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I. INTRODUCTION 

The proposed project described in this Categorical Exclusion is located on Cape Road at the San Marcos 
River (Structure # B001-58-001) within the City of San Marcos.  Figure 1 shows the project location 
and limits.  Photographs of the project area are included in Appendix A. 

II. EXISTING FACILITY 

The existing bridge on Cape Road, which was built in 1957, has an overall width of 25.7 feet and a clear 
roadway width of 19 feet.  The overall length of the bridge is 32 feet, which consists of a single simple 
span concrete flat slab.  Within the limits of the proposed project the existing bridge accommodates two 
9.5-foot travel lanes with no shoulders.  There is an existing 4-foot steel walkway attached to the 
upstream side of the bridge.  The existing approaches to the Cape Road bridge has an overall width of 
that varies from 19 feet to 25 feet and a clear roadway width of 19 feet.  The existing typical sections are 
shown on Figure 2.  The existing right-of-way (ROW), within the project limits, varies from 19 feet to 
25 feet.  In 2009, the average daily traffic (ADT) volume was 7,200 vehicles per day (vpd).  In 2029 the 
ADT is projected to be 10,100 vpd.  The existing posted speed limit along this section of Cape Road is 
30 miles per hour(mph). 

III. PURPOSE AND NEED 

The purpose of the proposed project is to provide a safe and improved modern crossing of the San 
Marcos River.  The Cape Road bridge exhibits a number of structural and functional deficiencies, which 
severely limits its capacity to meet the present and future needs of modern vehicular traffic.  This is 
indicated by its low sufficiency rating of 2.0 out of a possible 100.  Sufficiency ratings below 50 are 
eligible for the Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program; therefore, there is a need to provide a 
new structurally and functionally sound crossing of the San Marcos River.  The structural deficiencies 
include severe scour damage and rusted piling, and damaged bridge rail and broken pedestrian rail.  In 
addition, there is erosion of the stream banks adjacent to the bridge that, if continued, would eventually 
undermine more of the roadway.  The functional deficiencies include inadequate travel lane widths for 
light duty vehicles, substandard shoulders widths, and inadequate traffic railing. 

IV. ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS 

Only the build and no-build alternatives were considered during project development.  The no-build 
alternative would leave the Cape Road bridge over the San Marcos River in its current condition and no 
funds or energy would be expended on planning or construction.  This would save the expenses that 
would be incurred on the project, which could be spent on a different project.  However, under the no-
build alternative, the condition of the bridge would continue to decline as the bridge continues to 
deteriorate eventually forcing the City of San Marcos to close the bridge.  The build alternative would 
replace the Cape Road bridge over the San Marcos River as described below.  Since slab span bridges 
can not be widened due to structural constraints, replacement is proposed.  The build alternative is the 
proposed alternative because it meets the purpose and need for the project. 

V. SURROUNDING AREA 

A. LAND USE 

Land development in the area consists of a state park (Stokes Park) and undeveloped land within an 
urban area. 
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B. NATURAL SETTING 

The proposed project is located in an undeveloped area within the San Marcos city limits.  Vegetation in 
the project area is “Pecan-Elm Forest” vegetation type and the proposed project is within the watershed 
of the San Marcos River within the Guadalupe River Basin. 

VI. PROPOSED ACTION 

A. PROPOSED FACILITY 

The proposed project consists of the construction of a new bridge over the San Marcos River on Cape 
Road.  Upon completion, the new bridge would be 50 feet in length and would consist of a single span 
pre-stressed concrete slab.  The overall width of the new bridge would be 40 feet 2 inches with a 
proposed clear roadway width of 32 feet 2 inches.  The new bridge would accommodate two 11-foot 
travel lanes with 5-foot shoulders and a 5-foot sidewalk.  The overall pavement width of the new 
approaches would vary from 23 feet to 34.2 feet that would accommodate two travel lanes that vary 
from 11 feet to 12.5 feet and shoulders that vary from 0 feet to 5.1 feet.  Figure 2 shows typical sections 
of the proposed improvements.  Figure 3 shows a plan view of the roadway with the proposed 
improvements.  The proposed posted speed limit along this section of Cape Road would be 30 mph. 
 
There would be no change to the vertical alignment of the roadway.  The horizontal alignment of the 
roadway and bridge would be shifted approximately 17 feet to the southwest (centerline to centerline) to 
accommodate the new bridge and to meet current design standards. 
 
Runoff from the northeast side of the roadway would flow into an infiltration trench that would be 
constructed on the northeast side of the proposed bridge.  The infiltration trench would be installed to 
treat stormwater runoff.  Runoff from the southeast side of the roadway would flow into a grass swale 
that would be constructed on the southeast side of the proposed bridge.  Runoff from the west side of the 
bridge would flow into a grass swale along the southwest side of the roadway.  The grass swales would 
also treat stormwater runoff.  Figure 3 shows the location of these stormwater features. 
 
During construction the road would be closed and traffic would be routed around the project area.  One 
alternate route around the project would utilize the IH 35 frontage roads.  Use of this route would result 
in approximately 2 miles of rerouting.  This alternate route is shown on Figure 1. 

