it is because some are so anxious to have TxDOT bear the brunt of 
the cost and that Tx DOT for some reason refuses to build a normal sized 4 
lane road similar to what 290 is right now.  However, the cost of buying 
property around Fredericksburg will be huge and I do not believe the 
community will want to support such a large expense when it is much beyond 
what is needed to solve the problem. The mandate that a super highway has 
to be built is the problem. 
 



Taxpayers voted down the extravagant city pool that was pushed so strongly 
in favor of a much smaller fix that serves our community well. Taxpayers 
voted down the extravagant sports park that was proposed. Something much 
more reasonable for our community size will now be built. In the same way, I 
expect the taxpayers to revolt at the enormous expense of an unnecessarily 
huge highway. 
 
Can we please back this freight train up and have true community input and 
discussion? 
 
Sincerely, 
Nicole Kroeger 

403.  They have been working on a relief route for fifty years.   
Make sure you do it right and get it out far enough where the city has room to 
grow. 

404.  I prefer that the bypass use existing roadways and be limited in width to 5 
lanes with a slower speed limit. 
 

405.  A 4 lane high speed highway with frontage roads is overkill. Just start with a 
smaller road with room to expand. 
 

406.  We do not need a 4 lane hwy with feeder roads to take trucks off main street. 
2 lanes will do it. We dont neef ut ti be high speed 
 

407.  Why was it deemed necessary to create a 4 lane, limited access relief route 
with a 160 foot right of way?   
 

408.  No route should benefit tourism or commercial activity at the cost to land 
owners. Use Friendship lane and live oak road as a bypass with little impact 
to others.  

409.  CD seems to be the best option. It's shorter than AB and has a flatter terrain 
which would cost less and take less time to complete. 

410.  ABC are way too long of a route at too high of a cost and too rough of terrain, 
g and h are a lot shorter and more gradual terrain with less bridges. G and h 
make a lot more sense to me and are a lot more practical!!!! 

411.  I know you folks have spent a lot of time working on this and your efforts are 
appreciated.  However, please make the right-of-way a reasonable width so 
that the affect on landowners is more accetable. 

412.  C and Or D are good routes for trucks it would be less expensive and better 
tax dollars spent because of location, trucks will actually take it 

413.  Routes C & D are definitely preferable in terms of minimizing impact on local 
homes/ranches while effectively re-routing truck traffic away from the town. 
These proposed routes cross flatter terrain, so they would entail much less 
damage to local landforms. 

414.  C and or D routes are perfect the terrain is good less expensive. 
415.  "Routes A and B do not make any sense.  They are too far out, much longer 

than other routes, the terrain is not flat and you have to cross the river in one 
or two places.  More costly and will result in the destruction of two historic 
homesteads.  
Routes C and D make the most sense.  The terrain is flatter, fewer right-of-
ways which should result in faster completion and less expensive.  C and D 
make a good compromise to the routes closer into town.  " 

416.  "Only routes F/H are viable options. 
I just was visiting with several women in town over coffee. One of them made 
a great point. She said we should not have a bypass route at all, so that 



there continue to have trucks on main street which would have people 
AVOID Fredericksburg. Interesting idea, eh? Slow the tourism by letting Main 
Street get all clogged up. Local folks will continue using Austin and San 
Antonio Streets to get across town.  : )" 

417.  I am completely against routes A and B.  The routes are too long, too costly, 
and ruin land that landowners purposely purchased or inherited to be away 
from town.  C and D are closer to town, has flatter land, and hills do not have 
to be cut through.   

418.  Route AB is an over kill it is long costly and will effect trade in Fredericksburg 
Town. In my option Route CD are the best choices by all means.  

419.  ABC are way too far out and too costly, and not practical for locals to utilize, 
the close ones to town such as g and h make more sense and are more cost 
effective  

420.  A, b, and c are too long, unnecessary, and expensive. Waste of tax money.   
421.  Please do not use E and G routes. We moved here 11 years ago and bought 

our forever home so our kids could live in the country. We live where these 
routes would ruin our quiet life which is why we left the city.  

422.  I think the C route is the best route, not too far, less disruptive, less effect on 
landowners 

423.  I have not spoken to one individual who wants this relief route - not sure why 
it is even being considered - the answers above are based on the best of 
terrible alternatives - whatever you do, STAY AWAY from the Pedernales 
River - if you must build it - put it either closest to town "F" or "H" or the 
furthest from town "A" or "C" 

424.  a. I am not against a bypass route or alternative from main street. 
b. building the bypass now where no road exists is going to negative affect 
land owners and homes who did not sign up for being on a bypass/highway. 
c. I see no issue with having a low speed bypass closer to town. 
d. give the cost to build one of these bypasses, how does that compare to 
extending Friendship Lane AND making is TxDOT compliant so the signs 
can be put up?  The community (including those outside the city who will be 
affect by the new road) should be giving the information on the out of pocket 
expenses to the community. 
  e. It is my understanding that the cost of refitting Friendship is still cheaper 
than a high speed bypass road and possibly even cheaper than just the land 
for the high speed bypass road.  There is no need for a high speed bypass 
road when there is none currently.   
f. the city is always concerned about killing downtown, but what do you think 
will happen with a high speed bypass?  business will move out there where 
they is room. 
g. the decision to move forward with this road is ultimately up to the city tax 
pay who will pay for the land as I understand it.  There is no vote for us in the 
county who will be affected other than these surveys. 
in conclusion, I know from speaking to a number of folks in the community 
that most do not want this road as it has been proposed.  Most dont see why 
we dont fix friendship the way it should have been.   

425.  "Fredericksburg is still growing and the routes need to affect the least 
amount of landowners.  I certainly do not want to hear ""freeway noise"" on 
my road.  There are so many wonderful people on my road that have been a 
part of this community for many, many years and I would hate to see us all 
displaced, especially because we are too close to town and the new 
Convention Center coming at the ""Y"" will need further expansion for homes 
for the working people that this Convention Center will need to keep it going.  
I sincerely hope you put the route out of town as far as possible.  Thank you 
for considering my opinion.   
Jan Temperton 



426.  Please consider finding a way to use Friendship Lane or use the routes 
closest to town.  

427.  A & B appear the most costly and the longest to build and therefore I am 
against those two routes. 

428.  We don't need a 400' super highway for trucks that now use Main St.  All we 
need is to finish out the Inner Loop of Friendship to Tivydale to Kerr or Upper 
Live Oak extended up to 87 North. 

429.  ROUTE CD (PURPLE & YELLOW) CUTS THROUGH STEHLING 
HOMESTEAD WHICH HAS BEEN IN OUR FAMILY FOR 167 YEARS. THIS 
IS NOT AN ACCEPTABLE ROUTE. THIS WOULD DESTROY FOUR 
PIONEER HOMES, HOMES THAT WERE BUILT BY STEHLING AND 
FEUGE SETTLERS IN 1852.  CD ROUTES ARE TOO LONG AND TOO 
EXPENSIVE. 

430.  I am opposed to a 4-lane, limited access highway. Four lanes is OK, but why 
not just one each may?  That would be cheaper and less invasive. Why 
should the City and County have to pay extra for the convenience of 
truckers? We have many other needs on our community  - let's save some$ 
and address them 

431.  The shorter the better. The least amount of people affected the better. The 
least cost the better. 

432.  E-F-G-H routes are good affordable routes that have a possibility of passing 
voter funding approval. The other routes will not be approved, the voters in 
this community will not understand the cost vs benefit objective. These 
routes or a combination of these routes are close enough to town to benefit 
thru traffic,truck traffic as well as the large number of commuter employees 
and shoppers whovisit our town. 

433.  These shorter routes need to be considered highly. These are more cost 
effective and the community would get more use out of their tax dollars. 
Keep it closer to town where it doesn't effect many family homes and long 
time residence that choose to live out in the country and doesn't destroy 
family homesteads that have been here for over 150 years,  

434.  Change the parameters of the study so that it doesn't have to be 70 mph.  
Friendship Lane should be used, saving time, materials, and money. 

435.  Strongly disapprove of routes A & B, other options closer to town are better.  
436.  By eye, routes A and B are 3-4 times longer than routes E and G. In addition, 

the cost to traverse the ridge north of 290 (elevation difference nearly 300' 
over less than a mile) will be huge. I am absolutely convinced that routes A 
and B will achieve the opposite desired outcome i.e. they are so long that 
folks will remain traveling on Main simply to avoid that additional distance.  

437.  Studying the satellite map, one can see the greenest land colors (vegetation) 
of the study route is in the north west quadrant. In an area where water is a 
golden commodity, it's unclear why a decision to pave and essentially disrupt 
water sources be considered a viable solution. These suggested four lane 
routes seem to not be equitable with the present day need of a town 
nowhere lying close to a major interstate.  

438.  Route A and B would cut through our family's  land that we have held and 
cared for since 1852. It would also cut through our neighbors that have also 
been long time residents of the Fredericksburg area. Also the topography of 
building a 4 lane highway through this area would be difficult and expensive. 
The AB route is much longer and the pavement alone would be much more 
costly not to mention the bridges and cost of cutting through hills.  

439.  "Here is the deal. You are going to make people made no matter what route 
is chosen. All I am asking is for consideration to the founders and the 
heritage of Fredericksburg to be considered.  



When I got married to my husband we had dreams of building on his family 
land. If you choose routes A or B it crushes those dreams. With any route we 
are talking about taking land away from families. I realize there is no good 
option when it comes to that. But A and B in particular are going to be taking 
people further from town, away from any attractions or convenience stores. 
In a law enforcement standpoint we don't have enough to patrol the county 
as it is (example, everytime there is a fatality on 290 E and that group hollers 
about not enough law enforcement, guess where you don't see any... 290 W) 
and now we are talking how much more county taxes to build a relief route 
that now law enforcement has to patrol? That also means my county taxes 
are going to go up to try and compensate for law enforcement, purchasing 
our land, and building a road on that land. 
Please, consider what you are asking of your country residents when you 
make this decision. Losing our family heritage land, the house that my 
husband's Great-Great Opa built. The house where my husband's 
grandmother was born and raised. The land that my husband's Grandmother 
and father still live on. That is what you are asking US to GIVE UP.   " 

440.  There are so MANY concerns that have not been addressed.  We might fix 
the truck problem but we create tons of other problems from environmental, 
historical sites, agricultural land, land devaluation, noise and light pollution, 
home displacement, and more! This will cost the community millions upon 
millions of dollars along with other adverse side affects to the community.  
There is no clarity in the city vision and all decisions seem to be behind 
closed doors with dis-reguard to the community. 

441.  please take route away from town as much as possible to preserve our home 
and save us all from unwanted noise and pollution. 

442.  Landowners should be considered. I know there have to be sacrifices and 
compromises, but their voices need to be heard.  

443.  As stated at the beginning of this survey regarding routes A thru D, the cost 
to taxpayers constructing these routes in greater than the other routes. I don't 
appreciate the fact that tearing up gorgeous Hill Country land for this road is 
right.  I'm very worried about my property values being affected by these 
routes.  The noise (it travels) and the added lights again, ruin the peaceful 
nature of our beautiful Hill Country home.  Please, please consider the closer 
routes. 

444.  The further we can keep large trucks that are just passing through away from 
town the safer and less congested Fbg is 

445.  Routes A and B would run through property my family has passed down 
since the 1850's. Property I hope to pass down to my children and 
grandchildren, and I'm hoping to avoid having this heirloom split by 
something like a relief route. Please run it closer to town.  

446.  The routes closer to town will be most cost-effective.  They will be safer too.  
They impact less farmland.  A relief route that is closer to town is much more 
likely to be used. 

447.  Unhappy people wherever you go 
448.  ii. This is several miles shorter than the AB route and therefore, would be 

less expensive. 
iii. Since this is a shorter route, fewer right-of-ways would be needed, 
resulting in less time and expense. 
iiii. Since this route is closer to town, it could be used by locals as well as 
truck drivers, so the community would get use of its tax dollars as well. 
v. This route is further from many family homes and would be less disruptive 
to long-time residents." 

449.  The city/county should have obtained the land needed to expand Friendship 
Lane into a truck route many years ago.  Today, you will hurt too many 
people by taking away their family history, their farmlands, their homes.  I 



vote to take more land on Friendship Lane. Do not take land from the people 
who love their heritage.  Isn't that what Fredericksburg is about? Great 
German Family Heritage.  Don't destroy it. 

450.  A & B are entirely too costly.  Strongely dislike. 
451.  Please consider the cost to the county and city. Consider all the lives of our 

citizens that will be disrupted and the expense to them if they don't get paid 
what their land is selling for in that area. Put yourselves in their shoes. 
Everyone agrees that we need to get the trucks off Main St. but consider 
doing it in the least disruptive, least expensive way. Cost of living is already 
the highest in the state and paying for these routes will already be a financial 
burden to those of use who live here. Remember how important our German 
heritage is. Think like our forefathers. Consider everyone and use what is 
already there. Friendship Lane is already being used successfully by large 
trucks. It works! 

452.  Swing around south side of town needs to be further out to avoid heavily 
developed areas and allow for future development of Fredericksburg. 

453.  "It appears little regard was given to the terrain, soil/rock formations, flood 
plains and other geographic aspects of the AB route, in addition to the sheer 
length of the route.  These factors make it the worst option, by far. Route CD 
is the best compromise for a multitude  of reasons. " 

454.  "I am all for using an existing roads for the Relief Route to Fredericksburg. It 
is much easier to widen an existing road then to uproot a lot of families and 
their land. If this is truly for a route for getting trucks out of the Fredericksburg 
main street, has anyone proposed an existing route such as Friendship Land 
to Tivydale Rd (2093) which ends up at Hwy 290/Harper. If you allowed a 
speed limit of 70+ after getting out of the city limits, it would probably be a 
road that truck drivers would want to use. The route these truck drivers are 
trying to get to is I10, which would be shortly past Harper. 
If it is just to get most traffic around Fredericksburg then a closer route and 
not out of the driver’s way would be more feasible for them and the cost of 
the construction of the road would be a lot less as well. 
Please, please don't use land that have been either recently purchase or in 
these families for years. Consider using something that will be used and not 
a waste of money. 

455.  Please consider the shorter routes closer to town. This would be a significant 
savings. If this route crosses the Pedernales River it would increase costs 
and potentially harm the beautiful natural resources and wildlife  

456.  My concern is what type of growth this will bring without stronger ordinances 
that the city usually has.  Also would prefer to see shorter routes and closer 
than it's more usuable by citizens to get from one side to other vs using 
downtown for trips around town. 

457.  FBG is showing a strong tendency to expand East on Route 290.  Therefore 
it would seem prudent to make the Eastern start at least where is it shown on 
the maps.  Fredericksburg is growing so fast that you must plan for 10 years 
in the future  knowing full well that as most plans do it will need modification.  
It will probably take at least 10 years to plan, approve, obtain right of way, let 
contract and build  

458.  I don’t feel this relief route is necessary. So many people that have had their 
land for generations and now will have traffic going right thru it? If it’s really 
necessary why not use shortest route, especially if it could come off industrial 
which is already established. And even end on 290.  

459.  It is time to take a deep breath and reconsider the scope of this relief route - 
do you really need a road that is at least 4 lanes wide with access roads on 
either side the size of I-10 going through Fredericksburg?  Consider 
something a little less grand and start it far away on the east 290 corridor.  
This is the corridor that is building up faster than any other area in town and 



a super fast highway for a relief route for trucks needs to be started  closer to 
Stonewall or Hye to keep the traffic from interfering with Fredericksburg 
homes and businesses already burgeoning on 290. 

460.  Too long ,too costly,inaccessible for local use, destructive to area, noise and 
light pollution, does not eliminate trucks from 16N use of Main St.  

461.  Ido want to see people's homes,homestead's, ranches and farms 
destroyed.you are not doing anything about the trucks coming in from 
LLano,.Trucks still on Main St. 

462.  The size and nature of this roadway is becoming more and more 
unappealing to me. Why even consider putting an outter loop that large so 
close to town blows my mind. You can only destroy the now established 
unique downtown and surrounding community by putting a loop too close. 
The loop will create an “inside/outside” the loop concept...and anything too 
close to town risks destroying what has made Fredericksburg so unique. 
Dont take that risk. Put it far enough out to allow proper growth to 
occur...leaving plenty of separation between town and loop. Also, our airport 
is one of the most unique in the country and an enormous draw to our town. 
Dont split the airport from town. Again consider the nature of making the 
airport an “outter loop” attraction. It would completely change its unique 
nature. Look...many many towns have loops and interstates...that is not 
unique. However, it is rare to find such a community as Fredericksburg. We 
are different. We are not a commercial town (such as Kerrville) that is built 
around the convenience of major highways. Our town is the draw. We 
support downtown with intown and “just out of town” unique B&B’s. This 
uniquness can only be destroyed by encroaching commercial and highways. 
Preserve our community and place the loop far enough out to maintain town 
and the outskirts of town and the airport “inside” the loop.  

463.  Why are the task force meetings not publicized? These are easily subject to 
the open meetings act, and failure to publicize their time and location is likely 
a violation. You cannot have the city and county "act through" a third party 
and circumvent the law. 

464.  "First and foremost, I do not believe that the benefits of a “relief route” 
outweigh the negative factors.   
First, there is no safety concern with traffic going through Main Street.  There 
have been no deaths from traffic accidents on Main Street.   The safety 
concern is on the high speed Hwy 290 where there have been many deaths.  
We should put our money into improving Hwy 290 by adding turn lane from 
Hye all the way to Fredericksburg.  This would prevent some of these tragic 
traffic deaths that are on the rise. 
Main Street is congested, but what problem is that actually causing.  Locals 
have avoided Main Street for many years.  Locals just go around Main 
Street.  Tourists don’t care that Main Street is crowded.  They aren’t in a 
hurry.  Tourists are not deterred from coming to Fredericksburg because of 
some traffic on Main Street.  Truckers can just spend an extra 15 minutes 
going through town.  Why should we change our community for the benefit of 
a few trucking companies? 
Any “relief route” that is chosen will devastate properties and families.  I 
cannot see why in the world we would do this just to increase the 
convenience of people who are passing through our town – truckers and 
tourists. 
Imagine how it will change our beautiful community by having a 4+ lane 
highway going either through town or through our beautiful hill country?  The 
quaint community and beautiful hill country is what draws tourists and 
creates a wonderful quality of life for residents.  Why would we destroy that 
for the ability to move down Main Street a little quicker? 



The cost of buying the land necessary for this route will require many millions 
of dollars.  Imagine how we could improve our community with affordable 
housing, other improvements to Main Street, shuttle buses for tourists.  Why 
would we spend millions of dollars for the convenience of people who are 
passing through town – tourists and truckers? 

465.  I live in the county, and several of the routes run entirely outside the city. My 
understanding is that these county only routes would require the county to 
buy the land and would largely spare the city. These trucks are the city's 
problem and they should bear most of the cost of fixing it. If you select a 
route that puts a disproportionate share of the cost onto the county, it is 
highly unlikely that the county residents will later approve funds for the 
project. So basically the choice is to select a route that involves some city 
land and stays close to the city limits, or forego later county funding. 

466.  County residents will not vote for funds for this business unless at least part 
of the road runs through the city and unless the city is footing at least half of 
the bill.  

467.  We just need the trucks  off of Main Street, not a quick route to Harper.  
468.  If this project will need the county residents to vote for support funding for 

this city problem, you had best pick a route that is as short as possible AND 
one that runs at least partly through the city. Otherwise the project will be 
viewed by us county residents as a sort of Tom Sawyer fence project 
designed to foist the cost, disruption, and alteration of property values onto 
the backs of the county residents.  

469.  We need a simple solution to removing the trucks from Main Street, not 
some damn-fooled superhighway. Typical bureaucratic overkill at the 
expense of the taxpayers. 

470.  While I appreciate the chance to comment, it comes too late in the process, 
after it has already been decided that the only solution is to build a 
superhighway around a town that has nothing close to this.  

471.  do not go through upper liveoak - this is out of the way 
472.  Map isn't as clear as it could be to discern the exact locations of the route 

choices. 
473.  Feel like area should be picked that would cause least displacement of 

established neighborhoods and businesses. We already have lots of traffic 
around some of theses areas.  Pick somewhere to spread out the traffic 
congestion 

474.  The whole idea sucks 
475.  Don't think the route is even necessary given the potential cost to taxpayers!  

Downtown traffic isn't keeping tourists from coming!  Tax dollars are better 
spent on education!!!!! 

476.  all routes take people's homes and lands without their consent.  That is 
shameful! 

477.  This loop as now approved by TXDOT is way too large.  It is like having I-10 
running through our rural areas.  It is not in keeping with our community.  No 
other towns our size, and even larger cities, have such an incredibly large 
highway.  It is much larger than 290, 16, and 87.  So we are to have a "relief 
route" that is comparable to Loop 1604, but it isn't going to be a loop?  
Why?? 

478.  routes F and H provides down town traffic relief at the least expense by using 
Friendship Lane for part of the route and allows for future light commercial in 
the future without disturbing the down retail business. 

479.  As property owners with young heirs (our grandchildren), consideration 
needs to be made regarding their safety.  Route A is way too close to our 
property line and cuts many of our neighbors' property in half.  FM 2093 is a 
very busy road.  How do you propose to have motorists cross during the 



heaviest times of the day?  WE DON'T NEED AN INTERSTATE!!  What's 
wrong with the width and construction of Highway 290 East from 
Fredericksburg to Stonewall.  It seems to carry the traffic well with it's turning 
lanes.  Also, we do not feel that this was the idea behind a bypass in the first 
place. 

480.  "I have serious concerns about the expensive options currently presented. A 
425 wide right of way (only 25 feet less than I-10) is idiocy for a town the size 
of Fredericksburg. Whereaas Fbg is growing at a rate of only 2%/yr, this 
would not make any sense for a very, very long time. 
   I also am concerned by the process. Yes, it would be good to reduce truck 
traffic on Main Street. Does TxDOT know of any obstacles that are shunting 
traffic into Fbg? If so, these should be corrected first. 
   Why has a determination not been made of the origins and destinations of 
the truck traffic? My impression is that much more traffic leaves via 87N than 
via 290W. What about a link from Cain City north to 87N? 
   Why did the right of way go from around 120 feet in presentation Spring '18 
to current plan for 420 feet right of way? Why the change? 
   I know the good people on the Task Force have been asked to do a very 
difficult job, but this plan just doesn't make sense for Fredericksburg. Our 
small city has a charm and lifestyle that is incompatible with such a bypass. 
Other options need be explored in my opinion." 

481.  keeps Fredericksburg great.  I have heard rumors of gas stations and 
shopping centers eventually being built on these routes.  I believe any 
attempt at trying to make Fredericksburg like a big city will be the very thing 
that will cause it to loose its popularity.  I understand the desire to keep big 
trucks off main-street, but there is zero reason that should come at the cost 
of creating noise and pollution in the surrounding countryside.  When I hear 
that we can’t use Friendship lane because the trucks will have to slow 
down?? – I think - since when did 290 become an Interstate?  If they don’t 
want to slow down let then go south and get on I-10.  Please explain to me – 
why are we going to destroy our town in order to make life easier for truck 
drivers?  

482.  As we think of traffic in this area I’d say that we should not be focused on 
providing the quickest route around town. Traffic already moves fast enough, 
and we should be more concerned with what has the least detrimental 
impact on the beauty of this area and what route would still provide 
convenience for folks to drop into town without going miles out of their way. I 
don’t buy the argument that Friendship Lane isn’t an option. Maybe the 
speed would be a little lower, but the cost and disruption would be much 
more palatable for this community.  

483.  Tough decision. thanks for asking. 
484.  None of the proposed routes need to be 4 lanes and have a 400 foot right-of-

way.  This is a City of Fredericksburg issue and should not be forced on the 
county residents.  The study needs to be sensitive to the environment, the 
historical homes, the waterways.  Potential travelers will not utilize the routes 
that are too far out of their way and it will be a waste of money. 

485.  "Routes F And H are totally unacceptable. 
Would have major negative impact on Heritage Hill Country and Frieden 
Subdivision properties. 

486.  Use Friendship Lane. Speeds do not need to be 70mph. The current route 
through town is slow and Friendship Lane will be sufficient by comparison. 
Do not over engineer this effort. Use Live Oak to Friendship and get this 
done. 

487.  The large trucks coming through our city are of great concern for the safety 
of our residents.  It is about time to alleviate the problem especially with the 
potential of more oversized loads coming through here for the projects 



happening in west Texas.  Let's minimize the construction and traffic effects 
on the fewest residents/businesses possible in a timely and economical way. 

488.  Do not use Route A or B, because they are too long, too expensive, and no 
one will use them. 

489.  Please ensure that use of the relief route will be MANDATORY by all tractor-
trailer rigs and other noisy diesels that do not have business in FBG. I am 
concerned that many may view it as optional. 

490.  You can driver slower and safer close to town and make it to the same place 
by driving faster and longer farther out in the same time.  Also I believe 
losing the exposure to the town by having it so far out will hurt its tourist 
industry. 

491.  We don't want the trucks and oversize loads to go through town. They are 
dangerous to large pedestrians population and smaller vehicles that are in 
town. If the routes that bypass the town or too long and too costly for the 
truckers then they will not use the bypass but will continue through the town. 
We don't want a situation like Austin has with SH 130. Having a family 
member that has done trucking, he stated the companies tell their truckers to 
not use SH 130 because of the distance. This has not worked to fix the 
problem through Austin. 

492.  Hope you choose "B", there only having the expense to only build 1/2 of the 
route.  When finished, don't forget to put up Truck Route signs(making sure 
that law enforce that trucks use the route, which should have been put up on 
87, showing 290E and 16 to 87 North as a truck route. Put them up now to 
get the truck used to them. 

493.  The outer routes are too far and too long of a route.  The outer routes would 
be much too costly considering actual cost to build and maintain such a long 
route and the destruction of pristine hill country land currently occupied by 
historic homes, long-standing family farms and ranches.  The outer routes 
would bring in excess light pollution, noise pollution, but would have 
detrimental effects to the land, waterways, and environmentally sensitive and 
ecologically pure areas.  The building of such a monster route would only 
invite more and more commercial development.  When San Antonio built 
Loop 410 it was out in the country, now it is just more of the metropolis, then 
they built Loop 1604 also out in the country and it has since been over 
developed with commercial areas.  I do not want to see the pristine land in 
my hill country be swallowed up by more commercial property.  I want to be 
able to enjoy the beautiful views, the smell of the country and not have more 
pollution.  We will only have a certain amount of land, we don't live in Hawaii 
where volcanoes create more land...we need to cherish and take care of 
what we have.  Please do not destroy one of the prettiest areas in Texas. 

494.  Time is critical, to move forward. We need to solve this issue as it is such a 
safety concern and an impact to our tourism future. We are not going to 
make everyone happy, but placement of road is critical, not because 
someone you know will be impacted, but our town will benefit long term and 
can grow safely and help our truck drivers get to their destination in the 
fastest and safest way, "around our beautiful city." 

495.  The relief route will positively impact the businesses on Main Street.  It will 
come with an impressive price tag.  The ones with skin in the game will be 
the tax payers and landowners.  If I had the option, there would be no Relief 
Route, but, short of that option, I prefer Route A. 

496.  Too many towns plan to build their loop too close to the present town to save 
money. Then by the time approval, land purchase and construction is 
complete the loop is not helpful as the town has grown!  Plan for the future 
not next year but further into the future.  



497.  Fredericksburg values its natural beauty and environment as do our tourists. 
The longer routes are unnecessary and environmentally wasteful and 
damaging. Please consider this. 

498.  It doesn’t make sense to disrupt so much of our countryside when it’s not 
necessary. It’s costly and will change the landscape dramatically. We should 
stay closer in where there is already a lot of commercial property.  

499.  It is a worthwhile project. It will not affect the commercial uses already in 
place if the close in route is used. It will take the big trucks out of the city and 
make the city safer and quieter.  

500.  If a shorter route is chosen, it will take less time and be less expensive  
501.  Boerne and Austin have struggled with the same issues with not very viable 

solutions, but there is a need for a truck bypass in Fredericksburg and would 
like to see all options considered in the best interest of the land and home 
owners, and preserving the environmental beauty and historical significance 
of our area. 

502.  None 
503.  Appreciate being able to give an opinion.  
504.  "i do wonder about the motivation for additional highway routes.  The 

highway lobby in the Texas legislature is well funded and always at work.    
We should be concerned about the integrity of our state. " 

505.  Fredericksburg is a detination city for tourist and is filled with people that like 
a rustic get-away. You need to respect this and make as little change to the 
community as possible and to the land owners who have owned the outlying 
properties for generations. As quickly , inexpensively and as unobtrusively as 
possible, construct a route to expedite truck traffic thru the city. That is your 
ultimate goal!  H is the best choice. 

506.  The further out the better!! Fewer people, neighborhoods and businesses 
disrupted! 

507.  Thank you for the time and work each of you are giving to this task. Creating 
a transportation relief route for our town is a necessity, and I appreciate the 
manner with which you are working through this process. 

508.  The cost involved in building a four lane divided highway with 400 feet of 
right of way to service 6,500 vehicles per day will be out of proportion to the 
need. There is no reason to build a super highway to divert trucks when they 
could be routed down Friendship, even if they have to stop for lights. A small 
town of 11,046 people doesn't justify having such a huge by-pass. More 
creative measures need to be studied before commitment is made endorsing 
one specific plan. With only two stop lights on Friendship, an overpass could 
be built and the road widened. No arteries coming into or leaving town offer 
divided 70mph options for vehicles.  

509.  I think you got the theme in my comments. The farther out the route, the 
more advantageous for the travelers and for the most landowners.  

510.  Route A and B are the ones that are most viable for 50+ years of growth!  
Spend the money now and do it right by selecting these outer routes! 

511.  It is very shady to have this survey so buried on the website. and the maps 
cannot be enlarged to compare to current roadways. Obviously everyone has 
their individual concerns with proposed routes ie, I am concerned about the 
routes going through my home/land, but have very little imput as to the 
location of any other parts of the route. Having me rate the route as a whole 
is a bit misleading 

512.  It has taken too long to complete.  H route would still keep people close to 
our retail market but a way for trucks not to come thru our business areras 

513.  Please try to keep the distance far from the city. Most growing cities will get 
another route around any existing soon enough. 



514.  From the ones shown, D is my favorite. It is not too far out but seems to 
avoid most populated areas. 

515.  The routes seem to indicate that the traffic is all coming on route 87.  If this is 
the case, why not consider a relief route that skirts the city to the north, with 
a flyover for route 16N?  Also, starting at the point these relief routes are 
indicated, the wineries will likely be heavily impacted - and they're one of the 
reasons for the city's tourist influx. 

516.  I am not in favor of any route, but if there has to be one, it should be the one 
that cost the least and one that is closer to town so it serves a greater 
function to local people too. Not in favor of limited access, either. I personally 
am still in favor of a local solution using existing roads WITHOUT TxDots 
help. 

517.  I know you are working hard to come up with a solution.  BUT too many of 
these routes close to existing dense residential subdivisions.  This is 
supposed to be a bypass...not a cut through to only serve downtown tourist 
businesses!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 

518.  All the routes except A will soon have the same traffic congestion problems.   
519.  Stay on your mission.  Don't let the naysayers bury this thing once again.  

Progress is here.  We can't stop it.  We have to play the cards we have been 
dealt and move forward with the route.  Lots of smaller towns have had relief 
routes for years.  It just makes sense. 

520.  I don't think a lot of the traffic on Main St is thru traffic. Fredericksburg is a 
destination. If it's truck relief that's needed on Main Street, has anyone asked 
the truckers which route they would actually use? 

521.  If this study is aimed at improving safety, what hard safety measures have 
been tracked to identify this as a problem and which metrics specifically have 
shown large trucks to be the problem? Over the last ten years, has there 
been a specifically higher amount of automobile accidents involving large 
trucks, or would that be more with personal vehicles? If it would be with 
personal vehicles then why spend taxpayer money building a new road 
rather than fixing the problem of unsafe driving of personal vehicles by 
addressing traffic laws and/or employing more local individuals to help 
enforce traffic laws? Either of those would seem to address that problem.  

522.  Concerned with costs.  Relief route is needed!  Hoping state will help 
community find a way to fund project cause it this iteration fails, not sure 
what will happen with increased truck traffic (safety concerns on main street). 

523.  The lack of information sharing is appalling. One can only hope that it will get 
better in future iterations but right now the options being given are whether 
you would like to be executed via injection, hanging or firing squad. I say no 
thanks to any of the options. They are all terrible and the group should be 
ashamed of its lack of vision. If your only tool is a hammer, all problems look 
like nails. 

524.  TxDot needs to put more “skin in the game” since their roadways are having 
negative impact on small community of Fredericksburg.  Don’t put all the 
burden for high priced row acquisition on city and county.  

525.  PLEASE DONT TAKE AWAY MY HOME.  EVEN IF YOU PAID FOR IT I 
WOULDNT BE ABLE TO AFFORD ANY WHERE ELSE HERE. MY 
HUSBAND PROPOSED TO ME ON THIS LAND. MY FIRST HOME IS ON 
THIS LAND. 3499 s us hwy 87  

526.  We do not like the relief route being on the west side of town.  We strongly 
dislike proposed relief route A and B. 

527.  Be sure that the route would be used anyway.  Cant TXDOT divert the "evil" 
trucks with diversion long before Fredericksburg; there are much easier ways 
for them to travel on much less used roads.  And consider that most truck 
traffic occurs when no body is travelling Main Street, when the lights let them 



pass without stopping.  This is the route they will still use despite a route built 
that will waste millions of dollars and destroy the last of Gillespie County that 
remains beautiful and quiet, for the convenience of 4 blocks of Main Street 
vendors 

528.  I live at the city creek (Baron's Creek) and Pedernales river intersection, I 
would invite you to come look at the area. 512-644-5307 

529.  To minimize cost, maximize traffic relief, and mitigate environmental impact 
this route should be as close to town and as short as possible. Routes A & B 
are too long and will thereby not provide the needed traffic relief. They will 
also be exponentially more expensive than the closer-in routes and with a far 
greater environmental impact. 

530.  TxDOT appears to be counting heavily on City and County for ROW and a 
portion of construction costs.  Price tag is very high for a small community.  
Feel that TxDOT should provide more support to project since the permit 
loads are being sent through Fredericksburg and causes major safety 
concern and is detrimental to historic downtown.   

531.  Come up with something different. 
532.  Has any thought been given to building to the North side of the city? 
533.  Whatever is chosen, it should not be a four lane divided highway or a 300-

400ft right of way. 
534.  The biggest issue is the design parameters being presented by TxDot.  

There is absolutely no need to have TxDot stipulated requirements of 70 
mph, controlled access and up to 400 ft right of way.  All that is necessary is 
at most a 150 ft to 200ft right of way with 4 lanes of traffic plus a center turn 
lane.  The major US highways that come to Fbg (US290 and US87) are even 
less than what I stated above.  An Interstate style relief route would make no 
sense what so ever.  If anyone touts that it would be for growth then I'd 
challenge that with the statement that if that was the goal then the relief route 
must be a loop.  This will be devastating enough to family farm lands and the 
domino effect once a route is in place.  Developers will be chasing the land 
the whole length of the route and therefore bringing traffic, noise, lights, 
crime and to anyone close.  This route needs to stay close to town and it 
needs to be sensible in design.  

535.  The board of the new domestic violence center is looking at property behind 
the police station on the loop. It makes sense for the protection of these 
victims of abuse. And why take down all the service buildings already in 
existence on the loop? 

536.  "I don’t like any of the routes. The speed limit needs to be lowered down 
Main Street as a trial first before displacing generations of families. Also we 
would like to see the published research on the ""1400 trucks"" that go down 
Main each day.( what are you considering a ""truck""? Semi or 2500?)   In 
the 29 years being in Fredericksburg, I can count the number of accidents 
involving semis on Main on my hands. Why are we trying to fix a problem 
that doesnt exist, at the expense of displacing generationally local families? 
The town has a hard time keeping people with the cost of property and 
houses which are needed to run businesses. So please do not make more 
locals leave this town. 

537.  I have been appalled that this process has gotten this far before obtaining 
even basic information about traffic volumes, types and destinations. To 
adapt an old adage, if you don't know where you are going or why, any road 
will take you there.  

538.  Route "B" is the BEST route because it will last longer (serve the Relief 
Route purpose) for a longer period of time.  Anything closer in will become 
obsolete quickly and even become an obstacle for locals.  We DO NOT want 
high-speed traffic to come too close in to the "Y" and the core of town OR be 
too close to existing neighborhoods (like Royal Oaks Loop and Bob Moritz 



Loop communities)!!  Please don't chop up our community with a route too 
close in... that would do a real disservice to our quaint town and its 
surrounding neighborhoods!  We in the public need to have a better idea of 
costs before going too much further.  We understand that TxDOT is not 
paying for all construction costs, so that makes a BIG difference to us as 
taxpayers.  Right-of-way costs will be less for a route further out because 
closer-in properties are much more expensive.  The post-it note feedback on 
the large maps after the meeting is a bit concerning, because we observed at 
least one person moving post-it notes because they were too close to her 
own personal property!  We're not sure you received an accurate portrayal 
from those maps.  You need to have public Q&A sessions... we were 
disappointed that you would not take questions in the last meeting.  Others 
felt this way as well.  Thank you. 