B. RIGHT-OF-WAY 

The proposed improvements would require approximately 0.65 acres of additional ROW from two 
property owners in order to construct the proposed project.  Approximately 0.29 acres of the 0.65 acres 
of additional ROW would be acquired from publicly owned land in a public park.  This is discussed in 
further detail in Section VII.A. below.  There would be no displacement of residences or businesses.  
The acquisition would be conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. 

C. PROJECT FUNDING 

The proposed project is included in the fiscal year 2011-2014 State Transportation Improvement Plan 
(STIP) as a grouped CSJ.  The group number is 5000-00-953.  A copy of the page of the plan where the 
project appears is attached in Appendix B.  The funding for this project would be 80 percent federal and 
20 percent state.  The total project cost is $906,257.60 as of October 12, 2010.  According to the Texas 
Department of Transportation’s (TxDOT) Design/Construction Information System (DCIS), as of 
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October 12, 2010, the anticipated letting date for the proposed project is April 2012.  The estimated date 
of completion is November 2012. 

VII. POTENTIAL AREAS OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

A. SECTION 4(F) 

Under Section 4(f) of the 1966 Transportation Act, projects which use public parks, recreation areas, 
wildlife or waterfowl refuges, or historic sites, must perform a 4(f) evaluation.  The proposed project 
would require the use of publicly owned land from a public park (Stokes Island Park), which is a 5.576 
acre state park with no improvements; therefore, a 4(f) evaluation was performed.  The proposed project 
would require the conversion of approximately 0.29 acres (5.2%) of the parkland for transportation use.  
In order to replace the structurally and functionally obsolete bridge, there is no feasible or prudent 
alternative to the use of the parkland for transportation use.  The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
(TPWD) passed a resolution that approved the proposed project and the conversion of the parkland for 
transportation use (see Appendix B).  TPWD agrees that the project is acceptable and consistent with 
the designated use of the property and that all reasonable planning to minimize harm has been 
accomplished in the location and design of the facility.  A de minimus finding is anticipated from 
FHWA. 

B. COMMUNITY IMPACTS 

The replacement of the bridge would not result in permanent changes in access or travel patterns.  Since 
Cape Road is an established transportation corridor and only a bridge replacement is proposed, the 
proposed project would have no effect on neighborhood or community cohesion.  According to the U.S. 
Census Bureau block group data (Census Tract 104, Block Group 1), 84.62 percent of the population 
adjacent to the proposed project is Hispanic and 15.38 percent is White (Table 1). 
 

Table 1 
Racial and Ethnic Composition of the Population – Census Blocks 

Population of One Race/ 
Not Hispanic or Latino Area/Census 

Tract, Block 
Group 

Total 
Population* 

White 
Black or 
African 

American

American 
Indian/ 
Alaska 
Native 

Asian 
and 

Pacific 
Islander 

Other/ 
Two 
or 

More 
Races 

Hispanic or 
Latino of 
Any Race 

Total 
Minority 

Population

Census Blocks Within Study Area 
CT 104, BG 1 

Block 1002 90 14 0 0 0 0 76 76% 

Block 1007 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

Block 1022 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

Block 1023 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 100% 

Total Project Area 91 14 0 0 0 0 77 84.62% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau. Census 2000, SF1. Table P8. *Total Population includes population outside of the study area. 

C. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, requires each Federal agency to “make achieving 
environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and 
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activities on minority populations and low-income populations.”  FHWA has identified three 
fundamental principles of environmental justice: 
 
 To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health or 

environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority populations and 
low-income populations; 

 To ensure full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the transportation 
decision-making process; and 

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

 
Disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects are defined by FHWA as 
adverse effects that: (1) are predominately borne by a minority population and/or a low-income 
population, or (2) will be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and are 
appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effects that will be suffered by the 
non-minority population and/or non-low-income population. 
 
The 2010 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services poverty guideline for a family of four is 
$22,050.  Based on 2000 U.S. Census Bureau data, the median household income in the project area’s 
block group (Census Tract 104, Block Group 1) is $36,818.00; therefore, it does not appear that there 
are any low income populations present (Table 2).  U.S. Census data does indicate, however, that 
minority populations do reside in the vicinity of the project area (see Table 1 above). 
 

Table 2 
Median Family Income and Poverty Status 

Persons Below Poverty Level Census Track (CT), 
Block Group (BG) 

Population Median Family 
Income Number Percent 

CT 104, BG 1 1,263 $36,818 61 4.8% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau. Census 2000, SF3. Tables P77 and P87. 

 
As stated in Section VI.A above, the road would be temporarily closed and traffic would be routed 
around the project area during construction.  The no-build alternative could adversely impact the 
population in the area because it would not replace the existing structure.  All populations would benefit 
from the safe and improved modern crossing of the San Marcos River and it would not create adverse 
impacts to any minority or low income population in proximity to the project. 

D. LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY 

EO 13166, Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency, requires 
agencies to “examine the services they provide, identify any need for services to those with limited 
English proficiency (LEP), and develop and implement a system to provide those services so that LEP 
persons can have meaningful access to them.”  In compliance with EO 13166 regarding LEP 
communities, the project area was assessed to determine if an LEP community is located within the 
project area.  According to an analysis using U.S. Census Bureau block group data, 7.9 percent of the 
persons living in the project area speak English “not well” of “not at all” (Table 3).  The field visit did 
not reveal any signs in languages other than English that might indicate that an LEP community exists 
within the project area.  Upon approval for further processing by FHWA, TxDOT would schedule a 
public hearing and would publish a public notice in local and Spanish newspapers.  The public hearing 
will also provide handouts in Spanish and interpreters would be available upon request. 
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Table 3 
Limited English Proficiency Population in the Project Area 

LEP Population 
Individual who Speak English 

Census Block 
Group 

Total Population 

Not Well Not at All Total 

Percent of 
Population LEP 

CT 104, BG 1 1,189 77 17 94 7.9% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau. Census 2000, SF 3. Table P19. 

E. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cultural resources are structures, buildings, archeological sites, districts (a collection of related 
structures, buildings, and/or archeological sites), cemeteries, and objects. Both federal and state laws 
require consideration of cultural resources during project planning. At the federal level, the National 
Environmental Policy Act and the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, among others, apply to 
transportation projects such as this one. In addition, state laws such as the Antiquities Code of Texas 
apply to these projects. Compliance with these laws often requires consultation with the Texas Historical 
Commission (THC)/Texas State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and/or federally-recognized 
tribes to determine the project’s effects on cultural resources. Review and coordination of this project 
followed approved procedures for compliance with federal and state laws. 

a. Historic Structures 

A review of the National Register of Historic Places, the list of State Archeological Landmarks, and the 
list of Recorded Texas Historic Landmarks indicated that no historically significant resources have been 
previously documented within the area of potential effects (APE).  It has been determined through 
consultation with SHPO that the APE for the proposed project is 150-feet from the current ROW.  A 
cultural resource survey conducted by TxDOT personnel revealed that the only potential historic 
property (built prior to 1966) located within the project APE is the existing bridge.  No Official Texas 
Historical Markers are located within the project APE. 
 
In compliance with Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between TxDOT and THC, TxDOT historians evaluated the bridge to establish 
its historical significance.  In accordance with the registration evaluation criteria established by THC 
and TxDOT for the 1999 Non-Truss Bridge Inventory this bridge was determined not eligible for the 
National Register.  The bridge does not possess sufficient design or engineering significance to meet 
National Register eligibility under Criterion C: Engineering at the state level of significance. 
 
Because the bridge may have local or regional significance TxDOT consulted with the county historical 
commission (CHC) concerning the historic significance of the bridge. Since the Hays CHC did not 
respond within the agreed 30-day time period, TxDOT has assumed that the CHC has concurred that the 
bridge has no known historical significance at the local level under NRHP Criteria A or B.  A copy of 
the letter to the CHC, dated January 15, 2009, is included in the Appendix B. 
 
Pursuant to Stipulation V "Undertakings with No Potential to Affect Historic Resources" of the First 
Amended Programmatic Agreement for Transportation Undertakings, between FHWA, SHPO, the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, TxDOT, and the MOU, TxDOT Historians have determined 
that the proposed action has no potential to affect historic properties and that individual project 
coordination with SHPO is not required. 



 

Cape Road at the San Marcos River   6         Categorical Exclusion 
CSJ: 0914-33-028           

b. Archeology 

Based on the archeological study, no further investigation is warranted.  A field investigation found no 
archeological sites within the project area.  Consultation with federally-recognized Native American 
tribes with a demonstrated historic interest in the area was initiated on January 7, 2009.  No objections 
or expressions of concern were received within the comment period (see Appendix B).  TxDOT 
archeologists completed their review of this project on March 18, 2009 and determined that the proposed 
project would have no effect or no adverse effect on archeological resources (see Appendix B).  No 
consultation with the THC/SHPO was required.  In the event that unanticipated archeological deposits 
are encountered during construction, work in the immediate area will cease, and TxDOT archeological 
staff will be contacted to initiate post-review discovery procedures. 

F. WATER RESOURCES 

a. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Jurisdictional Waters 

An analysis of U.S. Geological Society (USGS) topographic maps, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA), and field reconnaissance revealed one jurisdictional waters of the U.S. (San Marcos 
River) within the limits of  the proposed project.  Figure 4 shows the project area on a copy of the 
USGS topographical quadrangle map. 
 
As stated in Section VI.A. above, the proposed project would involve the construction of a new bridge 
over the San Marcos River on Cape Road.  The proposed bridge replacement would be covered under a 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) nationwide permit (NWP) #14, Linear Transportation 
Crossing.  There are no wetlands present within the limits of the proposed project and permanent 
impacts to jurisdiction waters associated with this project would be less than 0.10 acres; however, since 
there is habitat present for federal and state listed endangered species within the limits of the proposed 
project (see Section VII.G.a. below), a Preconstruction Notification (PCN) would be required.  The 
proposed project would comply with all general and regional conditions applicable to NWP #14.  
Appropriate measures would be taken to maintain normal downstream flows and minimize flooding. 
Temporary fills would consist of suitable materials and be placed in a manner that would not be eroded 
by expected high flows. Temporary fills would be removed in their entirety and the affected area 
returned to pre-construction elevations, and revegetated as appropriate. 
 