539.  "I learned too disturbing things at the last workshop.  First, we are concerned 
about the fidelity of the process.  People can effectively vote (comment) 
against a route near their property by commenting favorably on a different 
route.  This amounts to ""reverse voting"".  Additionally, we observed 
tampering of written comments posted on the table maps.  So, it's very likely 
that an inappropriate assessment of actual inputs/comments results when so 
many people can remove, move, and/or alter those posted comments.  This 
is nothing like a closed ballot booth. 
We are also disturbed to learn that TxDot is no longer paying the 
construction costs -- just an undefined ""portion"".  So, Gillespie County tax 
payers will be footing the bill, not only for right-of-way acquisition, but also an 
undetermined amount for route construction.  Plus, we are being given no 
idea (even a rough estimate) for the likely per-route costs.  This is a pig in a 
poke, and offers us no meaningful way to assess relative cost-effectiveness.  
And the primary beneficiaries are Main Street merchants, who will end up 
paying an inordinately small percentage of the total cost. 
Intuitively, the relatively lower cost for right-of-way purchases farther out from 
town, less impact to  established neighborhoods, the ability for traffic 
(including trucks) to reach and sustain higher speeds, as well as the 
probability for longer lasting benefits, make Route B the only viable choice." 

540.  This route should be short and mostly in town 
541.  This relief route should fall mostly within the city of Fredericksburg and not 

be a burden on the residents of the county who do not need relief from the 
traffic on Main Street.  It should be as short as possible and provide good 
access to the hospital, new conference center and fairgrounds, while 
minimizing the noise and light pollution out in the county where residents 
have chosen to live for the quiet and dark night skies. 

542.  We know we need this ,but it would be better to use the G H route is better to 
use.It make more sense to use it. I think People would use it more than 
everyone realize.Thanks  

543.  I hope that there is more thought out into planning for future 
growth....Fredericksburg has been great at planning ahead and we need to 
continue to do so.  Kerrville planned ahead very well placing thier relief route 
far from town and neighborhoods and businesses  

544.  I believe the best route would be further outside of the city. It allows the city 
to grow both from a commercial and residential aspect and keeps the heavy 
traffic away. Doing so will keep our community beautiful just the way we like.   

545.  Please don't short change our community by just moving the Main St. traffic 
problems into our neighborhoods.  This destroys homes and neighborhoods 
and severely limits prime sites for housing developments in the south and 
west parts of our city.  No one wants farm or ranch land taken, but destroying 
homes and limiting  space for Fbg's future growth should be unacceptable.  
Let's do it right! 



546.  I know the longer routes cost more but in the  long run the city and all who 
live in it or near it will be better off if A or B are chosen 

547.  please respect old family ranches and privately-owned land :) 
548.  Anything close to town is a waste of money and time. 
549.  I think the subject of utilizing Friendship lane should be re-visited. We do not 

need a by-pass route built to interstate highway standards. Currently the only 
place high-way exists in Gillespie Co. is in the far SW corner of the county as 
part of IH 10.A simple 4 lane road way will do the job and reduce the cost to 
a fraction compared the 400 foot swath of land proposed by these routes.    
WJG   P.E. ret. 

550.  If, indeed, a relief route is necessary, the town will benefit if it is as close in 
as possible.  We have all seen quaint, small towns whose downtown areas 
suffer financially from bypasses.  Even truckers spend money here.  Easton, 
MD on the heavily touristy Eastern Shore of Maryland is one such example.  
When their bypass was built, their downtown began a rapid decline. 

551.  Move it far out (Route A) to truly have a bypass; cost for a longer but more 
rural route may not end up being such a deterrent. Look at the BIG picture 
long term future. WE continue to grow and will. We are a wonderful unique 
area that will always attach business, tourism, and new residents. Plan for 
the next 50+ years now!! 

552.  I don't understand why the friendship lane corridor would not be looked into 
with more reason thought process in which it already is in existance and 
would only have to be add on to to come out on the northwestern parts of the 
county 

553.  Don’t want it too close to town if you’re going to have to drive 70 miles an 
hour. Less homes To condemn on the outer ones but they way out one is too 
far out for me. 

554.  Please consider not only the number of people displaced by this project, but 
the acres of pristine Texas Hill County irreparably damaged by the highway 
cutting through it. Thank you. 

555.  City of Fredericksburg what’s the by-pass and is willing to steal the land from 
the people that live out side of town so keep it as close to town as you can it. 
Let them have it in their back yard. Why rip up the land out side town and 
ruin the country side where a lot of B&B’s are.There is NO WAY a person is 
going to be able to buy new place or home with what they are going be 
compensated for.  

556.  Blue and yellow options have potential if no side road access is cut off 
557.  Thanks for the great materials, easy to understand and respond to. My vote: 

please keep south of the Pedernales River and away from the City Limits, 
allowing for future growth and the least amount of impact on highly populated 
areas. 

558.  If you have to cross Leyendecker Rd, why couldn't you cross the Fikes & 
Eckhardt fields rather than a 100 yards farther south which displaces 2 
families that have lived on the same property their entire lives. I know nobody 
wants it in their backyard but your new A/B route cuts our 40 acres in half & 
displaces our 2 neighbors. We both just happen to be living on land that has 
been in our families for generations. We have worked hard to keep our land 
& now we may not have a choice.  

559.  This is unnecessary and the likelihood of it being used at all by truckers is 
very minimal. It will only draw would be visitors away and create discourse in 
the community.  

560.  if this is done again, it would be helpful to be able to enlarge the pictures 
enough to read the streets and notations if that is possible 



561.  In order to keep truck traffic away from town and areas frequented by 
residents and tourists alike, this route needs to be as far from town as 
possible, for safety and quality of life.  

562.  Keep the traffic closer to town. Live in the country to avoid the noise of city 
life. We don't need this shit in the country. 

563.  Keep the route closer to town. It's already noisy. Leave the country alone, we 
like our quiet!! 

564.  "Thank you for hearing us landowners.  We value the chance to give our 
input.  This is the way eminent domain projects should be.  You can teach 
the pipeline industry a thing or two. 
Love you, 
Heath Frantzen" 

565.  "I just want to make sure you get this... 
I am a property owner of 1851 Vineyards.  The land has a historic marker, 
and 3 houses and 1 barn built starting in 1851.  It is the deeded property of 
Carl Guenther of Pioneer Flour Mills.  My parents live on the property.  There 
are 16 acres of mature grape vines, a production facility to make wine, and a 
tasting room.  Not only is it historic, it is a business who hires local people, 
has agriculture that is income producing, adds to tourism to Fredericksburg, 
is the only estate winery in the Fredericksburg in the Texas Hill Country AVA 
which just won national recognition, and is also a residential property.  Four 
of the eight routes go right over the 4 historic buildings." 

566.  I am a property owner of 1851 Vineyards.  The land has a historic marker, 
and 3 houses and 1 barn built starting in 1851.  It is the deeded property of 
Carl Guenther of Pioneer Flour Mills.  My parents live on the property.  There 
are 16 acres of mature grape vines, a production facility to make wine, and a 
tasting room.  Not only is it historic, it is a business who hires local people, 
has agriculture that is income producing, adds to tourism to Fredericksburg, 
is the only estate winery in the Fredericksburg in the Texas Hill Country AVA 
which just won national recognition, and is also a residential property.  Four 
of the eight routes go right over the 4 historic buildings. 

567.  NO GO ON ALLL 
568.  Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. Pleas keep in mind 

the thriving economy of Frederickasburg and the impact of these proposed 
routes on it's commerce, as well as the effects and affects on surrounding 
farmland and homesites - many in families for multiple generations....it is our 
heritage. 

569.  Prior to these potential routes, an economic impact study on potential 
property usage and values should be used in the study for forever.  Prior to 
these potential routes, the Kinder Morgan pipeline route should have been a 
determining factor for Safety Reasons!  Property values should be 
commercial values for the whole tracts involved.  The exasperation of oak 
wilt/oak decline should also be considered with the potential impact of the 
route.  The length and the cost of the routes should be a significant factor.  
Also the 70 mph speed is too excessive with the amount of vineyards, 
distilleries, and breweries in the area.  Also the 70 mph is too excessive near 
the KM 42 inch pipeline which is a huge safety issue, especially when and 
where a leak occurs.  The bypass routes will potentially cause the loss of 
business in town due to the vineyards, distilleries, breweries, B&B, hotels, 
restaurants, and entertainment venues out on 290, no need to come into 
town anymore.  All this construction equipment will tear up our county roads, 
including the pipeline, causing more economic loss.  Historic lands that 
contain historical and cultural loss of fossils and Indian artifacts.   

570.  "to sumerize, a route usable not just to give trucks a way around town but us 
locals a way to get around without main st. 



 
  

571.  Reconsider eliminated routes just south of the Pedernales River.  More open, 
level, unimpeded land should be easier, and less expensive construction 
than Routes A & C. 

572.  I feel like the safety, cost, length, exasperating the oak wilt/ oak decline, 
economic impact of lands potential for forever, historical and cultural impacts, 
plus Fbg businesses will suffer from lost business due to people taking the 
relief route.  Really should have done your homework on the 42 inch KM 
pipeline first before picking these routes.  You're inviting a catasophe to our 
county and community.  May our county and city please see the light.   

573.  Prefer to stay as far away from town as possible allowing for future growth 
and idyllic living 

574.  I think you should look at moving the route further out that way it will be able 
to fit with the future growth of Fredericksburg. Make sure it will fit with the 
growth 20 years from now and than on. 

575.  Government has a history of taking land from landowners without paying 
them a fair price.  Eminent Domain is too often abused.  We need a fair 
price. 

576.  In that truckers will need fuel, which in turn will attract a seedier element to 
the City, move the route as far out from the City as possible. 

577.  No one involved in the decision is affected by it.  It runs right through my 
hoouse in ttwo options and did so ten years ago.  the decison has been 
made to and home and land owners can just lump it.  How about task force 
members having their houses in town turned in to off sight parking area with 
the city busing people in to clear main street of parking and traffic 
congestion.We eleminate routes for cost, fair grounds, and settlers ridges 
view but to hell with the individual home owners 

578.  Thanks for all your hard work. Some will be happy and some won't.  
579.  If you would announce that you will offer homeowners and landowners, fair 

market value...we wouldn't be screaming.  But, you need to consider if you 
have put everything you have into your place and then grab it...we would not 
be able to live in our retirement village.  This is the worst of worse things 
happening to us.  DO YOU HEAR US??????  Make it FAIR to us!!!!!!! 
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Newspaper Advertisement 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 







Invitation Flyer 



YOU ARE INVITED TO ATTEND PUBLIC WORKSHOP #3 FOR 
THE FREDERICKSBURG RELIEF ROUTE STUDY 

Attendees will learn more about the Relief Route Study and latest developments. The remaining 
route options (identified from suggestions received at the September 24th workshop and results 
from the online survey) will be available for review and comment. Input received at this workshop will 
be considered as the route options are further refined and evaluated. Presentations will be given at 
the top of each hour beginning at 2:00 p.m.

WHEN: 
JANUARY 24, 2019 
  2 p.m. to 7 p.m. 

WHERE: 
PIONEER MUSEUM SANCTUARY

(GILLESPIE COUNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY) 
312 W. SAN ANTONIO ST. 

FREDERICKSBURG, TX 78624 



CP&Y 
Attn: Fredericksburg Relief Route Study    
13809 Research Blvd., Suite 300 
Austin, TX 78750 

FOR MORE INFORMATION: 

Visit www.fbgtx.org and search  
“Relief Route Task Force” or email 

fredericksburgreliefroute@gmail.com
or contact Joe Muck at 
Joe.Muck@txdot.gov or

512.715.5702 .

The  workshop  will be conducted in English. Persons 
interested  in  attending  the  workshop  who  have special 
communication  or  accommodation  needs, such  as the 

need for an interpreter, are encouraged to call 
512.517.7251. Requests  should be made at least five 

days prior to the public workshop. Every reasonable effort 
will be made to accommodate these needs. 

Official   written  comments   will also be received and 
accepted by the project team via email at: 

fredericksburgreliefroute@gmail.com or by mail to 
CP&Y Attn: Fredericksburg Relief Route Study 

13809 Research Blvd., Suite 300 
Austin, TX 78750 

Comments  must  be received  by February 8, 2019, to be 
included in the official record of this  public  workshop.  

mailto:FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com
http://www.fbgtx.org/
mailto:Joe.Muck@txdot.gov


Email Blast 
 

Greetings, 
 
Join the City of Fredericksburg and Gillespie County, acting through the Gillespie County Relief Route 
Task Force, with the support from the Texas Department of Transportation for a public workshop 
(Workshop #3) for the Fredericksburg Relief Route Study from 2 p.m. to 7 p.m., on Thursday, January 
24, 2019. The workshop will be held in the Pioneer Museum Sanctuary (Gillespie County Historical 
Society) at 312 W. San Antonio St., Fredericksburg, TX, 78624. The public workshop will be in an open 
house format so attendees can come and go at their convenience. Presentations will be made hourly 
beginning at 2:00 p.m. At this workshop, you can learn more about the Relief Route Study and latest 
developments, view the current route options, and provide input. The goal of the Study is to identify a 
locally preferred option driven by community input. All interested parties are encouraged to attend the 
workshop and provide feedback.  
 
Written comments will be accepted at the workshop or can be sent by February 8, 2019, to:    
Email: FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com 
Postal mail: CP&Y Attn: Fredericksburg Relief Route Study 

              13809 Research Blvd., Suite 300 
                                            Austin, TX 78750 
 
The workshop will be conducted in English. Persons interested in attending the workshop who have 
special communication or accommodation needs, such as the need for an interpreter, are encouraged 
to call 512.517.7251. Requests should be made at least five days prior to the public workshop. Every 
reasonable effort will be made to accommodate these needs. 
We value your feedback and look forward to seeing you at the workshop. 
Sincerely, 
Fredericksburg Relief Route Study Team 
Email: FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/projects/studies/austin/fredericksburg-relief-route-study.html
mailto:FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com
mailto:FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com


Reminder Email Blast 
 

Greetings, 
 
Join the City of Fredericksburg and Gillespie County, acting through the Gillespie County Relief Route 
Task Force, with the support from the Texas Department of Transportation for a public workshop 
(Workshop #3) for the Fredericksburg Relief Route Study from 2 p.m. to 7 p.m., on Thursday, January 
24, 2019. The workshop will be held in the Pioneer Museum Sanctuary (Gillespie County Historical 
Society) at 312 W. San Antonio St., Fredericksburg, TX, 78624. The public workshop will be in an open 
house format so attendees can come and go at their convenience. Presentations will be made hourly 
beginning at 2:00 p.m. At this workshop, you can learn more about the Relief Route Study and latest 
developments, view the current route options, and provide input. The goal of the Study is to identify a 
locally preferred option driven by community input. All interested parties are encouraged to attend the 
workshop and provide feedback. 
 
Written comments will be accepted at the workshop or can be sent by February 8, 
2019, to: Email: FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com 
Postal mail: CP&Y Attn: Fredericksburg Relief Route Study 

13809 Research Blvd., Suite 300 
Austin, TX 78750 

 
 
The workshop will be conducted in English. Persons interested in attending the workshop who have 
special communication or accommodation needs, such as the need for an interpreter, are encouraged 
to call 512.517.7251. Requests should be made at least five days prior to the public workshop. Every 
reasonable effort will be made to accommodate these needs. 
We value your feedback and look forward to seeing you at the workshop. 
Sincerely, 
Fredericksburg Relief Route Study Team 
Email: FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/get-involved/about/hearings-meetings/austin/012419.html
mailto:FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com
mailto:FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com


 
Second Reminder Email Blast 

 
Greetings, 
 
This is a reminder to please join the City of Fredericksburg and Gillespie County, acting through the 
Gillespie County Relief Route Task Force, with the support from the Texas Department of Transportation 
for a public workshop (Workshop #3) for the Fredericksburg Relief Route Study from 2 p.m. to 7 p.m., 
on Thursday, January 24, 2019. The workshop will be held in the Pioneer Museum Sanctuary (Gillespie 
County Historical Society) at 312 W. San Antonio St., Fredericksburg, TX, 78624. The public workshop 
will be in an open house format so attendees can come and go at their convenience. Presentations will 
be made hourly beginning at 2:00 p.m. At this workshop, you can learn more about the Relief Route 
Study and latest developments, view the current route options, and provide input. The goal of the Study 
is to identify a locally preferred option driven by community input. All interested parties are encouraged 
to attend the workshop and provide feedback. 
 
Written comments will be accepted at the workshop or can be sent by February 8, 
2019, to: Email: FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com 
Postal mail: CP&Y Attn: Fredericksburg Relief Route Study 

13809 Research Blvd., Suite 300 
Austin, TX 78750 

 
 
The workshop will be conducted in English. Persons interested in attending the workshop who have 
special communication or accommodation needs, such as the need for an interpreter, are encouraged 
to call 512.517.7251. Requests should be made at least five days prior to the public workshop. Every 
reasonable effort will be made to accommodate these needs. 
We value your feedback and look forward to seeing you at the workshop. 
Sincerely, 
Fredericksburg Relief Route Study Team 
Email: FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/get-involved/about/hearings-meetings/austin/012419.html
mailto:FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com
mailto:FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com


City and County Website Announcements 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



News Release 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 



Social Media 
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Public Sign In 
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Timothy H. Bannwolf 

 

February 15, 2019 

CP&Y (via e-mail at FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com) 

Attention:  Fredericksburg Relief Route Study 

13809 Research Blvd., Suite 300 

Austin, TX 78750 

 

  Re:  Proposed Fredericksburg Relief Route 

 

Dear CP&Y Official: 

 

 The undersigned represents a number of families who own property along several of the 

Preliminary Route Options proposed as part of the Fredericksburg Relief Route Study; namely, 

those families along the Proposed A/B Route where it is now proposed to intersect Highway 87 

northwest of Fredericksburg and those families along the Proposed B/D Route where it is now 

proposed to essentially follow the Pedernales River between Meusebach Creek and Highway 87 

southeast of Fredericksburg.  A list of families represented is attached hereto as Schedule 1. 

 

 On a macro level, I think it is fair to say that landowners in Gillespie County have found 

themselves under nearly constant assault this decade, from the electric power transmission lines 

at the early part of the decade to the Kinder Morgan natural gas pipeline and now the 

Fredericksburg Relief Route at the conclusion of the decade.  Given the CREZ and Kinder 

Morgan scars upon the Hill Country, the Texas Department of Transportation and all agencies 

involved with the Fredericksburg Relief Route owe the citizens of Gillespie County a moral duty 

to absolutely minimize the number of family farms and ranches affected by the new relief route, 

as well as a fiduciary duty to the taxpayers of Texas to minimize the cost of the new route. 

 

 In addition, I submit that a third duty is owed to those who eventually will use the relief 

route. The longer the route is, and the more circuitous path it takes from one end to the other end, 

the more time (in terms of travel) and money (in terms of gas) it will take to traverse it, not to 

mention the fact that the longer the route, the more fuel emissions emitted in Gillespie County 

(and the more likely that, like its neighboring counties to the south in and around San Antonio, 

Gillespie County one day will find itself in non-attainment under the Environmental Protection 

Agency’s clean air standards). 

 

 Last, but certainly not least, the Texas Department of Transportation and the other 

agencies involved with the Fredericksburg Relief Route owe a duty to the citizens of Gillespie 

County and those who use the relief route to minimize grade crossings and intersections along 

the route.  Obviously, the longer the route, the more grade crossings and intersections created, 

both with public and private roads, in the southern and western halves of Gillespie County.  This 

poses an increased safety risk for those folks living in the path of the relief route, many of whom 

are senior citizens for whom driving to and from town already is a challenge. 
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 All of the above four factors, when taken into consideration, persuasively support making 

the relief route as short as possible and, by extension, locating the route as close to Main Street 

as possible; in other words, Proposed Routes E, F, G, and H, or some combination thereof, as the 

shortest proposed routes, would: 

 

1. minimize the number of family farms and ranches affected by the new relief 

route; 

 

2. minimize the cost of constructing the new relief route; 

 

3. minimize the distance and time to be travelled over the new relief route; and 

 

4. minimize the number of dangerous grade crossings and intersections created by 

the new relief route. 

 

In the event that the proposed segments E/F and G/H on the west end of town and the 

proposed segment F/H south of town are deemed to be too close to town for whatever reason, 

attached to this letter as Exhibit A is a modified C/D to E/G proposed route that most satisfies the 

four criteria noted above. The Proposed Routes A, B, and C, as the longest proposed relief 

routes, are the least satisfactory alternative when weighed against these four criteria; in fact, 

segments A/B to A/C, at more than 18 miles in combined length, appear to be nearly 70% longer 

than the next shorter routes proposed, would necessitate the construction of a bridge across the 

Pedernales River, and probably would take longer to traverse than simply driving through town. 

In addition, both Proposed Routes B and D, essentially following the Pedernales River between 

Highway 16 on the west and Highway 290 on the east, almost certainly will draw very strong 

opposition from environmental groups for threatening sensitive riparian areas and endangered 

water habitat, not to mention the fact that both Proposed Routes B and D face a host of flood 

zone and flooding-related issues. 

 

In addition to best satisfying the four criteria noted above, the modified C/D segment to 

E/G segment route shown on Exhibit A offers a majority of current Gillespie County residents 

living south and west of town the opportunity to use the new relief route when navigating in and 

around town (placing the new relief route too far away from the downtown area would negate 

this dual benefit) and also presents the best chance to take advantage of the economic 

development opportunity offered by Gillespie County’s airport. As this proposed modified route 

would circle the airport on two sides, this added infrastructure would allow for certain industries 

and businesses dependent upon easy access to general aviation to consider Gillespie County as 

their base of operations instead of perhaps locating near Austin’s Bergstrom International 

Airport, San Antonio’s International Airport, or Stinson Field on the south side of San Antonio. 

 

On a micro level, in the event that the Texas Department of Transportation elects to 

ignore the four criteria noted above and chooses the A/B segment connector to Highway 87 

northwest of town for part of the new relief route, the families currently living in that area who I 

represent propose an alternative connection, shown on the attached Exhibit B.  Before addressing 

the merits of this alternative connection, however, I first would like to share with you the long 

and storied history of the families who have called this part of western Gillespie County home 

since 1852. 
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In 1845, two young brothers, Amandus Stehling, age 21, and George Franz Stehling, age 

24, emigrated to America aboard the twin-masted ship, Garonne, arriving in Galveston, Texas, 

on December 6, 1845, after 107 days at sea.  They signed in with the German Immigration 

Society Agent and made their way to the town that became Fredericksburg on May 8, 1846.  As 

some of the very first settlers in the area, both young men labored to carve out the new town of 

Fredericksburg from the surrounding woods and valleys.  By 1852, Amandus and George 

homesteaded joint ranches in the area then known as the Klein Frankreich community, just to the 

north and west of the new town.  Both built two-story rock homes for their families, from whom 

all of the Gillespie County area Stehlings are descended.  Currently, there are 7 families who 

have homes on the immediate property homesteaded by the Stehling brothers 167 years ago 

(please see Exhibit B depicting the locations of these homes); in fact, the 6th generation of 

Amandus Stehling currently lives in the very same two-story rock home he built so many years 

ago.  Today, these properties have been recognized by the State of Texas as a Texas Land 

Heritage Site. In addition, a number of the homes located there, including the original Amandus 

Stehling home, the original George Franz Stehling home, and several others (please see Exhibit 

B, page 3 of 3) have applications pending before the U.S. National Park Service for designation 

on the National Register of Historic Places. 

 

As the letters attached hereto as Exhibit C-1 from Glen Treibs, Chairman of the Gillespie 

County Historical Commission, and Exhibit C-2 from Justin Kockritz, Lead Project Reviewer, 

Federal Programs, of the Texas Historical Commission, articulate, it would be a travesty for any 

part of the new relief route to cut through the heart of the Amandus Stehling homestead, as 

currently proposed. The 100+ folks that I represent unequivocally oppose the proposed longer 

routes shown as segments A/B, A/C, and B/D; however, in the event that, for whatever reason, 

the A/B segment intersecting Highway 87 is ultimately chosen as part of the new route, the 

modified connection to Highway 87 shown on the first page of  the attached Exhibit B is the only 

route passing near the Stehling families’ original homestead which is considered acceptable 

(subject to final route selection and design criteria).  Whereas what is currently proposed passes 

through farm fields and creeks in random fashion (bisecting them willy-nilly), the alternative 

route shown on Exhibit B helps mitigate the devastating effects on these fields by crossing them 

near property lines and natural breaks.  In addition, while the route as currently proposed in this 

area would come exceedingly close to several historic homes (in some cases, within less than 

100 feet), the alternative route shown on Exhibit B takes the relief route away from these historic 

structures, several of which, as noted above, have applications pending before the U.S. National 

Park Service for designation on the National Register of Historic Places.  Should the A/B 

segment intersecting Highway 87 remain the same as currently proposed, and these applications 

be granted, full Section 106 and 4(f) reviews would be required under the National Historic 

Preservation Act, which certainly would delay the relief route project if not stop it entirely in its 

tracks. 

 

In addition to the foregoing, the alternative route shown on Exhibit B is just south of the 

currently-proposed A/B segment and is in an area of predominately Luckenbach clay loam and 

Oakalla silty clay loam with some Lewisville clay loam soils (please see Soil Map attached 

hereto as Exhibit D). The Luckenbach clay loam is a shallow upland soil with a more stable and 

shallow lower horizons than the Lewisville clay loam, which is predominant in the area where 

the current proposed A/B segment is shown. The Lewisville clay loam soil type is one of the 
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most highly productive and rare soils in Gillespie County, comprising less than 0.5% of the soils 

in the county.  While the Lewisville clay loam soil type found in the fields of the Amandus 

Stehling Homestead is well suited for cultivating grain, quality hay, and natural wildlife, it is 

generally unsuitable for road construction. In addition, the Luckenbach clay loam found along 

the alternative route shown on Exhibit B is a shallow upland soil with a more stable and shallow 

lower horizons than the Lewisville clay loam (which, again, is predominant in the area where the 

currently-proposed A/B segment is shown). The Luckenbach clay loam also has better surface 

drainage compared to the Lewisville soil type, which is a deeper bottom land soil with a gravel 

substrate. The recommended adjustment to route A/B shown on Exhibit B also passes over  

Tarrant-Brackett soils, which are very shallow to shallow, clay-like to loamy, and recognized as 

suitable for road construction due to their moderate shrink swell potential and traffic-supporting 

capabilities. 

 

Finally, evidence of significant and prolonged pre-historic human habitation exists on the 

path of the currently-proposed A/B route as it crosses Baron’s Creek and traverses the Amandus 

Stehling Homestead. Hundreds of Native American artifacts have been found on the surface of 

the homestead fields after being worked (please see attached Exhibit E with detailed photographs  

of some of these artifacts and a map indicating the area where they have been found). 

Examination of the artifacts found here covers an extensive time period that is believed to stretch 

back as far as 8,000 years, or more than 400 generations. It is important to note that the 

environment in this location provided a good source of water, raw materials in the surrounding 

hills to make stone tools, and abundant wildlife and vegetation to support human activity. 

Evidence of flint harvest with stone hammers is present on the hills less than a mile from where 

the proposed A/B route would cross the property, and this environment is very similar to the 

Buttermilk Creek site just 92 miles away.  The Buttermilk Creek Complex houses the remains of 

a paleolithic settlement along the shores of Buttermilk Creek in present-day Salado, Texas, dated 

to approximately 15,500 years old and represents evidence of human settlement in the Americas 

that pre-dates the Clovis culture.  It is likely that a very similar paleolithic settlement occurred 

along the shores of Baron’s Creek on the Amandus Stehling Homestead, and a professional 

archeological dig along the currently-proposed A/B route in the fields at issue here almost 

certainly would be required before disrupting such an important historical site. More than 90% of 

all the total stone tool artifacts found by the extended Stehling family over the 167 years spent 

ranching on the Amandus Stehling Homestead and surrounding areas have come directly from 

this small area of obvious early human habitation.  The alternative route shown on Exhibit B 

would skirt this very sensitive and pre-historic area entirely and avoid any issues with respect to 

pre-road construction archeological digs (and also avoid the required Section 106 and 4(f) 

reviews noted earlier). 

 

For all of the significant reasons noted above (preservation of the historically-significant 

Amandus Stehling Homestead, soils poorly conducive to road construction located on the 

Amandus Stehling Homestead, and archeologically-significant sites located on the Amandus 

Stehling Homestead, the 89 citizens whose signatures appear on the attached Schedule 1 

respectfully submit that, should the Texas Department of Transportation choose to ignore the 

four criteria noted at the top of page 2 of this letter and select the A/B segment connector to 

Highway 87 northwest of town as part of the new relief route, the alternative connection shown 

on the attached Exhibit B be used for that connector in lieu of the currently-proposed connector. 
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In conclusion, having served as Chairman of the Alamo Area Metropolitan Planning 

Organization for several years, I keenly understand the value judgments and competing 

considerations that must be taken into account when selecting new infrastructure routes.  It was 

during my time as Chairman that I formulated, in essence, the four criteria noted above for 

weighing new thoroughfare routes, criteria which I hope those involved in selection of the new 

Fredericksburg Relief Route will find helpful as well.  It is my firm belief that the duties and 

guidelines noted above, if implemented in the selection of the new relief route, will result in a 

route that minimizes the number of family farms and ranches affected, the cost of construction, 

the distance/time it takes to traverse the new route, and the number of dangerous grade 

crossings/intersections created along the way. 

 

Should you or anyone else believe that I could be helpful as the Fredericksburg Relief 

Route Study progresses, please do not hesitate to contact me at my telephone number given 

above.  Thank you. 

 

       Sincerely yours, 

 

 
 

       Timothy H. Bannwolf 
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cc:   Stacy Benningfield, CP&Y 

 Andrew Atlas, AICP, CP&Y 

 Paul Schrader, CP&Y 

 Rebeka Dobrasko, Texas Department of Transportation – Environmental Division 

 Shirly Nichols, Texas Department of Transportation – Austin District 

 Joe Muck, Texas Department of Transportation 

 Justin Kockritz, Lead Project Reviewer, Federal Programs, Historic Programs Division,  

      Texas Historical Commission 

 Greg Smith, Coordinator, Federal Program, Historic Programs Division, Texas Historical    

      Commission 

 Kory Keller, Chairman Gillespie County Relief Route Task Force 

 Bobby Watson, Member Gillespie County Relief Route Task Force 

 Clinton Bailey, Member Gillespie County Relief Route Task Force 

 Cord Switzer, Member Gillespie County Relief Route Task Force 

 Dan Mittel, Member Gillespie County Relief Route Task Force 

 Jim Jarreau, Member Gillespie County Relief Route Task Force 

 Kent Meyers, City Manager, City of Fredericksburg, and Member Gillespie County    

      Relief Route Task Force 

 Charles Olfers, County Commissioner, and Member Gillespie County Relief Route Task    

      Force 

 Mark Stroeher, County Judge, Gillespie County 

 Keith Kramer, County Commissioner, Gillespie County 

 Dennis Neffendorf, County Commissioner, Gillespie County 

 Donnie Schuch, County Commissioner, Gillespie County 

 Glen Treibs, Chairman, Gillespie County Historical Commission 

 Chris Nevans, County Attorney, Gillespie County 

 Linda Langerhans, Mayor, City of Fredericksburg 

 Charlie Kiehne, City Council, City of Fredericksburg 

 Jerry Luckenbach, City Council, City of Fredericksburg 

 Tom Musselman, City Council, City of Fredericksburg 

 Gary Neffendorf, City Council, City of Fredericksburg 

 Daniel Jones, City Attorney, City of Fredericksburg 

 Anna Hudson, Historic Preservation Officer, City of Fredericksburg 

 Sharon Gail Joseph, Chairman, Historic Review Board, City of Fredericksburg 

 Larry Jackson, Member Historic Review Board, City of Fredericksburg 

 Dawn Buckingham, State Senator 

 Kyle Biedermann, State Representative 
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Modified C/D to E/G Route 
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Alternate A/B Route at Highway 87 North 

[With locations of existing homes on the Stehling Family Homestead  

and surrounding area shown] 
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Alternate A/B Route at Highway 87 North 

[With locations of existing homes on the Stehling Family Homestead 

 and surrounding area shown] 

 

 



 

10 | P a g e  

 

 

Exhibit B 

Page 3 of 3 

 

Alternate A/B Route at Highway 87 North - Building Key 

 

   Mark                         Description 

___________________________________________________________________ 

 

1  Randy & Michele Stehling Residence  

  

 

2  Carolyn Gross Residence* (Built 1921 by Paul Stehling) 

  

 

3  Carolyn Gross Guest House 

  

 

4  Tom Bierschwale Residence 

  

 

5  Kent & Krista Stehling Residence (Built 1881 by Amandus Stehling)* 

  

 

6  Lucille & Robert Pape Residence 

  

 

7  Lucille & Robert Pape Guest House 

  

 

8  Bill & Cheri Rothermel Residence (Built 1889 by George Franz 

Stehling)* 

  

 

9  Charles Blackwell Residence* (5th generation descendant of Christoff 

Feuge, immigrated 1846) Log barn circa 1860’s, stone smokehouse circa 

1870’s, and home built 1870 by Christoff Feuge, Second home built 1901 

by Carl Feuge 

  

 

10  Ted & Sharon Stehling Residence 

  

 

11  Sam & Lynn Stehling Residence 

  

 

12  Herbie & Judy Stehling Residence 

  

Those homes marked above with an asterisk (*) denote that they have applications pending before 

the U.S. National Park Service for designation on the National Register of Historic Places. 
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Gillespie County Historical Commission 

101 West Main Street 

Fredericksburg, Texas 78624 

 

February 11, 2019 

 

CP & Y 

Attention:  Fredericksburg Relief Route Study 

13809 Research Blvd., Suite 300 

Austin, TX 78750 

 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

 

I am writing to you on behalf of the past and living descendants of the Amandus Stehling family 

and the profound adverse effects the proposed routes A & B, as presented at the January 24th 

Fredericksburg Relief Route workshop, would have on this family’s historic homestead. 

 

Amandus Stehling and his brother, George Franz Stehling, were among the first settlers to 

Fredericksburg, arriving in the Spring of 1847, approximately one year after the town was 

founded.  By 1852, they homesteaded joint ranches north of Fredericksburg in the area known 

then as the Klein Frankreich (Little France) Community, the same area currently being proposed 

for the intersection of Routes A & B and Highway 87.  Amandus and George both built two-

story rock houses, barns, and other structures that still stand today and that are still being used to 

farm and ranch the original Stehling homesteads. These homes and the historic structures that 

surround them are among some of the finest preserved structures of their type and would be 

prime candidates to be listed on the National Register of Historic Places; in fact, an application 

for designation to add a number of existing homes on the Amandus Stehling homestead to the 

National Register of Historic Places already has been submitted to the U.S. National Park 

Service. The Amandus Stehling homestead has been recognized by the State of Texas as a Texas 

Land Heritage Site, received the Gillespie County Historical Society Award of Merit for a 

continuous family-owned ranch since 1852, was acclaimed in a feature article in Texas 

Highways, and has been showcased in numerous local publications. 

 

Unfortunately, the current proposed Relief Routes A & B at the intersection of Highway 87 

would cut right through the middle of these historic sites and have a devastating effect on the 

very fabric of these original homesteads and the seven families that still have homes there. Some 

of the families’ richest farmland would be destroyed, their historic structures would be lost, the 

families would be separated by a four-hundred-foot-wide right-of-way with a four-lane divided 

highway, and their homes rendered virtually unlivable by a truck route less than one hundred feet 

away from at least three of the seven family homes. 

 

It is eminently reasonable that, if the relief route ultimately selected is in the vicinity of the 

Stehling Family homestead, that such a route could and should be adjusted slightly to avoid 

devastating one of our community’s founding families and their homestead, one that has lovingly  
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Exhibit C-1 

 

been preserved for more than 167 years and which stands as a proud example of our 

community’s rich heritage. 

 

It is not just my voice but that of many that will tell you that progress must not come at the price 

of losing our heritage and damaging the families that have helped build our community. Our 

heritage defines who we are, and how we preserve that heritage defines who we will be. I 

earnestly request that, if the current routes A or B are selected as the preferred relief route, the 

location where these routes intersect Highway 87 be adjusted to avoid running through the heart 

of the Stehling Family homestead, as currently proposed, and that the Stehling families’ 

recommended alternative to this proposed route be accepted. To devastate a family homestead 

that has been a cornerstone of our community for six generations is simply not reasonable and 

would be irresponsible as a community to permit. 