EO 11990 on wetlands would not apply because no wetlands would be impacted.  This project does not 
involve work in or over a navigable water of the U.S., therefore, the 1946 General Bridge Act does not 
apply. 

b. State Water Quality Certification (Section 401) 

The 401 Certification requirements for NWP #14 would be met by implementing approved Erosion 
Control, Sedimentation Control, and Post Construction Total Suspended Solids (TSS) Control devices 
from the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) Section 401 Best Management Practices 
(BMP) List. Table 4 contains the approved BMPs for each category. At least one device from each 
category would be utilized. Erosion Control devices would be implemented and maintained until 
construction is complete. Sedimentation Control devices would be maintained and remain in place until 
completion of the project. Post-Construction TSS Control devices would be implemented upon 
completion of the project. 
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Table 4 
Approved Best Management Practices 

Erosion Control Sedimentation Control Post Construction TSS 

Temporary Vegetation 
Blankets/Mulch/Matting 
Mulch 
Sod 
Interceptor Swale 
Diversion Dikes 
Erosion Control Compost 
Mulch Filter Berms/Socks 
Compost Filter Berms/Socks 

Sand Bag Berm 
Silt Fence 
Triangular Filter Dike 
Rock Berm 
Hay Bale Dike 
Brush Berm 
Stone Outlet Sediment Trap 
Sediment Basin 
Erosion Control Compost 
Mulch Filter Berms/Socks 
Compost Filter Berms/Socks 

Retention/Irrigation 
Vegetative Filter Strip 
Constructed Wetlands 
Wet Basins 
Vegetation Lined Drainage Ditches 
Grassy Swales 
Sand Filter Systems 
Extended Detention Basins 
Erosion Control Compost 
Mulch Filter Berms/Socks 
Compost Filter Berms/Socks 

c. Threatened and Impaired Waters 

Runoff from this project would not discharge directly into Section 303(d) listed threatened or impaired 
water, or into a stream within 5 miles upstream of a Section 303(d) listed threatened or impaired water. 
The 2008 Section 303(d) list was utilized in this assessment. 

d. Texas Pollution Discharge Elimination System Requirements 

This project would disturb less than one acre, and is not part of a larger common plan of development 
that would disturb one or more acres; therefore, TCEQ's Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Construction General Permit would not apply. 
 
This project is not located within the boundaries of a regulated Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System. 

e. Floodplains 

The project is located within a FEMA designated 100-year floodplain. The hydraulic design for this 
project would be in accordance with current FHWA (23 CFR 650) and TxDOT design policies.  The 
facility would permit the conveyance of the 100-year flood, inundation of the roadway being acceptable, 
without causing significant damage to the facility, stream, or other property.  The proposed project 
would not increase the base flood elevation to a level that would violate applicable floodplain 
regulations and ordinances.  Coordination with the local Floodplain Administrator would be required. 

f. Edwards Aquifer 

This project is not located within the Edwards Aquifer Recharge or Contributing Zones; therefore, the 
Edwards Aquifer Rules do not apply. 

G. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

a. Endangered and Threatened Species 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Southwest Region County-by-County list on the 
Southwest Region Ecological Services web site was checked on March 11, 2010, for threatened or 
endangered species with potential to occur in the project area.  Table 5 incorporates species from that 
list.  The February 2, 2010, TPWD Annotated County List of Rare Species for Hays County was 
reviewed to check for threatened or endangered species with potential to occur in the project area.  
Table 6 incorporates species from that list.  Qualified district environmental personnel surveyed the 
project area and found evidence of listed endangered species and/or their habitat. 
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Table 5 
Federal Listed Threatened, Endangered, or Candidate Species in Hays County 

Species Listing Description of Suitable Habitat 
Habitat 
Present 

Effect 
Determination 

Justification of Effect 
Determination 

Austin blind salamander 
(Eurycea waterlooensis) 

C 

Austin Blind Salamander is known only from the outlets of Sunken 
Gardens (Old Mill) Spring, Eliza Spring, and Parthenia (Main) 
Spring which forms Barton Springs Pool.  The springs are fed by 
flow from the Edwards Aquifer and they are within the Colorado 
River Basin.  The quantity of water in the springs is dependent upon 
the recharge of the Edwards Aquifer.  Primarily water flows into the 
aquifer where the Edwards limestone outcrops.  Watersheds 
contribute to aquifer recharge when runoff from them enters rivers 
and streams that flow over areas where recharge occurs. 

No No effect 

The proposed project is east of 
the artesian zone of the 
Edwards Aquifer in Hays 
County. 

Barton Springs 
salamander 

(Eurycea sosorum) 
E 

Barton Springs salamander is known only from the outlets of Barton 
Springs in Hays County.  The springs are fed by flow from the 
Edwards Aquifer and they are within the Colorado River Basin. 
(show water quality is maintained note:The quantity of water in the 
springs is dependent upon the recharge of the Edwards Aquifer.  
Primarily water flows into the aquifer where the Edwards limestone 
outcrops.  Watersheds contribute to aquifer recharge when runoff 
from them enters rivers and streams that flow over areas where 
recharge occurs.  Only those watersheds located west of the Barton 
Springs Segment of the Edwards Aquifer contribute to the recharge 
of the aquifer.  

No No effect 

The proposed project is east of 
the artesian zone of the 
Edwards Aquifer in Hays 
County and will not affect 
spring water quality or 
quantity. 