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 
____________________________________________________ 

Glen Treibs, Chairman, Gillespie County Historical Commission 

 

 

 

Attachments: 

Aerial map and photos of the Stehling Family Homestead, and homes of Amandus Stehling and 

George Franz Stehling 
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Attachment A 

Page 1 of 2 

 

 
Aerial Map  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo of Amandus Stehling Home 1897 
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Attachment A 
Page 2 of 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Amandus Stehling Home (Built 1881) 

Current Day Photo Provided by Kent and Krista Stehling 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

George Franz Stehling Home (Built 1889) 

Current Day Photo Provided by Bill and Cheryll Rothermel 
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Attachment A 

 

 
      Aerial Map  

 

1  Carolyn Gross Residence,   (Built 

1921 by Paul Stehling, and located on the Amandus Stehling Homestead, settled 

1852) 

2  Kent & Krista Stehling Residence,  

   

(Built 1881 by Amandus Stehling, and located on the Amandus Stehling 

Homestead settled 1852) 

3 Bill & Cheri Rothermel Residence,  

  

(Built 1889 by George Franz Stehling, and located on what was originally the 

George Franz Stehling Homestead settled 1852) 

4           Charles Blackwell Residence (5
th

 generation descendant of Christoff  Feuge) 

            (Multiple structures built circa 1860  

           to 1901 and located on the Cristoff Feuge Homestead settled circa 1850) 
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Attachment A 

 
Amandus Stehling Homestead Settled 1852 

Carolyn (Stehling) Gross Residence (Built by Paul Stehling 1921) 

Current Day Photo Provided by Carolyn Gross 
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Attachment A 
 

Amandus Stehling Homestead Settled 1852 

Current Day Photos Provided by Kent and Krista Stehling 

 
Amandus Stehling Home (Built 1881) 

 
Pump House / Windmill / Home 

 
Barn / Blacksmith Shop 
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Attachment A 

 

George Franz Stehling Homestead Settled 1852 

Current Day Photos Provided by Bill and Cheryll Rothermel 

 
George Franz Stehling Home (Built 1889) 

 
Horse Barn (Built 1898) 

 
Barn (Circa late 1800’s) Converted to Guest Quarters 
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Attachment A 

 

Christoff Feuge Homestead Settled circa 1850 

Current Day Photos Provided by Charles Blackwell  

(5
th

 Generation descendant of Christoff Feuge) 

 
Home Built by Carl Feuge 1901 

           

                 Log Barn circa 1860’s           Smokehouse circa 1870’s 

    
                             Home Built by Christoff Feuge 1870 
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Soil Map of the Amandus Stehling Homestead and Surrounding Areas 
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Soil Map of the Amandus Stehling Homestead and Surrounding Areas 
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Soil Map of the Amandus Stehling Homestead and Surrounding Areas 
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Native American Artifacts Found in the Fields of the Amandus Stehling Homestead 

 

 

 
 

Map Showing Location Where Native American Artifacts Have Been Found 
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Native American Artifacts found predominantly on the surface of the ground 

 in the fields of the Amandus Stehling Homestead 
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Native American Artifacts found predominantly on the surface of the ground 

 in the fields of the Amandus Stehling Homestead 
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Native American Artifacts found predominantly on the surface of the ground 

 in the fields of the Amandus Stehling Homestead 
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Native American Artifacts found predominantly on the surface of the ground 

 in the fields of the Amandus Stehling Homestead 
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Name       Signature 

 
 
Jason Stehling 
 
 
 
Ted Stehling 
 
 
 
Jeffrey Stehling 
 
 
 
Richard Stehling Jr.  
 
 
 
Tom Bierschwale 
 
 
 
William Bierschwale 
 
 
 
Amber Bierschwale 
 
 
 
Sharon Stehling 
 
 
 
Carolyn Stehling Gross 
 
 
 
Janice Gross Williams 
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Name       Signature 

 
 
Jonathan Reinke 
 
 
 
Christian Reinke 
 
 
 
Herb Stehling 
 
 
 
Judy Stehling 
 
 
 
Robert W. Pape 
 
 
 
Lucille Stehling Pape 
 
 
 
Charles W. Blackwell 
 
 
 
Keith Stehling 
 
 
 
Tyler Stehling 
 
 
 
Duyen Stehling 
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Name       Signature 
 
 

Dorothy M. Stehling 
 
 
 

Jonathan Dean Crenwelge 
 
 
 

Lindsay L. Crenwelge 
 
 
 

Sheren Stehling  
 
 
 

Rose Stehling Behrends 
 
 
 

Phyllis Klett 
 
 
 

Jerald Klett 
 
 
 

Mary Newman 
 
 
 

Jake Newman 
 
 
 

Amanda Newman 
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Name       Signature 
 
 

Linda Eckhardt 
 
 
 

Steve Eckhardt 
 
 
 

Andrew Howard 
 
 
 

Katie Lee Delaney 
 
 
 

Sarah Howard 
 
 
 

Brad Howard 
 
 
 

Brittany Skolaut 
 
 

 

Kent Stehling 
 
 
 

Krista Stehling 
 
 
 

Brandon Stehling 
 
 
 

Ella Stehling 
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Name       Signature 
 
 

Heather Weber 
 
 
 

Scott Weber 
 
 
 

Sammy Stehling 
 
 
 
 

Lynn Stehling 
 
 
 

Randy Stehling 
 
 
 

Michele Stehling 
 
 
 
 

Ann Stehling 
 
 
 

Adam Stehling 
 
 
 
 

Angie Stehling Morris  
 
 

Allen Morris 
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Name       Signature 
 
 

Elijah Morris 
 
 
 

Betty Fleming 
 
 
 

Darby Reinke 
 
 
 

Sammi Reinke 
 
 
 

Barbara Reinke 
 
 
 

David Stehling 
 
 
 

Susan Stehling 
 
 
 

Zoe Stehling 
 
 
 

Max Stehling 
 
 
 

James Vitali 
 
 
 

Rebecca Vitali 
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Name       Signature 
 
 

Annalyse Vitali 
 
 
 

Gianna Vitali 
 
 
 

Rachael Stehling 
 
 
 

Piper Stehling 
 
 
 

Madelynn Higbee 
 
 
 

Emily Higbee 
 
 
 

Lauren Higbee 
 
 
 

Michele Stehling 
 
 
 
 
 

Dustin Stehling 
 
 
 

Dawna Allen 
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Name       Signature 
 

 

Travis Allen 
 
 

Becky Stehling Wise 
 
 
 

Jack Wise 
 
 
 

Charlie Gallatin 
 
 
 

Diane Gallatin 
 
 
 

Travis Gallatin 
 
 
 

Colby Gallatin 
 
 
 

Adam Brown 
 
 
 

Christina Lake 
 
 
 

Bryan Stehling 
 
 
 

Nathan Virdell 
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Name       Signature 
 

 

 
 
Sherrie Virdell 

 
 
 

Mark Virdell 
 
 
 

Natalie Virdell 
 
 
 

Andrew Virdell 
 
 
 

Rev. Matthew Stehling 
 
 
 

Caitlin Keisling 
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Pedernales River Families Represented 

 

 Tim and Dawn Bannwolf and Family 
 
 Rodolfo Carrera and Elena Montalvo 
 
 James D. Lutz, M.D., and Family 
 
 Robert and Mary Ann Turbeville and Family 
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Request for Comments on the FRRS Routes 

My name is Robert Connelly a land owner off the Tivydale Road and Routes A/B and C/D as 
planned traverse my property. This property has been in my family for three generations 
starting with my grandparents Hugo and Hilda Basse and will be passed on to my two daughter 
to start a fourth generation.  This property possess a long list of personal memories and 
experiences from youth and up until to this day. I have always felt the responsibility to be a 
good caretaker to preserve the history and protect the land, water, rivers and wildlife that live 
and thrive on this property.  I currently live out of state and was not part of the earlier 
workshops held during 2018 so I am still on the learning curve of what has happen so far.  

My bottom-line is that I have great reservations and very skeptical about the complexity 
and all the unknowns associated with the current FRRS process underway.  How it will 
negatively impact the county, city of Fredericksburg, and the loss of land to my family, the 
viability of my remaining land to sustain ranching/farming, short-term financial costs (from 
federal taxes) with a forced sale of land, and the long-term financial impacts of increased city 
and county property taxes to cover revenue bonds required to purchase the right away 
property.  

Serious Shortfalls in the FRRS process 

Personally, I have worked on large development efforts for close to 39 years and one of the 
most important driving factor is “cost”.  I have reviewed the FRRS website and discovered little 
information on the cost of this project.  It seems totally illogical from decision process to look at 
the large number of bypass options and then down-select options without considering cost as a 
variable, even if estimates are used.  The state must know the cost of linear mile of highway 
that is being purposed and the city/county can develop a rough estimate of the ROW property 
costs for the various options. 

General Questions: 

Has the FRRS planning committee considered the loss of revenue that will occurs as a result 
of building a bypass corridor around Fredericksburg?  How does county and city plan to shore 
up or replace the revenue stream?  If so where can this information be found. 

Has the FRRS planning committee considered the cost of this project and the additional 
revenue that will be required as a result of building a bypass corridor around 
Fredericksburg?  How much will country and city taxes will have to be raised to cover the bond 
expense? 

Why were routes North/East of the city ever not considered? 

Specific Question/Impacts to my property: 



Route A/B: 

According to route picture provided on the FRRS website, shows Routes A/B will traverse 
four parcels of my land: Property IDs: 14137, 14161, 14143, and 14142.  The purposed A/B 
route will cut an over-sized football wide corridor thru the west part of my property.  In so 
doing it bisect Property IDs: 14137 and 14161 and clip the West edges 14143, and 14142. 

Routes A/B result in a triangle shaped area on the West side of highway that I will not have 
access unless a gate is placed along the frontage road.  The ranching viability for this area will 
be severely impacted since there is no water or water well making sustain livestock in this area. 

Routes A/B will wipeout both a water well and an earthen tank and interrupt a natural 
stream that feeds an earthen tank. The tank provides year round water to livestock and 
wildlife.  This will severely impact ranching in this area since livestock depend on this 
water.  Question - will the FRRS project fund the establishment of a new well to restore water 
access on the West part of my land? 

Route C/D: 

According to route picture, Routes C/D will possibly clip two parcels of my land on the East 
edge.  The two Property IDs are 14144 and 14140.  Cannot comment on the impacts because 
the photo map is not very clear how much it will invade these two parcels. 

Other Questions/Concerned: 

The FRRS website makes no mention of establishing/building new fences and gates for land 
owners along the purposed routes?  When and where will this be addressed.   

How will the FRRS project monetize the loss incurred by landowners if their remaining 
property values are decreased by a route thru their property? 

If a landowner is forced to sell property to accommodate the ROW needed for a route will it 
be a Federal taxable event? Since a lot of property around Fredericksburg has been held for 
generations the partial basis for the portion being sold will like be very low resulting in a 25 to 
30% Federal tax on their sale price.  This item that should be presented and advertised in fair 
disclosure of this project to the community and the landowners. 

The FRRS Committee needs to be sensitive that as long as properties have the cloud of a 
possible route traversing them, the landowners will have problems selling their properties. 

Thank you for the opportunity to offer questions and concerns. 

  

 



























From: rebeccarlbrown   
Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 9:11 AM 
To: Kent Myers <kmyers@fbgtx.org> 
Subject: Relief Route Concerns 
  
  
  
  
  
Sent via the Samsung Galaxy S9, an AT&T 5G Evolution smartphone 
  
  
  
TO: The Relief Route Task Force, 
  
This letter is in reference to the many issues regarding the overwhelming inaccuracies 
of the project you are deeming the "relief route." 
  
The first issue I came across while researching Fredericksburg's  want of eminent 
domain of private property outside the city limits, is the use of a Hazardous Material 
Commodity Flow Study.  The use of the vague term "hazardous" while describing "dump 
truck, grain truck, bulk material carrier etc." is both inaccurate and a fear tactic to control 
the public's opinion under false pretenses. When was the study done, where, what was 
the duration and time?  Was it during a major holiday and include holiday or heavy 
tourist traffic? It is also my understanding that this "study" was not available at any of 
the public meeting held thus far.  Such a document should have been made available. 
  
Next is the issue of not utilizing the infrastructure of Fredericksburg.   Why not withdraw 
all parking on Main Street, correct the timing of the lights and adjust the "S" for State 
Highway 16 in the middle of town?  The problem of parking can be resolved with 
parking lots/garages and a bus system.  This alone could alleviate the "congestion" of 
Main St. 
  
The third issue that should be included in the route talks is the destruction of multiple 
Texas Historical Sites and Homesteads.  Now as long as I can remember, 
Fredericksburg has always been proud of its historical value to Texas, and ability to 
show off to visitor from all over the world.  Destroying the marked sites and 
farms/ranches that have remained operational over 100 years is a stain on that 
reputation.  It even goes against Fredericksburg's own mission statement of "always 
doing what is right and accountability."   
  
The Fourth issue is the damaging effect this would have on local wildlife and habitats 
that contain some of the endangered species including but not limited to the Whooping 
Crane, Peregrine Falcon, 2 Tailed Hawk, Guadalupe Bass, Hill Country Wild Mercury, 
Big Red Sage and the Texas Horned Lizard.  The full list is available at the Texas Parks 
and Wildlife website.  The proposed routes would destroy precious areas, and could set 
some animals/plants back decades which some can ill afford.  I have also noted from 



the fact sheet no coordinated efforts or documentation with Texas Parks and Wildlife 
has been made to insure the endangered species are protected. 
  
While I understand Fredericksburg wants to thrive and grow economically, the wants of 
those in town, should not infringe on the rights of those outside of town. 
Fredericksburg should not rely on the state to bail them out of a situation that has been 
known of for years, and can be fixed within the limits of town.  If the project is to move 
forward, Fredericksburg should be forced to be financially responsible for any and all 
costs of the relief route. 
  
  
  
Rebecca Davenport 

 
 





































































February 13, 2019 

Dear Relief Route Task Force, 

I’m writing this letter in regards to the truck relief route being proposed for the city of Fredericksburg and 
Gillespie County.  Allowing citizens to voice their opinions at the workshops is appreciated but some of the 
information reported is a bit misleading and there are still some questions that need answering.   

First of all, it’s been stated that this project is “community driven”.  In actuality, citizens are being asked 
their opinion about things (building a highway) that most are not educated to know about or to 
understand.  I’ve attended all three of the workshops and have never witnessed anyone, whose land might 
be affected by the route, saying “yes” to this project.  The only thing I noticed is that the lines on the maps 
were drawn as far away as possible from their own personal property. 

Secondly, surveys are being tallied by headcount.  When considering population density, responders living 
on the inner route options (subdivisions) drastically outnumber the responders (farmers) living on the outer 
route options.  If you were to take a per capita percentage of people living on the individual routes, you’d 
probably find a similar (if not exact) percentage of dissenters opposing the route.   

Also, people are being allowed to voice an opinion on these routes when they don’t have anything at stake 
in this project – like their home/land.  Some of these properties have been passed down through the 
generations for 150+ years – from settlers of Fredericksburg to their 4th/5th/6th generation family members.  
With Fredericksburg being listed as one of the least affordable places to live, how do you propose to find 
comparable properties for the people being displaced?  Especially, when right-of-way offers have been 
proven, repeatedly, to be severely undervalued. 

Then there’s the question of taxes.  How much will taxes increase to fund this project?  What happens to 
farmers who’ll be losing their ag exemption status due to the route?  Will they be offered a reprieve on 
their taxes since it was not their option, in the first place, to lose their ability to raise livestock or crops?  
These people will not only be expected to pay for this project in taxes, but in their property/livelihood, as 
well.  And how many farmers have the ability to start over, again?   

Several months ago, there was a comment mentioned in the newspaper that it was time to “develop” the 
west side of Fredericksburg.  Could this be an underlying focus of our city/county leaders?  So, if there are 
“no chains on main”, will they be cropping up next to the route instead?  When I asked about this, I was 
told that this would give farmers an opportunity to earn some money by selling a corner of their land to 
business.  This totally misses the point – residents don’t want to sell “any” of their land for “any” reason! 

Finally, not sure what’s driving the choice to have a 400-foot wide and 70 mph route.  Surely, these 
parameters weren’t “community driven”. It seems that truckers would be content to have a route similar to 
the current 55-60 mph highways that lead into the city – 2 lanes each direction with a turn lane – which 
means the truckers would “not” have to deal with downtown’s (a) 30 mph speed limit, (b) multiple stop 
lights, (c) pedestrians and (d) tight city corners.   

It’s difficult to witness the discord seen in today’s national politics. I pray that it doesn’t filter into Gillespie 
County, as well.  Please put the residents of the historical/peaceful/proud community first and foremost 
when making decisions that will affect us all.   

Sincerely,    

Darlene Hartmann 



February 7, 2019 

Mr. Kory Keller 
Chairman of the Gillespie County Relief Route Task force 
 
Dear Mr. Keller: 
 
I am a citizen of Gillespie County who will be affected if the decision is made to go with the proposed AB 
route.  The land we live on is my husband’s family heritage property.  This land has been in the 
Hartmann family since the mid 1800’s.  Now, it is owned by three brothers, David Hartmann and his wife 
Darlene, James Hartmann and his wife Judy, and Marlin and me.  This is historical farm land that we are 
farming, my husband’s farther farmed, as well as a great uncle before him.  As you can see, this property 
has great meaning to our family. We have worked hard to improve the land and have built our forever 
homes, (i.e. a lot of sweat equity).   
 
Now, it appears that a truck route is a possibility somewhere between David’s and our property.  We live 
approximately ¼ mile from David and currently run our livestock between the two properties.  We own 
a little over 11 acres. If this route is built between us, we will no longer be able to share grazing for our 
cattle, we will no longer be able to walk back and forth from each other’s homes, and the noise a truck 
route would bring would be devastating, our peace and quiet that we enjoy in the country would 
become the hustle and bustle of a busy interstate.  Our small piece of property would  diminish to very 
little land if you take a 400 Ft strip from us, not to mention the value of our land would plummet. 
 
You have asked us to suggest alternative routes, but that puts neighbor against neighbor and that is not 
okay.  My heart sinks because the way I see it, the citizens of Fredericksburg don’t realize how this route 
will either split someone’s land, or worse demolish homes in order to get the trucks off of Main.  It 
appears that no matter which route you choose, someone will lose.   
 
The city and county should have secured land for a route many years ago when they had a chance to 
buy at a lower cost.  The initial intent was to use Friendship Lane as a truck route, take it out Tivydale, 
and then to 290 and that didn’t happen. Now, land is higher and the steaks are greater for the land 
owners affected, purchasing land in Gillespie county is at an all time high.   
 
We have been told that our property would be bought at fair market value.  The way I see it, you will 
have to purchase our entire 11 acres if route AB is used because not much will be left by taking 400 ft. 
Will fair market value buy 11 acres and the same sized home we live in now in Gillespie County?  We do 
not have these answers and its frightening to think we will have to start over later in life if our land is 
taken from us.  It is disheartening to know that what took years to build and improve can soon be gone.   
 
I am not in favor of this truck route.  Go back and review the initial proposed route on Friendship Lane, 
this would be less impactful.  We do not need an expensive interstate type route with a speed limit of 70 
mph for those passing through.  We only need a way to reroute trucks.  Friendship Lane could be that 
resolution. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 Approximate placement of the Hartmann property. 
 
 
  
 
 
 

   
 
 
 
 
Very Concerned, 
 
Laurie Hartmann 



 

 

 

2/8/2019 

RE:  Fredericksburg Relief Route Study 

To whom it may concern: 

My name is Kenneth Heiner and I am a resident of Fredericksburg. We have family property that we farm on which 

is located on routes C and D which are being considered for the Relief Route located on Upper Liveoak Road. This 

property has been in my family for 100 plus years.  

I do not believe that the city is in need of relief route as large as is being proposed. I understand that the relief 

route will consist of four lanes as well as two lane access roads. The option of a relief route to this magnitude 

sounds excessive. There are already some alternative cut throughs including Friendship lane which connects to 

Hwy 87 and Hwy 16, and Milam can be accessed from HWY 16 and will take you to 290 West and HWY 87 West. 

These four-lane roads seem to meet the needs of this additional traffic. We have already uprooted and impacted 

families and homes for these routes. I don’t think we need to continue to do the same with this relief route.  I am 

sure there is not a route that will best suite everyone involved especially landowners, homeowners, farmers and 

ranchers that are located along these routes. I also have looked at the different options and the quality of the 

information on the routes provided is not clear on what roadways and areas will definitely be impacted.  

With the rapid population growth and home building that is going on in and around Fredericksburg and Gillespie 

county it makes sense that if it is determined that the city/county will move forward with a relief route, this route 

should impact the least amount of residents. If we have to settle for a route, I believe Route B would be the best 

route. I am opposed to the routes C and D not only because my farmland will be impacted, but there are dozens of 

homes on the C and D routes that will need to be destroyed. There are families on these routes that have farms, 

homes, and businesses that would be forced to relocate and that have minimal resources to be uprooted. Along 

this route, there are families that have lived in these homes for decades if not over a century. My family has been 

on the property for over 100 years. There are multiple generations in our family alone that would be forced to 

relocate which include two of my nieces, my daughter, my brother, and my sister. Where would we go? We all 

have humble means and would not be able to afford to relocate in Fredericksburg where my great grandparents 

settled and help build this community. 

I believe that we need to put our citizens first. We are the ones paying taxes and who will be most impacted with 

the route. In theory, a relief route works, however, we need to consider the real impact on our residents. The 

impact of our local families being uprooted, having to relocate their homes and businesses, it just doesn’t seem 

right. This is impacting the livelihood of our neighbors and separating our community.  

I ask that you reconsider the relief route and if it is totally necessary, that you settle on route B. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely,  

 

Kenneth Heiner 

  



 

 

 

2/8/2019 

RE:  Fredericksburg Relief Route Study 

To whom it may concern: 

My name is Rita Heiner and I am a resident of Fredericksburg. We have family property that we farm on which is 

located on routes C and D which are being considered for the Relief Route located on Upper Liveoak Road. This 

property has been in my husband’s family for 100 plus years.  

I do not believe that the city is in need of relief route as large as is being proposed. I understand that the relief 

route will consist of four lanes as well as two lane access roads. The option of a relief route to this magnitude 

sounds excessive. There are already some alternative cut throughs including Friendship lane which connects to 

Hwy 87 and Hwy 16, and Milam can be accessed from HWY 16 and will take you to 290 West and HWY 87 West. 

These four-lane roads seem to meet the needs of this additional traffic. We have already uprooted and impacted 

families and homes for these routes. I don’t think we need to continue to do the same with this relief route.  I am 

sure there is not a route that will best suite everyone involved especially landowners, homeowners, farmers and 

ranchers that are located along these routes. I also have looked at the different options and the quality of the 

information on the routes provided is not clear on what roadways and areas will definitely be impacted.  

With the rapid population growth and home building that is going on in and around Fredericksburg and Gillespie 

county it makes sense that if it is determined that the city/county will move forward with a relief route, this route 

should impact the least amount of residents. If we have to settle for a route, I believe Route B would be the best 

route. I am opposed to the routes C and D not only because my farmland will be impacted, but there are dozens of 

homes on the C and D routes that will need to be destroyed. There are families on these routes that have farms, 

homes, and businesses that would be forced to relocate and that have minimal resources to be uprooted. Along 

this route, there are families that have lived in these homes for decades if not over a century. My family has been 

on the property for over 100 years. There are multiple generations in our family alone that would be forced to 

relocate which include two of my nieces, my daughter, my brother, and my sister. Where would we go? We all 

have humble means and would not be able to afford to relocate in Fredericksburg where my husband’s ancestors 

were some of the founding fathers of our community.  

I believe that we need to put our citizens first. We are the ones paying taxes and who will be most impacted with 

the route. In theory, a relief route works, however, we need to consider the real impact on our residents. The 

impact of our local families being uprooted, having to relocate their homes and businesses, it just doesn’t seem 

right. This is impacting the livelihood of our neighbors and separating our community.  

I ask that you reconsider the relief route and if it is totally necessary, that you settle on route B. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely,  

 

Rita Heiner 

  







February 8, 2019 
 
From Concerned Citizens,  
 
The proposed relief route for Main Street has been in discussion in the recent 
past but seems to have generated more questions than answers. This has left 
many community members confused or frustrated as to why such a large 
undertaking is being forced upon this community without sufficient input from 
those most affected. The first questions stem from the premise, outlined on the 
Texas Department of Transportation website, that the proposed relief route 
would improve safety concerns and quality of life for those affected by Main 
Street traffic. Both of these points are vague and unsubstantiated by any 
representatives that have been at meetings attended by community members.  
 
First, the idea that this route would improve safety concerns. This would 
obviously imply that there are safety concerns in the first place and that they are 
directly related to increased traffic of large trucks. So the challenge that has not 
been met by the members of the committee proposing this route is proving that 
there is a safety concern related to large truck traffic. We would want to see 
actual data from law enforcement records showing that the majority of traffic 
accidents, both fatal and non-fatal, in the last ten years (at least) are specifically 
due to an error on the part of the large truck or its operator.  The fault would 
obviously have to be attributed to a mechanical malfunction or operator error, 
not just that a large truck was involved, as that would include errors from 
personal vehicle operators and would obviously not substantiate a safety concern 
related to the trucks or their operators. If there is not a majority of cases in which 
the accident fault would be attributed to the trucks or their operators, then how 
would changing the route for the trucks change the safety concern at all? If that 
were the case, then all of the effort and taxpayer resources would be 
unfortunately mishandled, showing a clear lack of vision and leadership on the 
part of the committee or anyone involved in contributing to the relief route. 
Additionally, if the problem would be traffic accidents, wouldn’t it make more 
financial sense to hire more law enforcement officials (providing jobs to more 
community members) and adjust the speed limit rather than spend millions of 
dollars on new highway construction that would take years to finish?  
 



The second vague point is that large truck traffic seems to somehow impose on 
the quality of life of the majority of the members of the community. This would 
seem to be a valid concern specifically to business owners or families owning 
property/homes near Main Street. The question is where is the data from a 
validated survey with non-leading questions showing that the majority of citizens 
from Fredericksburg have a significant impingement on their quality of life, 
specifically due to large truck traffic? If this data has been collected, it certainly 
has not been made publicly available for the community to discuss at town hall 
meetings. The question would then be why would this information be kept from 
community members other than to keep people who would oppose the notion 
from discussing their potential concerns. Hiding such information would be a non-
democratic way of conducting public affairs and would clearly violate informed 
decision making on the behalf of all of the community.  
 
Then there is the implication that since all traffic from large trucks should be 
diverted around Main Street, that such individuals must be passing through town 
and not contributing to local business. This is far from the truth, in that actual 
data shows that a significant amount of traffic from large trucks deliver goods to 
businesses either on or just off of Main Street, such that they would be required 
to come into town regardless of the presence of a separate route option. What 
about the trucks coming from and going to 16N? Again, this would miss the mark 
of responsibly allocating taxpayer resources by not addressing the actual problem 
which has yet to be clarified and substantiated. 
 
Next, there is the issue with the shear length of the routes and logistics required 
in the undertaking of such a task. If all of the above points are addressed 
thoroughly, the question would then be where and how long would the route 
need to be to be cost-effective? Arguably the best option would have to be the 
shortest route to get the task accomplished. This would mean bypassing the least 
amount of road possible so as to use the least amount of taxpayer resources for 
this road, potentially freeing up funds for other civic concern. By that reasoning, it 
would be the most logical to choose a small route which would cost less taxpayer 
dollars and allow truck drivers to get back to completing their jobs in an efficient 
manner.  
 
 
 



Friendship Ln needs to be considered. This is taken from the slide that states: 
- Applying that vision to Friendship Lane would require the following:  
 Total roadway reconstruction 
 Expanding right-of-way from 100ft to approximately 400ft 
 Displacing homes, business and community resources 
 
This is how we take the above statement: 
Reconstruction is worse than NEW construction.  The new construction 
completely devastates property that has been in the same families for 
generations. 
You can’t “take” property to increase the right-of-way from 100 feet to 400 feet 
from property owners on Friendship Ln, but it’s ok to take 400 feet from rural 
property owners.  
The homes & businesses on Friendship Ln are more important than the ones in 
the rural areas.  
 
How will you make sure the trucks actually use the route? Will they be ticketed if 
they do not? – Who will ENFORCE this? Why not simply employ more law 
enforcement officials? 
 
How can you have routes picked out without any environmental studies on the 
areas? If these have been done, why have they not been made public knowledge? 
The same with historical markers, A, B, C & D go right over a historical marker. 
The owners have had their attorney send a letter, nobody at the meeting on the 
24th, knew anything about the markers. 
 
Kory Keller should not be on the Task Force since his family business stands to 
gain a lot from the new construction. It is simply a Conflict of Interest.  
 
When a large transmission line wanted to come through, everyone was against it 
because it would ruin our beautiful county. When the wind generators wanted to 
come through, everyone was against it because it would ruin our beautiful 
county… Why is a 70mph highway ok?? 
 
Routes A&B completely dissect our 40 acres diagonally on Leyendecker Rd. The 
Leyendecker families have owned this property for 6 generations. There has been 
family living on this land for over 100 years. Family planned to start building a 



home in 2020, meaning 8 generations on the same property. Not anymore since 
A&B go over the place they had already started clearing. While A&B directly 
affects our property, along with completely displacing 2 neighboring families off 
Dragon Lane, we are not for any of the routes.  
 
The lack of information being shared with citizens leads us to come to our own 
conclusions. The only entity to benefit from this route is the City of 
Fredericksburg, yet the City is not adversely affected in any way. Instead, the 
residents of rural Gillespie County are ultimately the ones to pay the price, not 
only by losing land owned by the same family for generations, but also by being 
forced to contribute financially when a bond is passed or taxes are raised to pay 
for construction or purchase of land.  

Regardless of what Fredericksburg has grown into, it was originally a community 
founded by farmers and ranchers, many of whom still have descendants farming 
and ranching the same piece of property. This heritage is something that City 
leaders are only proud of when it serves their purpose (i.e. keeping wind turbines 
and transmission lines out of Gillespie County). It is quickly forgotten when it 
stands between the City and something that they want for their benefit. We have 
watched from the sidelines as Fredericksburg has turned into a tourist 
destination, all the while trying to hang on to our family heritage as the taxes 
skyrocket, thankful that we do not live in the city limits. Now, however, we are 
being forced to “fix” the City’s problem. Lack of planning on your part should not 
constitute an emergency on our part. 

This has been a topic of discussion for years; when traffic started increasing on 
Main Street years ago, the “locals” started asking for a bypass route to ease truck 
traffic on Main Street. The loudest critics at that time were Main Street 
vendors/shop owners, who argued that a bypass route would essentially put 
them out of business. Safety did not seem to be a concern when city leaders were 
in the process of building Fredericksburg into a tourist destination. Now, safety 
seems to be the scapegoat; it’s a good argument. However, we can’t help thinking 
that the tourists are probably the ones complaining about the truck traffic, and 
when tourists complain, city leaders sit up and take notice.  



No matter which route is picked, it will displace families from 100+ year 
homesteads. That is simply, not right.  

There is a simple solution that needs to at least be considered before anything 
else is done. Drop the speed limit from the Y at 87N & 290W all the way to the 
traffic light at the University Center. ENFORCE the speed. If the trucks don’t like it, 
they will find alternate routes.  
 
PLEASE listen to ALL property owners in Gillespie County.  
 
Mabel Leyendecker Henke 
Jan Henke Nebgen 
Michael W Nebgen 
Michelle Nebgen Jepson 
Matthew Jepson 
Avery Jepson  
 
 
 
 
 
 

































Questions Posed by CIRR: 

1. We feel that we are not being served by our elected leaders in how 
to maintain and improve the quality of life in the Hill Country. 

2. Will all of this require a vote from the county citizens to get around 
either way?  

3. Is the city going to pass a law that does not allow big trucks in the 
downtown area? What about the trucks coming in from 16 N.? 
They are still going to come right into the heart of the city.  

4. Can the city of Fredericksburg illuminate truck traffic on a state and 
or US Highway?  

5. Were historic properties and landmarks considered in the formation 
of the routes?  

6. Where are the flight pass of airplanes using the Fredericksburg 
airport taken into consideration in the formation of the routes? 

7. Were areas in the flood plains taken into consideration in the 
formation of the routes? 

8. What will the intersections at 290, 87 and 16 be like? 

9. Why are some of the proposed routes so big?  

10. Why are some routes so far out of town? The truck still have to 
come in to town. 

11. What is the expected cost of the project? How much is going to be 
paid by TXDOT? How much will be paid by Gillespie County? How 
much will be paid by the city of Fredericksburg? 

12. Will there be tax implications to the county and city? How much will 
our taxes be raised? How much ag exemption will be lost by those 
whose land will be used for road instead of livestock? 



Questions Posed by CIRR: 

13. In 1985, the “relief” was Friendship Lane- the reasons for 
abandoning a wide road already in place does not make fiscal 
sense. 

14. Why is the committee chairman for the relief route a road 
contractor? Is his company allowed to bid on this project? Is this a 
conflict of interest? 

15. Why can’t existing roads be used? 

16. How do you compensate someone enough to move out of their 
home they’ve lived in for 60+70+ years? 

17. Have elevation differences been considered and what does that do 
to expenses? 

18. Why do we have to look like Austin and Houston? Do we really 
want to? Do we want to tear up the land? 

19. Why do we need such a large road?  Why is there not more detail 
about the effect this will have on the relief route issue?  The 
existing highways leading into and leaving FBG are not this large.  
I am referencing “We should know about relief route” written by 
Philip Taetz, Fredericksburg Standard, January 30, 2019. 

20. Why has topography not been considered? 

21. What impact with the bypass have on land prices?   Right of way 
property owners will have a large imprint and a larger impact. 

22. Do we want Fredericksburg to look like Houston and Dallas? What 
impact would this have on our tourism? 

23. What impact on the routes do historical markers have? 

24. Why are the outer county rural residence having to sacrifice and 
pay for getting trucks off Main? There is no connection between 
truck traffic and residency out in the country! 



Questions Posed by CIRR: 

25. Where are the trucks that go through Fredericksburg headed? This 
is a Destination town. 

26. Is Kyle Biederman for or against the route? 

27. Has a study been done as to where the trucks are coming from 
and go to? In other words, which major highways need 
accommodation? 

28. If we reduce the number of trucks on Main, via friendship and an 
extension, when that already be a relief route? Then there would 
be no big TXDOT footprint! 

29. Why wasn’t a historic review done earlier to determine the viability 
of each route? Why is the environmental study done after the route 
has been finalized? 

30. What is the impact to rivers and creeks cross by each route?  And 
the cost to ttaxpayers? 

31. How does this route affect ag exemptions? Therefore, property 
taxes are also affected. 

32. What is Fredericksburg‘s strategic planning for this city? 

33. Where do individual council members, Chamber of Commerce, 
county officials stand on this issue? 

34. Which property owners have asked for the relief route? 
 























February 14,2019 

Joe Muck 

TEXAS HISTORICAL COMMISSION 
real places telling real stories 

Texas Department of Transportation 
Burnet Area Office 
3029 East SH 29 
Burnet, Texas 78611 

Re: Fredericksburg Relief Route Study, Gillespie County 

Mr. Muck: 

Recently, our office was contacted by members of the public about the ongoing Fredericksburg Relief Route Study, 
which seeks to identify a locally preferred alternative route to US 290 in Gillespie County, and their concerns about 
the potential of the new road alignment to affect historic properties. We understand that the study is in its 
preliminary stages, and that the environmental studies and schematic design phases are still to come. However, we 
do want to ensure that historic properties are given consideration as early in the process as possible. 

Concerns were raised specifically about the Stehling Family Homestead at 4259 North US 87, near the intersection 
with Old Mason Road, at the north end of preliminary routes A (blue) and B (green), as shown at the most recent 
public workshop. Although the eligibility of the property for listing in the National Register of Historic Places has 
not been evaluated, based on information submitted to us, the property was settled by German immigrant Amandus 
Stehling circa 1852, and today, the property retains many historic-age resources from the 19th and early 20th centuries 
and much of the original homestead is still owned by descendants. Enclosed please find selected materials provided 
to our office, including recent photographs of the property and site plans showing the proximity of the proposed 
alignments to several historic-age properties in the vicinity. . 

Should the proposed Fredericksburg Relief Route ultimately include a federal undertaking, including, but not limited 
to, federal-aid funding from the Federal Highway Administration or permits from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, our office will look forward to further consultation with TxDOT, the Gillespie County Relief Route 
Task Force, and other consulting parties under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and Section 
4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act, as appropriate. As you know, Section 106 requires federal agencies to 
take into account the effect of their undertakings on historic properties listed in, or determined eligible for listing in, 
the National Register, and Section 4(f) states that a transportation project may not use a historic property unless 
there are no feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives. 