San Marcos salamander 
(Eurycea nana) 

T 

San Marcos salamander is only known from the San Marcos Springs 
at the bottom of Spring Lake and an adjacent downstream portion of 
the upper San Marcos River.  Critical habitat has been designated 
within Spring Lake and the San Marcos River, downstream to 
approximately 164 feet from the Spring Lake Dam.  The springs are 
fed by flow from the Edwards Aquifer and the San Marcos River is a 
part of the Guadalupe River Basin.  The salamanders are known to 
inhabit areas with a gravelly substrate characterized by dense mats of 
algae and aquatic moss.   

No No effect 
The proposed project is not 
located within the range or 
habitat of this species.   
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Table 5 
Federal Listed Threatened, Endangered, or Candidate Species in Hays County 

Species Listing Description of Suitable Habitat 
Habitat 
Present 

Effect 
Determination 

Justification of Effect 
Determination 

Texas blind salamander 
(Eurycea rathbuni) 

E 

Texas blind salamander occurs along a six mile stretch of the San 
Marcos Spring Fault in the vicinity of the City of San Marcos.   The 
fault is located in the Edwards Aquifer and the dissolution of the 
Edwards limestone has resulted in the development of 
interconnected caverns along the fault.  Water from the Edwards 
Aquifer reaches the surface through faults in the Edwards Aquifer 
formations and the overlying confining units.  The Texas blind 
salamander is known only within the caverns and springs associated 
with the San Marcos Spring Fault, which is located in the Guadalupe 
River Basin.

No No effect 

The proposed project is east of 
the artesian zone of the 
Edwards Aquifer in Hays 
County and will not affect 
water quality or quantity in the 
aquifer nor the physical 
habitat. 

bald eagle 
(Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus) 
DM 

found primarily near rivers & large lakes; nests in tall trees or in 
cliffs near water; communally roosts especially in winter; hunts live 
prey, scavenges, and pirates from other birds 

No No effect 

The project area does not have 
a large water body of the type 
preferred by eagles and there 
is very little open area for 
large birds to maneuver due to 
the high percentage of tree 
canopy. 

black-capped vireo 
(Vireo atricapilla) 

E 

oak-juniper woodlands with distinctive patchy, two layered aspect; 
shrub & tree with open, grassy spaces; requires foliage-reaching to 
ground level for nesting cover; return to same territory or nearby 
year after year; deciduous & broad-leaved shrubs and trees provide 
insects for feeding; species composition less important than presence 
of adequate broad-leaved shrubs, foliage to ground level, and 
required structure; nesting season March-late summer

No No effect 

No habitat exists in the 
vicinity of the proposed 
project due to the lack of 
adequate broad-leaved shrubs, 
foliage to ground level. 

golden-cheeked warbler 
(Dendroica chrysoparia) 

E 

oak-juniper woodlands; dependent on Ashe juniper for long, fine 
bark strips, only available from mature trees, used in nest 
construction; nests are placed in various trees other than Ashe 
juniper; forage for insects in broad-leaved trees and shrubs; nesting 
late March-early summer 

No No effect 

No habitat exists in the 
vicinity of the proposed 
project due to the lack of oak-
juniper wood that possesses a 
high percentage of tree 
canopy. 

whooping crane 
(Grus americana) 

E,EXP
N 

potential migrant via plains throughout most of state to coast; 
winters in coastal marshes of Aransas, Calhoun, & Refugio counties 

No No effect 

Within the limits of the 
proposed project there are no 
typical vegetation or 
landscapes used for resting or 
feeding areas. 
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Table 5 
Federal Listed Threatened, Endangered, or Candidate Species in Hays County 

Species Listing Description of Suitable Habitat 
Habitat 
Present 

Effect 
Determination 

Justification of Effect 
Determination 

Peck's Cave amphipod 
(Stygobromus pecki) 

E 

Peck's Cave amphipod is a crustacean that occupies subterranean 
habitats of the Edwards Aquifer near several spring openings in 
Comal County.  The USFWS has listed this species as being 
potentially dependent upon the quality and quantity of water entering 
the Edwards Aquifer in Hays County. 

No No effect 

The proposed project is not 
located within the Edwards 
Aquifer.  No spring openings 
occur in the project area. 

fountain darter 
(Etheostoma fonticola) 

E 

Fountain darter is a fish that is known only from the San Marcos and 
Comal rivers, which are within the Guadalupe River Basin.  The fish 
prefers areas where there are springs with a dense bed of aquatic 
plants growing close to bottom of the channel, which is normally 
mucky.  Spawning occurs year-round with August and late winter to 
early spring peaks.   

Yes 
May affect, 

likely to 
adversely affect 

Habitat for the fountain dater 
is present within the limits of 
the proposed project and 
would be subject to 
coordination with USFWS 
under the Endangered Species 
Act.

San Marcos gambusia 
(Gambusia georgei) 

E 

The San Marcos gambusia is a fish that was last collected in the wild 
in 1982 from the San Marcos River.  The TPWD listed the fish as 
“extirpated” in the latest revision of the Annotated County Lists of 
Rare Species; however, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
has retained the listing of the fish as federally-endangered.   

Yes No effect 
Species is considered extinct 
in the wild. 