To comply with these requirements, we would anticipate TxDOT preparing a historic resources survey report and 
consulting with our office and other stakeholders to identify and evaluate any historic properties within the project's 
area of potential effect. Should route A or B be carried forward for further study, we would expect that the Stehling 
Family Homestead would be given careful consideration as having high potential for National Register eligibility. 
However, it also appears that there may be a significant concentration of historically related resources nearby in this 
rural setting such as other surrounding historic-age properties, old road alignments, and a historic-age bridge on Old 
Mason Road. If any of these resources fall within the area of potential effect for any alignments, we would 
recommend evaluating this area as a potential historic district as well. 

We understand that any Fredericksburg Relief Route is sure to be a complicated project and that accommodating 
input from numerous sta:keholders concerned with a wide array of natural and cultural resources, while addressing 
the project's stated purpose and need, will be a delicate balancing act. We hope that by identifying potential historic 
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resources early in the planning process we can ensure that a broad range of alternatives can be considered that 
would avoid or minimize any adverse effects to historic properties. 

We look forward to further consultation with your office and hope to maintain a partnership that will foster 
effective historic preservation. Thank you for your efforts to preserve the irreplaceable heritage of Texas. If you 
have any questions concerning our comments, or if we can be of further assistance, please contact Justin K.ockritz at 

 

Sincerely, 

frl4t: 
Justin I<ockritz 
Lead Project Reviewer, Federal Programs 

Enclosure: Stehling Family Homestead Photographs and Site Plan 

cc: Rebekah Dobrasko, TxDOT -Environmental Division via email 
Shirley Nichols, TxDOT-Austin District via email 
I<ory I<el1er, Gillespie County Relief Route Task Force, Chair via email 
Anna Hudson, City of Fredericksburg, Historic Preservation Officer via email 
Glen Treibs, Gillespie County Historic Commission, Chair via email 
Randy Stehling via email 
I<ent Stehling via email 
Stacey Benningfield, CP& Y, Inc. via email 
Fredericksburg Relief Route Study Project Team via email 

GREG ABBOTT, GOVERNOR • JOHN l. NAU , III , CHAIR • MARK WOLFE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
P.O. BOX 12276 . AUSTI N, TEXAS . 78711-2276 . P 512-463-6100 . F 512-475-4872 . TOO 1-800-735-2989 . thc.texas .gov 



 

 

Attachment A 

 

 
      Aerial Map  

 
1  Carolyn Gross Residence, , Fredericksburg Texas  

(Built 1921 by Paul Stehling, and located on the Amandus Stehling 

Homestead, settled 1852) 

2  Kent & Krista Stehling Residence,     , 

Fredericksburg, Texas   

(Built 1881 by Amandus Stehling, and located on the Amandus Stehling 

Homestead settled 1852) 

3 Bill & Cheri Rothermel Residence, , Fredericksburg, 

Texas  

(Built 1889 by George Franz Stehling, and located on what was originally 

the George Franz Stehling Homestead settled 1852) 

4           Charles Blackwell Residence (5
th

 generation descendant of Christoff  

           Feuge) , Fredericksburg (Multiple structures   

  built circa 1860 to 1901 and located on the Cristoff Feuge Homestead  

  settled circa 1850 
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Amandus Stehling Homestead Settled 1852 

Carolyn (Stehling) Gross Residence (Built by Paul Stehling 1921) 

Current Day Photo Provided by Carolyn Gross 
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Amandus Stehling Homestead Settled 1852 

Current Day Photos Provided by Kent and Krista Stehling 

 
Amandus Stehling Home (Built 1881) 

 
Pump House / Windmill / Home 

 
Barn / Blacksmith Shop 
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George Franz Stehling Homestead Settled 1852 

Current Day Photos Provided by Bill and Cheryll Rothermel 

 
George Franz Stehling Home (Built 1889) 

 
Horse Barn (Built 1898) 

 
Barn (Circa late 1800’s) Converted to Guest Quarters 
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Christoff Feuge Homestead Settled circa 1850 

Current Day Photos Provided by Charles Blackwell  

(5
th

 Generation descendant of Christoff Feuge) 

 
Home Built by Carl Feuge 1901 

           

                 Log Barn circa 1860’s           Smokehouse circa 1870’s 

    
                             Home Built by Christoff Feuge 1870 



































Curtis Mayo 
 

Feb 8, 
2019, 

3:43 PM 

 
 
 

to FredericksburgReliefRoute 

 
 

TO: Fredericksburg Relief Route Task Force Members 
  
FROM: Curtis R. and Donna Sharon Mayo, Loudon Road Property Owners and Residents 
  
RE: Opposition of the Outer Loop A/B of the Fredericksburg Relief Route 
  
Route A/B of the TXDOT divided highway Relief Route of Fredericksburg will diminish the community of 
Gillespie county and will destroy a large part of a rural 
ecosystem of Fredericksburg.  As owners and residents on Loudon Road, which it will dissect, we will be 
greatly impacted by such a highway and are very 
much opposed to its construction. 
  
Route A/B will specifically impact one of the most beautiful county roads (Loudon) that travels along Live 
Oak Creek, on which we live, in Gillespie county.  It will 
destroy the road and the cliffs along the creek.  It will also make access both short term and in the future 
difficult for landowners.  It will divide generational home- 
steads (100+ years).  It will lower property values of a pristine environment that landowners wish to 
preserve for their heirs and future generations. 
  
A few of the reasons that this relief route A/B should not be built are: 
  

A. Live Oak Creek is feed by springs that make it a natural year-long flowing creek.  Bridge 
supports and other construction may impact the aquifer which is 

             essential to Live Oak Creek water level. 
  

B. The area along Live Oak Creek is wooded and still in a pristine condition and contains an 
ecosystem of birds and animals and wooded native trees, 

some of which are native to this area e.g. there are, remaining, a small flock of turkeys that roost 
along the creek that will be affected by this 
construction. 

  
C. There are Indian artifacts along the creek banks from Hwy 290 out along Live Oak Creek which 

may be disturbed and broken by the construction. 
  
       D.   Building Route A/B of this magnitude and this far out from town will increase 
              the expenditure of the project and additionally will do greater 
              damage to the rural environment - which is what visitors come to Fredericksburg 

        to see anyway. 
  

       E.     The Route A/B would introduce unwanted light and noise pollution into bucolic 
               farm and ranch settings that families have enjoyed for generations. 

  
F.        Rural property owners on Route A/B would be forced to make decisions on improvements 
of their property, not knowing when or where a highway may 

               disrupt them or devalue their property. 
  

G.       Access to individual properties will be cut-off and some older ranch properties will be cut in 
half. 

  



H.        If Route A were to be chosen, three bridges would create the additional expense of 
construction across the Pedernales River, Live Oak and Barons Creeks. 

  
 I.    Construction on the northwest side of Route A/B would incur an elevation change of 
       275 feet in less than a mile, after construction of a bridge across Live Oak Creek.   

         
        J.    The county residents are being unduly punished by the burden of a large downtown 
               Relief Route, the extent of which may or may not be used by the truckers.  Trucks going 
               north on Hwy 16 from Hwy 290, Hwy 87 or from south Hwy 16 will not be able 
               to use the relief route. 
  

K.        Improving and proposing that truckers use Hwy 83 cut-off from interstate I-10 to the city 
of Eden (Hwy 87) could alleviate much of the Hwy 87 traffic and enable 

                the trucks to by-pass Fredericksburg. 
  

L.         If there happens to be a later vote on this relief route construction by city residents,   
        county residents may not even be able to participate in such a vote. 

  
  
  
In conclusion, we know the planning committee has spent considerable amount of time and energy in 
proposing this plan, but the committee should seriously rethink 
their plan with respect of putting some of the burden back on the truckers. i.e. new routes with 
refinements of the roads by TXDOT, rather than the current burdensome 
problem that it has placed on the city and county residents. 
  
  
  
               Respectfully submitted Feb. 8, 2019, 
  
               Curtis R. Mayo, Professional Geologist and Landowner 
               Donna S. Mayo, Landowner 
  
 



















Fredericksburg Relief Route Study 
Public Workshop « January 24. 2019 • Pioneer Museum Sanctuary (Gillespie County Historical Society) 
Comment Form 

Name (Please Print): ^ Q - H N yK\^-Ag-M 

Address

Email:

Comment: 

-yr i^f>p^lLs To r.^ <:AoM^rt. 

Z) TV UJQuCb /3 .e CinO^i^ -f^ TVQ? Cf^rfV^^ d/^sf/LjcT^ 

(Texas Transportation Code, §201.811(a)(5)): 
Check each of the following boxes that apply to 
you: 

J I am employed by TxDOT 
J I do business with TxDOT 
J I could benefit monetarily from the project 

or other item about which I am commenting 

For more information, or to take a survey on or 
before February 8, 2019, visit www.fbgtx.org, 

and search "Relief Route Task Force," or 
contact Joe Muck at: 

joe.muck@txdot.gov or 512.715.5702. 

Written comments will be received and accepted by the project 
team via email at FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com 

or by mail at: 
CP&Y Attn: Fredericksburg Relief Route Study 

13809 Research Blvd., Suite 300 
Austin, TX, 78750 

Comments must be received on or before February 8, 2019, to be included in the official record of this public workshop. 



Hello... 
 
Following is my ongoing story and my interaction with Relief 
Route Task Force, both face-to-face and via many emails. 
 
My experience with the Task Force started May 2018. It has 
been one of increasing frustration, which I will attempt to explain. 
 
My wife and I retired to this area in 2008.  We love the area, 
and the people.  Fredericksburg is a hidden jewel! 
 
I had heard about the need for a "bypass" route from our 
new friends here in the area, and how the discussion had 
been going on for many years. 
 
My interest in the "bypass" was raised, when I noticed a 
mention in the newspaper, of a meeting at the University 
Center, for a new discussion of a "bypass." 
 
I went to that meeting, May of last year, not knowing what 
to expect. 
 
To my surprise, the presentations were two-dimensional. 
 
People were asked to mark a route, on a flat surface, with no 
idea of the topography on the route that they had marked. 
This is the Texas Hill Country, the land is NOT FLAT, so 
an "accurate" map is needed to make "accurate" decisions. 
At least that is what you would think! 
 
I asked members of the team: "where are the topographic 
maps of the area?"  I got a lot of blanks looks and a few 
"we will have them next time" replies.  I was disappointed, 
and saw this as a major flaw in what should have been an 
accurate representation of the area under consideration for 
a possible "bypass" route. 
 



After the May meeting, I sent several emails to the Task Force, 
mentioning my concern for the lack of topographic information 
for the participants to consider. 
 
I had hopes that the topographic maps would appear at the 
second session...  but that was not the situation.  I again asked 
the question of many of the Task Force... "where are the topographic 
maps of the area?"  I again got a lot of different replies, but nothing 
positive. 
 
After the second meeting, I again sent emails asking about the 
lack of topographic maps that were needed for accurate routing 
to be made over acceptable areas. 
 
Now we come to the most recent meeting.  When I got there, I again 
noticed that there were no topographic maps available.  At that 
point in time, I found Andy Atlas, Project Manager, and asked him 
about the topographic maps. I told him that I had been asking 
for them since the first meeting and also by multiple email followups. 
 
His reply to me was: "We didn't understand what you wanted." 
 
Mr. Atlas, or one of his Task Force members could have emailed 
me with questions, etc... but that never happened.  Ask you can 
see...  this did not help my frustration level! 
 
I pointed out to Mr. Atlas, that there were many service available 
that could provide a three dimensional model of the area based 
on USGS maps.  Something that could be "seen" by all those 
involved in the process.  A search for "usgs 3d relief maps" 
brings up many solutions for my request. Yes, there would be a 
cost, but this would be the professional way to do things. 
 
FYI...  my property sits at US 290W and the Route "A" line, a 
route, which you could see from a topographic map, is not 
economically and physically acceptable.  The elevation profile 
from Tivydale Road to my location is not a gentle slope.  The 
construction of an approved 400 foot wide roadway would require 



a tremendous amount of excavation and would end up with a 
highway with a slope that would not be favored by heavy trucks. 
 
At the last meeting, with a presentation, but no Q&A, the "B" 
route, which partially paralleled the "A" route, was eliminated 
as a consideration.  There was no mention of the reason for 
the removal of "B".  Other routes, that had been considered 
and then removed, were explained off the map. 
 
I am not a happy camper.  I consider the non-responsiveness 
regarding my request for topographic maps, to aid in an intelligent 
selection of a suitable route, to be a slap-in-the-face, nothing less. 
 
I have pretty much given up hope for any positive response to 
my multiple requests. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
 
Don Murray 
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February 15, 2019 
  
From Concerned Citizens Gary & Kathy Saucier, 
  
Our family heritage in Fredericksburg is the Leyendecker Family, which as you 
know has been in Fredericksburg from its founding. My wife Kathy is a 
Leyendecker, and we live on a farm that has been in the family since 1904.  Kathy 
and I started transitioning to , in 2017 when I retired.   We 
have built a cabin and horse barn already and plan to build a new house in a few 
years.  We are very bothered by the concept of a 400’ wide I-10 class Relief Route 
in the neighborhood, as would be the case with routes A/B and C/D.  
  
We are even more bothered, in that the process being used by the City to drive 
this Relief Route, does not respect the County Citizens, the property they own nor 
the Hill Country Lifestyle in which they wish to live.  The workshops held by 
TxDOT, are in a TELL mode, but not in an explanation mode. They specifically 
stated that no questions will be answered in the 01/24/19 workshop.  
  
The concept of a Relief Route, through an area with relatively few roads, raises a 
lot of questions. Why the conceived Relief Route needs a 400’ wide right of way 
and shown to be stylized after I-10 or MOPAC is a question all have.  Yet no one 
has stated any answer.  The closest to an answer is City Officials, stating that 
TxDOT is requiring that it be so.   The impact of a 400’ width I-10 like road to the 
Fredericksburg area will greatly impact the lifestyle of the area.  This will have 
negative impacts on locals and tourists as it will greatly mar the beauty that both 
love about Fredericksburg and Gillespie County.   
  
The cost of such a road is between $15M and $25M per mile, based upon TxDOT 
data on similar roads.  At the lengths of the routes between 8 and 18 miles, that is 
a potential construction cost of $120M to $270M, using the lower per mile cost. 
Of this likely 10% will be paid by the county.   The land acquisition costs are 
between $30-50M based on the nearly 1000 acres needed for the longer routes. 
Again, this is a county cost.  Thus, the county residents are being asked to 
eventually pay $40-$80M for a road they do not want or need. 
  
A road more aligned with the previous recommendation of 140’ right of way and 
a 5-lane road, would be more than adequate to carry the US 290, US 87 and TX 16 



traffic.  Such an approach, would cost much less, can be made to fit within the 
scenic beauty of the hill country, be used by locals and truck traffic.  Rather than 
push for which location, TxDOT and the Task Force need to push for what is the 
right road to solve the concerns of Main Street Traffic.  Once we all get a concept 
that is viable, then a best route can be established. 
  
The need for a relief route, is also suspect.   Yes, on the weekends, traffic on Main 
Street is significant.   Yet most of the trucks do not travel on the weekends.   Most 
of the car traffic is likely Tourists on the weekends.  On week days the traffic is 
significantly reduced.  TxDOT’s data has not shown the level of details to the 
public that define the need, in a defend-able quantitative level.  The data 
supporting the traffic need should be questioned by the task force and citizens to 
ensure it is accurate. 
  
Two specific examples: TxDOT’s own data on public websites shows that Main 
Street truck traffic peaked in 2015 and has gone down since then, yet they talk 
about increasing truck traffic.  Have changes outside of Fredericksburg 
helped?  Are there other non-Gillespie County changes that will re-route trucks 
currently using Main Street?  Why is the data not being used to explain the 
need?  Details need to be shared with the county citizens to help them 
understand. 
  
An informal study done in the same time period, showed that 70% of the trucks 
using main street were making local deliveries.  This data raises a serious question 
on how many trucks will use the Relief Route instead of Main Street.  Such a data 
analysis needs to be done by TxDOT with Citizen input and review to understand 
the issues so a real solution can be defined. 
  
There are also, locally controlled options that have not been shown, yet seem 
realizable.  One of the issues on Main Street is the diagonal parking, combined 
with the many large pick-up trucks.  This combination effectively narrows the “4 
lane” road to 3 (1.5 each way).   The parking on Main Street could be addressed 
and relieve the congestion, at much lower cost than the relief route.  One could 
change from diagonal to parallel parking, one could not allow pick-up parking on 
Main Street, one could eliminate parking on parts of Main Street altogether. 
These options could then improve sidewalk width and give tourists more area to 



wander and sit.   Such concepts either have not been looked at, or data is being 
withheld from the public.  
  
I know you are tired of hearing about Friendship Lane, BUT it was previously 
stated to be the solution.  If one looks at a 140’ wide right away (5 lane road) 
option, the impact to Friendship Lane is not as much and it becomes more viable. 
Yes, re-construction would be necessary, but that would likely cost less than other 
options, and land acquisition would not be as large.  Of course, this would put 
more of the acquisition cost and the construction cost on the city vs the county, 
but that is where the usage of the roads would be according to the studies 
mentioned above. 
  
70 MPH is an interesting parameter.  Why is it that to replace a few miles of 30 
MPH road which has multiple stop lights, you need 8-18 miles of 70 MPH I-10 with 
limited access.   I have asked this question and not gotten good answers. The only 
answer people have is because TxDOT says so.   I suggest that a more modest 
speed such as 45 with few if any lights or 55-60 MPH, would be enough.  Such 
roads would be much lower cost, less noisy, and fit in with the Hill Country style. 
  
In addition to the points above, there is of course eventual location of any 
solution, and that must include respect for the significant Heritage in the area, 
significant Historical sites and environmental impacts on a unique ecosystem. 
  
As you can see, there are many questions, and ours are but a few of those in your 
citizens’ minds.  People are not being made aware of the details and the whys so 
that they can make an informed decision. 
  
TxDOT, the Task Force, the City officials and the County officials, all need to listen 
to all the citizens of Gillespie County as they are currently being asked to pay for a 
road that they do not want.  Give these citizens fully transparent and complete 
answers to help them understand why a Relief Route at all and define a road style 
that is Hill Country compatible. Without such understanding, a county-based 
funding mechanism is unlikely to pass, thus no resolution to the current situation 
and a lot of very unhappy people. 
  
Gary & Kathy Saucier 
 















From: Randy R. Stehling, AIA   
Sent: Friday, January 25, 2019 12:37 PM 
To: Paul Schrader <pschrader@cpyi.com> 
Cc: Kory Keller <kkeller@allenkellerco.com> 
Subject: Fredericksburg Relief Route 
  
Paul, 
  
Thank you again for taking the time to speak with me and several members of my family 
yesterday at the January 24th Relief Route Meeting in Fredericksburg. I know you visited 
with many people but I hope you will recall our conversation about proposed routes A & 
B and  where they are currently proposed to  intersect Highway 87 north. 
  
As we discussed the newly proposed routes A & B would be devastating to FIVE (5) 
family homes grouped in this area including my own. See attached map with the homes 
I reference circled in red. Mine is circled in yellow. 
  
The route as proposed would appear to come within a 100 feet of my home and one 
other family home, and even much closer to another. 
  
As I mentioned when we spoke it would seem that surely the intersection of routes A & 
B  and Highway 87 could be shifted either to the northwest (behind my property outlined 
in blue) or to the southeast to avoid such a devastating impact on five family homes 
which include two mid 1800’s historic homes. Shifting routes A & B to the southeast 
would seem to be very similar to the previously suggested section 2 and would likely 
shorten the overall length of routes A & B. The negative impact of section 2 as 
previously proposed  was the proximity of it to two of the five homes, but surely a slight 
and reasonable adjustment to the east would reduce this impact and avoid placing 
routes A & B as currently proposed right through the middle of five family homes. 
Additionally shifting routes A & B to the southeast would at least keep both highway 87 
and Routes A & B to one side of these five family homes, NOT right through the middle 
of them. Being to the side of a major highway intersection is at least better than being in 
the middle of it. Shifting Routes A & B to the northwest would seem to be another 
reasonable option. While it would likely lengthen Routes A & B, at least it would move 
the route out of the middle of five family homes. 
  
I know you are faced with many challenges and we are just one of hundreds of 
suggestions and family stories you have heard. In my case, all I have saved and worked 
for my entire life is in my home and the thought now of a four lane, 400 foot wide 
highway specifically designed to encourage truck traffic, 100 feet from my home is 
almost unimaginable. For the sake of my family and the other four family homes 
adjacent to me please consider the above suggestions.  Help us save the integrity and 
livability of homes that we have worked so hard to build, preserve, and pass on to our 
children. 
  



I would welcome any opportunity to visit with you more including a personal walk of the 
area I’m speaking of to give you a ground level perspective of my concerns and 
suggestions. My work number is noted below and my cell number is . 
  
Thank you! 
  
Randy R. Stehling, AIA 
Principal 
  
 

   

                
 

 

Attachments: 
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BYPASS 2019 

 

To: Fredericksburg Mayor, Linda Langerhans and City Council Members 

      Judge Stroeher and County Commissioners 

      FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com 

      Residents of Gillespie County 

 

Date: February 11, 2019 

I have attended the bypass meetings for years probably decades. I have made comments to the 
committee for years even before Txdot got involved.   I really have a problem with a bypass that will be 
4 lanes with side roads for on and off entrances that can be driven at 70 mph. It seems that this bypass 
will be superior over our current 290 and 87 Highway.  Seems it will be more like 410 and 1604 in San 
Antonio. Does Fredericksburg really need this? 

Yes indeed we definitely need to get trucks and traffic out of downtown Main Street. But do we need to 
have a bypass this large?  Why can’t a road equal to Highway 16, 290 or 87 be sufficient.  We do not 
need a bypass as large or as extreme as is being proposed! I realize that many meetings were and are 
being held to decide where to place this needed bypass and to get community support. We need 
community support.  

The City has a plan to extend Friendship Lane from 290 East to 290 West. This would be a great start like 
the extension of Milam was a few years ago. It could also be a truck bypass until a further out bypass is 
purchased and completed. Yes, the City would have to purchase land to extend Friendship and build a 
road but it could happen much faster than the bypass being considered will.  Land is expensive and will 
only get higher with more homes that will get in the way.  Mayor and City council, please begin plans to 
extent Friendship Lane now. Milam was a great improvement thus relieving traffic down West Main to 
16 south. A  Friendship Lane extension would also help locals and local deliveries not always having to 
go down Main Street.  

If you live in Gillespie County and have a comment, please contact Fredericksburg Mayor, City Council, 
Judge Stroeher and or County Commissioners. If you agree that the bypass need only be as wide and 
equal to our current highways entering Fredericksburg, let them know.      
FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com is how to contact the state. The state needs to hear from you on 
or before February 15. They are putting together their comments from the last town meeting. Time is 
important.   

Judy Vordenbaum 

 









Route Relief Task Force: 

      In spite of the commitment to look at other alternative routes than originally 

suggested, the committee and TXDOT have returned with the exact same routes and the 

same solutions. Shortly after we bought land and built our home almost 20 years ago, 

TX Dot and a committee decided a loop might help traffic through the town and chose a 

route that ran directly through our property and destroyed our home. 20 years later, the 

study and alternate route is the identical route. There is no alternate route. TXDOT and 

the committee took the same plans and said they were different.  Routes C and D and E 

and F may have different letter names, but the route is the same. Never has TXDOT 

considered using Hwy 290 which already exists and connects to 87 north. Not only 

would that save a significant amount of money, but it would also keep many 

homeowners from being displaced. It is not acceptable to not even consider existing 

highways as possible routes. 

     We live in a subdivision so there will be many homeowners to be compensated for 

land as well as for their homesteads. As Fredericksburg real estate is one of the highest 

in the Hill country, the cost of compensation will be significantly higher than in an area 

where there are no homes. It is absurd to raze an entire subdivision and call it “for the 

greater good” as was the exact phrase used by TX DOT engineer at the meeting.  

 I am not willing to give up my home and land because some don’t like trucks on 

Main Street. Businesses may not like certain trucks coming through town, but they 

certainly want service trucks and supply trucks in town to meet their needs. We don’t see 

shopowners willing to make any concessions for “the greater good” either. Actually, I 

question exactly what the engineer from TX DOT means by his phrase “the greater 

good.” Is that when it doesn’t affect him or when it justifies what has already been 

decided and will allow him to check this project off his list? A bad decision does not 

suffice just because it is a decision. And this is a bad decision!  

        Camille Williamson 

         



Relief Route Comments 
 
 I attended the recent relief route meeting and was dismayed (again) to see that 
nothing ever changes.  Both routes C and D and E and F run directly through my land 
and homestead.  That is the way it was 15 years ago and has been at every meeting since.  
It is very disingenuous of TxDot and the committee to say that other options were 
considered.  It is clear the decision has been made already and lying to us about it just 
makes matters worse.  There has NEVER been a viable alternative route from 290 west 
to 87 north considered by the engineers at any time in the last 20 years other than 
through my house.  I also continue to be amazed that TxDot and the committee 
continually give lip service about concerns over homes and buildings but continue to run 
these routes straight over both.  You are concerned about terrain and the view from 
Settlers Ridge but not peoples’ homes.  Quit acting like you care about people’s homes 
since you obviously do not.  I suspect none of the task force, city council, or 
commissioners are affected by any of the routes.  “The greater good” (as the TxDot 
person responded to me about my house always being in the routes) obviously applies to 
other people.  Might this group have their homes in town made into off site parking 
areas?  That is a real need.  I know they will not mind.  And their neighbors, I am sure, 
would not mind the city busing people 24-7 to Main Street and back.  This would 
eliminate the parking on Main and add two more lanes to take care of traffic.  Oh but 
greater good only applies to others! 
 They preach “fair compensation” for land but in my case 15 acres and a home a 
mile from town is IRREPLACEABLE AT ANY PRICE!  Many like me checked to make 
sure there were no easements on the property before purchasing our land.  Many that are 
in danger have had their property for generations and even the rest of us will be denied 
the opportunity to pass it to our children to occupy and enjoy.  I am not sure why I 
continue to give feed back every time.  I know it goes into file 13 but I keep trying 
anyway.  The train is on its course and will not be derailed but I did have greater hopes 
and expectations that the people involved would act in the honorable manner to which 
they were professing.  I was wrong again.   
 
Marc Williamson  













land. Tiffany Osburn, archaeologist for the Texas Historical Commission, visited our 

property recently and confirmed that we have an archaeology site. In fact there are 

several, spreading from the river to the far northern edge of our property. These likely 

extend into the property north of us as well, since the tributary to the Pedernales is 

wooded and would have been attractive to native peoples living here.  Due to being 

heavily wooded, this area has not been cultivated as is common for many properties along 

the river, thus leaving artifacts intact.   

• As you surely are aware, the National Historic Preservation Act, signed in 1966 by 

President Lyndon Johnson, requires that “federal agencies take into account the effects of 

their undertaking on historic properties.” As an example, “New highway construction by 

the Texas Department of Transportation that utilizes federal funds”.  Compliance with this 

law would take considerable money and effort as your archaeologists survey our sites and 

those of neighbors. This would add even more time to the construction of a desired 

bypass road. For details see http://www.thc.texas.gov/project-review/national-historic-

preservation-act  

• Golden-cheeked Warbler Habitat. Our land has many oaks alongside aged ashe-juniper 

trees, the ideal habitat for golden-cheeked warblers. According to the Audobon Society, 

the habitat these federally protected birds need includes “Junipers, oaks; also streamside 

trees. Habitat specialist during the nesting season. Breeds on hillsides and slopes in 

mature woods of Ashe juniper, especially brakes of junipers 10-20' tall interspersed with 

deciduous trees such as oak, walnut, pecan, and hackberry.” See 

https://www.audubon.org/field-guide/bird/golden-cheeked-warbler.  When surveyed by 

Master Naturalist Jim Stanley, our property contains blackjack oak,  cedar (ashe juniper), 

cedar elm, Chinaberry, elbowbush, hackberry, live oak, pecan, and post oak. 

◦ Since 1990, these birds are protected by the Endangered Species Act, so removing 

their habitat is not acceptable.  This federal protection was reconfirmed Feb 6, 2019 

by a federal judge in Austin. From the Audobon Society website, “The U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service (FWS) first listed the warblers as endangered under an emergency rule 

in 1990, citing “ongoing and imminent habitat destruction.” As a result, developers 

have to take certain federally-mandated steps, like applying for permits and paying 

into a conservation fund, before bulldozing juniper trees to build houses and roads in 

breeding areas. Those restrictions, however, didn’t stop 1.5 million acres, almost a 

third of the warbler’s habitat, from being gobbled up by suburban sprawl between 



1999 and 2011.”  https://www.audubon.org/news/the-golden-cheeked-warbler-still-

endangered-federal-judge-rules See also, 

https://www.biologicaldiversity.org/news/press releases/2019/golden-cheeked-

warbler-02-07-2019.php 

• The mapped location of routes B/D would cover a deep ravine on our property that is 

roughly 25’ deep and 100+ yards across.  This would add an unnecessary expense and 

construction and likely would damage the water quality for the river.  Routes B/D run right 

along the Pedernales on our property.  When the river flooded this past fall, the bank on 

our side of the river filled to ground level of where a road would be placed. The floods in 

1978 and 1978 came to 20 feet HIGHER than that. It won’t flood to that level often, but 

we know that it WILL flood again to that level. Devastation will be massive and repairs will 

cost many millions of dollars. I can see no sensible reason for putting a highway along a 

river that is known to flood.  

• From their 2015 report ‘The State of the Pedernales: Threats, Opportunities and Research 

Needs, the Hill Country Alliance says “The Pedernales drains nearly 820,000 acres across 

8 counties. During dry periods, the Pedernales River provides up to 23% of the surface 

water entering Lake Travis, which the comity of Austin relies on for driking water, energy 

production, and recreation. The Pedernales and its associated watershed area provide 

critical habitat for several endemic species, and the river provieds important scenic, 

recreational, and cultural value to Central Texas.” Later in this report, it says “The 

Pedernales River has been designated as an ecologically significant stream segment by 

the Texas Parts and Wildlife Department… In the Texas Conservation Action Plan, the 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) created a list of Priority Habitats for 

conservation action throughout the state of Texas. Within the Edwards Plateau ecoregion, 

riverine and riparian ecosystems includingthe Pedernaled River are listed as conservation 

priorities (TPWD 2012).” It just is not OK to put a road right along the Pedernales River. 

The Pedernales is in good shape now – let’s leave it that way. 

• Animal Habitat. Furthermore, a highway along the river would annihilate habitat for 

numerous animals. This is true for our property as well as several other sections of routes 

B/D that run along the Pedernales. As Fredericskburg encroaches further and further into 

outlying areas, habitat is being lost to many animals who live here. Texas Master 

Naturalists Jim & Priscilla Stanley have surveyed our land and did an inventory of the 

variety of plants on our property. We have observed wild turkeys, racoons, opossum, 



porcupines, armadillos, white tail deer, axis deer, mountain lion, jackrabbits, cotton-tail 

rabbits, nutria, gray fox and coyotes. Having maintained a dozen carpenter ant beds, we 

have an excellent habitat for horned toads. We all remember these fondly from childhood 

and I am working to have some ‘rehomed’ on our property.  See 

https://texashillcountry.com/re-introducing-the-horned-lizard-into-the-hill-country/  In his 

suggestions for proper stewardship of the land, Jim Stanly spoke of how “Riparian areas 

are especially important and fragile.”   

• Hill Country Heritage: Peace & Quiet One of the central reasons that I live in the Hill 

Country is for the peace and quiet I have, living outside of city limits. My skies at night are 

dark and I can see the Milky Way in its magnificence, unless the moon is out that night. I 

can hear Hwy 87 in the distance in early mornings, but otherwise it’s quite peaceful. This 

issue is going to be true for all bypass routes being considered, except those very close to 

town anyhow. Purchasing land through folks’ property will in no way compensate them for 

what would be taken. No, it’s not OK to just say, “we generated lots of tourism and now 

have a problem with traffic. You’ll need to give up your land and the joy/fulfillment you 

have from your home and livelihood in the country because those in town want something 

different. Non-city residents of Gillespie County should not be asked/demanded to give up  

something vital to them for the sake of choices made in Fredericksburg. The very thought 

of a bypass road well out into the country, with gas stations and fast food establishments 

along the route is nauseating. It’s not what Texas is about. Cutting through good quality 

farm land (which we have east of Fredericksburg) is not acceptable.  

 

 

OK, those are my main points. The archaeology sites on routes B/D, Golden-cheeked warbler 

habitat, Pedernales River quality concerns, and animal habitat disruptions make it an untenable 

option.  Take it off the table. 

 

Separate from my opinion and preferences about the specific routes, the online survey provided 

for residents to complete unfortunately has numerous design flaws. Any responses collected will 

have biased results. As such no conclusions can be drawn from this survey. Using results to guide 

decision making is inappropriate. My background includes an advanced degree in statistics from 

the University of Texas School of Public Health in Houston and 30+ years in the field. I will explain 

these issues further in another letter but wanted to include this here for the record.  
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Appendix G 

Post-workshop Outreach Materials 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

Post Workshop Email Blast 

 

 

Greetings, 

 

Thank you for participating in the public workshop for the Fredericksburg Relief Route Study on 

January 24th. We value your input, as it will help to guide the planning for this important 

transportation improvement project. 

 

The project team will continue to collect public input for the next two weeks. If you were unable 

to participate in all of the activities offered at the workshop, or if someone you know is 

interested in providing input, you may send written comments on or before February 8, 2019, 

to the project team at: 

 

FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com 

 

Postal mail: 

CP&Y Attention: Fredericksburg Relief Route Study 

13809 Research Blvd., Suite 300 

Austin, TX, 78750. 

 

For more information visit our website Fredericksburg Relief Route Study, or to take a survey 

on or before February 8, 2019, visit: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/fbgpostwrkshp 

or contact Joe Muck at joe.muck@txdot.gov or 512.715.5702. 

 

Sincerely, 

The Fredericksburg Relief Route Study Project Team 
  

https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/get-involved/about/hearings-meetings/austin/012419.html
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/fbgpostwrkshp


Extended Deadline Email Blast 
 

Greetings, 
  
This email is to inform you that the deadline for the comment period for the Fredericksburg Relief Route 
Study Public Workshop #3 held on January 24th  (at the Pioneer Museum Sanctuary at 312 W. San 
Antonio St.) has been extended to February 15, 2019. We value your input, as it will help to guide the 
planning for this important transportation improvement project. 
  
If you were unable to participate in the activities offered at the workshop, or if someone you know is 
interested in providing input, you may send written comments on or before February 15, 2019, to the 
project team at: 
  
Email:   FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com 
Postal mail:  CP&Y Attention: Fredericksburg Relief Route Study 
                                                13809 Research Blvd., Suite 300 
                                                Austin, TX, 78750. 
  
For more information visit our website Fredericksburg Relief Route Study, or contact Joe Muck at 
joe.muck@txdot.gov or 512.715.5702. 
  
To take a survey on or before February 15, 2019, 
visit: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/fbgpostwrkshp 
  
Sincerely, 
The Fredericksburg Relief Route Study Project Team 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/get-involved/about/hearings-meetings/austin/012419.html
https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/get-involved/about/hearings-meetings/austin/012419.html
mailto:FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com
https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/get-involved/about/hearings-meetings/austin/012419.html
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/fbgpostwrkshp


Extended Deadline Reminder Email Blast 
 

Greetings, 
  
This email is to remind you that the deadline for the comment period for the Fredericksburg Relief 
Route Study Public Workshop #3 held on January 24th  (at the Pioneer Museum Sanctuary at 312 W. 
San Antonio St.) has been extended to February 15, 2019. We value your input, as it will help to guide 
the planning for this important transportation improvement project. 
  
If you were unable to participate in the activities offered at the workshop, or if someone you know is 
interested in providing input, you may send written comments on or before February 15, 2019, to the 
project team at: 
  
Email:   FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com 
Postal mail:  CP&Y Attention: Fredericksburg Relief Route Study 
                                                13809 Research Blvd., Suite 300 
                                                Austin, TX, 78750. 
  
For more information visit our website Fredericksburg Relief Route Study, or contact Joe Muck at 
joe.muck@txdot.gov or 512.715.5702. 
  
To take a survey on or before February 15, 2019, 
visit: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/fbgpostwrkshp 
  
Sincerely, 
The Fredericksburg Relief Route Study Project Team 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/get-involved/about/hearings-meetings/austin/012419.html
https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/get-involved/about/hearings-meetings/austin/012419.html
mailto:FredericksburgReliefRoute@gmail.com
https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/get-involved/about/hearings-meetings/austin/012419.html
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/fbgpostwrkshp
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