Comal Springs dryopid 
beetle 

(Stygoparnus comalensis) 
E 

Comal Springs dryopid beetle is known to occur at Comal Springs in 
Comal County and at Fern Bank Springs in Hays County.  Both 
springs are fed by flow from the Edwards Aquifer.  Most dryopid 
larvae are vermiform and live in soil or decaying wood; however, 
Comal Springs dryopid beetle is the only known subterranean 
species in family Dryopidae and larval are presumed to inhabit the 
air-filled voids within the aquifer.  During collection the majority of 
specimens were caught in drift nets placed over spring openings and 
are believed to have been displaced from the aquifer by spring flow.  
If they reach the surface the dryopids usually cling to objects in the 
water because they do not swim.  Adult beetles may leave the water 
and fly about, especially at night.  

No No effect 

Habitat and species occur Fern 
Bank springs, but not in or 
near the proposed project area.  
No spring openings occur in 
the project area. 

Comal Springs riffle 
beetle 

(Heterelmis comalensis) 
E 

Comal Springs riffle beetle is known only from San Marcos Springs 
in Hays County and from Comal Springs in Comal County.  The 
springs are fed by flow from the Edwards Aquifer and are within the 
Guadalupe River Basin.  The beetle is aquatic and has been collected 
from riffles in spring runs with gravel substrate and water depths of 
typically one to four inches.  

No No effect 

Habitat and species occur 
within the San Marcos River, 
but not in or near the proposed 
project area.  No shallow 
spring runs occur in the 
project area. 
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Table 5 
Federal Listed Threatened, Endangered, or Candidate Species in Hays County 

Species Listing Description of Suitable Habitat 
Habitat 
Present 

Effect 
Determination 

Justification of Effect 
Determination 

Texas wild-rice 
(Zizania texana) 

E 

Texas wild-rice is a perennial, emergent, aquatic grass known only 
from Spring Lake and its outflow, the San Marcos River, 
downstream to its confluence with the Blanco River in Hays County.  
Spring Lake is fed from waters leaving the Edwards Aquifer and is 
within the Guadalupe River Basin.  Texas wild-rice prefers shallow, 
clear, clean, flowing water with constant temperatures.  The plants 
usually grow in the swiftest currents in the middle of the river.   

Yes 

May affect, 
likely to 

adversely affect 
 

A patch of Texas wild-rice is 
located adjacent to the 
downstream side of the Cape 
Road bridge and would be 
subject to coordination with 
USFWS under the Endangered 
Species Act.

(E = endangered, T = Threatened, C = Candidate for listing,  EXPN = experimental population, non-essential, DM = delisted monitoring) 
Source:  USFWS Southwest Region County-by-County list 

 
 

Table 6 
State Listed Threatened or Endangered Species in Hays County 

Species Listing Description of Suitable Habitat 
Habitat 
Present 

Impact 
Determination 

Justification of Impact 
Determination 

Blanco blind Salamander 
(Eurycea robusta) 

T 

Blanco blind salamander was collected in 1951 during the 
excavation of a spring in the Blanco River during drought 
conditions.  The spring flowed from a fracture in the Austin Chalk.  
It is believed the salamander traveled from the subsurface Edwards 
Aquifer and did not originate in the Austin Chalk.  The salamander 
may inhabit water-filled subterranean caverns of the aquifer to the 
north and east of the Blanco River, which is a part of the Guadalupe 
River Basin.  No subsequent sightings or collections of the Blanco 
blind salamander have been made since 1951.  

No No impact 

The proposed project is east of 
the artesian zone of the 
Edwards Aquifer in Hays 
County. 

San Marcos salamander 
(Eurycea nana) 

T see text in Table 5 No No effect see text in Table 5 

Texas blind salamander 
(Eurycea rathbuni) 

E see text in Table 5 No No effect see text in Table 5 

American peregrine 
falcon 

(Falco peregrinus 
anatum) 

T 

year-round resident and local breeder in west Texas, nests in tall cliff 
eyries; also, migrant across state from more northern breeding areas 
in US and Canada, winters along coast and farther south; occupies 
wide range of habitats during migration, including urban, 
concentrations along coast and barrier islands; low-altitude migrant, 
stopovers at leading landscape edges such as lake shores, coastlines, 
and barrier islands. 

No No impact 

Within the limits of the project 
area there is water but very 
little open area and the falcons 
would most likely be flying 
overhead. 
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Table 6 
State Listed Threatened or Endangered Species in Hays County 

Species Listing Description of Suitable Habitat 
Habitat 
Present 

Impact 
Determination 

Justification of Impact 
Determination 

bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) 

T see text in Table 5 No No effect see text in Table 5 

black-capped vireo 
(Vireo atricapilla) 

E see text in Table 5 No No effect see text in Table 5 

golden-cheeked warbler 
(Dendroica chrysoparia) 

E see text in Table 5 No No effect see text in Table 5 

whooping crane 
(Grus americana) 

E see text in Table 5 No No effect see text in Table 5 

zone-tailed hawk 
(Buteo albonotatus) 

T 

Zone-tailed hawk occurs in southwest Texas during the breeding 
season of March to July and occasionally breeds in the Edwards 
Plateau region.  The hawk winters in Mexico and is a casual visitor 
during the winter months in southern Texas.  Preferred habitats for 
the hawk include arid open country traversed by watercourses 
creating rough, deep, rocky canyons.  Zone-tailed hawks are more 
often seen near rivers and nests are built in various types of 
vegetation including small trees in the lower desert, giant 
cottonwoods in riparian areas, and mature conifers in high mountain 
regions.  

No No impact 

Within the limits of the 
proposed project there is no 
river with rocky canyons and 
the regular occurrence of 
zone-tailed hawks is extremely 
unlikely. 

fountain darter 
(Etheostoma fonticola) 

E see text in Table 5 Yes 
May affect, 

likely to 
adversely affect 

see text in Table 5 

San Marcos gambusia 
(Gambusia georgei) 

E see text in Table 5 Yes No effect see text in Table 5 

red wolf 
(Canus rufus) 

E 
extirpated; formerly known throughout eastern half of Texas in 
brushy and forested areas, as well as coastal prairies 

No No impact 

There is no habitat for the red 
wolf in the vicinity of the 
proposed project due to the 
lack of brushy forested areas. 

false spike mussel 
(Quincuncina 

mitchelli) 
T 

The false spike is known from only two disjunct populations, one in 
central Texas and the other in the Rio Grande drainage. Nearly all 
records of this mussel from the Rio Grande are of subfossil and 
fossil specimens. The only evidence that the species may still persist 
in Texas was the discovery of recently dead specimens in the lower 
San Marcos River in 2000.  Several subsequent survey efforts have 
failed to produce additional evidence of live false spikes in the 
aforementioned river. 

No No Impact 

Headwater spring pools and 
streams in the Texas Hill 
Country typically harbor few 
if any mussels largely because 
the cool, clear waters lack 
sufficient phytoplankton and 
other foods needed to support 
mussel populations. 
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Table 6 
State Listed Threatened or Endangered Species in Hays County 

Species Listing Description of Suitable Habitat 
Habitat 
Present 

Impact 
Determination 

Justification of Impact 
Determination 

golden orb 
(Quadrula aurea) 

T 

The golden orb is endemic to the Guadalupe-San Antonio and 
Nueces-Frio systems. Only seven extant populations of this mussel 
have been noted from the upper and central Guadalupe River, central 
San Antonio River, lower San Marcos River, and Lake Corpus 
Christi. Surveys conducted over the past 20 years have failed to 
locate any additional populations of the golden orb. The species' 
limited distribution makes it particularly susceptible to decline as a 
result of habitat degradation and reduced flow levels. Four golden 
orb populations are downstream from a rapidly expanding urban 
center (San Antonio) with a fifth population dependent on an aquifer 
impacted by municipal water demands. NatureServe (an 
international network of biological inventories and conservation data 
centers-operating in all 50 U.S. states, Canada, Latin America, and 
the Caribbean) ranks the golden orb as critically imperiled across its 
range. 

No No Impact 

Headwater spring pools and 
streams in the Texas Hill 
Country typically harbor few 
if any mussels largely because 
the cool, clear waters lack 
sufficient phytoplankton and 
other foods needed to support 
mussel populations. 

Texas fatmucket 
(Lampsilis 
bracteata) 

T 

The Texas fatmucket historically occurred in the Colorado and 
Guadalupe basins of central Texas. Over the past thirty years, a 
combination of natural and human-induced stressors has led to the 
dramatic decline of this species in both river systems. Only six 
populations of the Texas fatmucket have been documented since 
1992. Several of these populations have since declined or been 
eliminated completely.  Recent surveys indicate that only four of the 
six known Texas fatmucket populations still survive.  The 
populations that remain are at risk from scouring floods, dewatering, 
and incompatible land management practices.  NatureServe (an 
international network of biological inventories and conservation data 
centers-operating in all 50 U.S. states, Canada, Latin America, and 
the Caribbean)  ranks the Texas fatmucket as critically imperiled 
across its range. 

No No Impact 

Headwater spring pools and 
streams in the Texas Hill 
Country typically harbor few 
if any mussels largely because 
the cool, clear waters lack 
sufficient phytoplankton and 
other foods needed to support 
mussel populations. 
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Table 6 
State Listed Threatened or Endangered Species in Hays County 

Species Listing Description of Suitable Habitat 
Habitat 
Present 

Impact 
Determination 

Justification of Impact 
Determination 

Texas pimpleback 
(Quadrula 

petrina) 
T 

This endemic mussel is restricted to the Colorado and Brazos River 
drainages.  In the Colorado River, the smooth pimpleback's 
distribution has historically been restricted to the Highland Lakes 
area downriver to Colorado and Wharton Counties.  Shell material 
has been documented in the Brazos basin as far upriver as 
Shackelford and Young Counties and downstream at least as far as 
Fort Bend County.  Surveys conducted from 1980 to 2006 have 
noted steep declines in the number of extant populations in both 
river systems.  Recent surveys of the Colorado River system failed to 
locate surviving populations of the smooth pimpleback .  At present, 
the Brazos River drainage hosts the only surviving populations of 
this freshwater mussel. NatureServe (an international network of 
biological inventories and conservation data centers-operating in all 
50 U.S. states, Canada, Latin America, and the Caribbean) ranks the 
smooth pimpleback as imperiled across its range. 

No No Impact 

Headwater spring pools and 
streams in the Texas Hill 
Country typically harbor few 
if any mussels largely because 
the cool, clear waters lack 
sufficient phytoplankton and 
other foods needed to support 
mussel populations. 

Cagle's map turtle 
(Graptemys caglei) 

T 

Cagle’s map turtle is known to occur in the Blanco and San Marcos 
Rivers, which are a part of the Guadalupe River Basin.  Typical 
habitat for the species includes short stretches of shallow riffles with 
gravel or cobble substrate connected by pools approximately six to 
nine feet deep with moderate flow.  Gravel bar riffles and transition 
areas between riffles and pools are especially important in providing 
insect prey items. The turtle nests on gently sloping sand banks 
within 30 feet of the water’s edge.  

No No impact 

There is no suitable habitat in 
the vicinity of the proposed 
project due to the lack of short 
stretches of shallow riffles 
with gravel or cobble substrate 
connect by pools. 

Texas horned lizard 
(Phrynosoma cornutum) 

T 

open, arid and semi-arid regions with sparse vegetation, including 
grass, cactus, scattered brush or scrubby trees; soil may vary in 
texture from sandy to rocky; burrows into soil, enters rodent 
burrows, or hides under rock when inactive; breeds March-
September 

No No impact 

Occurrence of the Texas 
horned lizard within the 
project limits is considered 
unlikely because open areas 
support thick grass and forb 
cover rather than sparse 
ground cover preferred by this 
species. 

Texas wild-rice 
(Zizania texana) 

E see text in Table 5 Yes 
May affect, 

likely to 
adversely affect 

see text in Table 5 

(E = endangered and T = threatened) 
Source:  TPWD “Annotated County List of Rare Species” for Hays County dated February 2, 2010 
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The Texas Natural Diversity Database (NDD), which can not be used for presence/absence surveys, was 
reviewed on February 12, 2010, using NDD Mimic (v. 2-12-09) in order to assess the potential for 
threatened or endangered species to occur within the project limits.  Information files were reviewed for 
the known locations of species on the San Marcos North and San Marcos South USGS 7.5 minute 
topographical quadrangle maps (which include the project area).  Table 7 lists the known Elements of 
Occurrence that have been recorded within 1.5 miles of the proposed project. 
 

Table 7 
Element Occurrences within 1.5 miles of the Proposed Project 

EOID Scientific Name Common Name TX Protection Status 
1107 Argythamnia aphorides Hill Country wild-mercury  
1332 Zizania texana Texas wild-rice E 
1969 Eurycea rathbuni Texas Blind Salamander E 
5258 Etheostoma fonticola Fountain Darter E 
5593 Gambusia georgei San Marcos Gambusia E 
7322 Eurycea nana San Marcos Salamander T 

 
Hill Country wild-mercury, which is a rare species on the TPWD Annotated County List of Rare Species 
list, has no regulatory listing status. 
 
Texas wild-rice is a federal and state listed endangered species known to occur within 1.5 miles of the 
project area.  A patch of Texas wild-rice is located adjacent to the downstream side of the Cape Road 
bridge and would be subject to coordination with USFWS under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 as 
amended (ESA).  A may affect, likely to adversely affect call is anticipated from the USFWS. 
 
Texas blind salamander is a federal and state listed endangered species known to occur within 1.5 miles 
of the project area.  The proposed project is not located within the Edwards Aquifer Recharge or 
Contributing Zones; therefore, the proposed project would have no effect on this species. 
 
Fountain darter is a federal and state listed endangered species known to occur within 1.5 miles of the 
project area.  Habitat for the fountain dater is present within the limits of the proposed project and would 
be subject to coordination with USFWS under the ESA.  A may affect, likely to adversely affect call is 
anticipated from the USFWS. 
 
San Marcos gambusia is a federal and state listed endangered species.  This species is considered extinct 
in the wild; therefore, the proposed project would not effect on this species. 
 
San Marcos salamander is a federal and state listed threatened species known to occur within 1.5 miles 
upstream of the project area.  The San Marcos salamander is only known from the San Marcos Springs 
at the bottom of Spring Lake and an adjacent downstream portion of the upper San Marcos River.  
Critical habitat has been designated within Spring Lake and the San Marcos River, downstream to 
approximately 164 feet from the Spring Lake Dam.  The springs are fed by flow from the Edwards 
Aquifer and the San Marcos River is a part of the Guadalupe River Basin.  The salamanders are known 
to inhabit areas with a gravelly substrate characterized by dense mats of algae and aquatic moss.  The 
proposed project is not located within or adjacent to the designated critical habitat nor within the 
Edwards Aquifer; therefore, the proposed project would have no effect on this species. 
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A biological assessment (BA)1 has been prepared to address the potential effects on Texas wild-rice and 
the fountain darter and will be coordinated with the USFWS.  As stated in the BA, from the inception of 
this project the environmental sensitivity of the San Marcos River, including the critical habitat for 
endangered species, has been a primary concern of the designers.  The following steps are proposed to 
minimize impacts of construction to the aquatic environment, fountain darter, and Texas wild-rice: 

  
 A storm water pollution prevention plan would be implemented that includes such measures as 

silt fencing and sand bags to minimize sediment flow to the river. 
 A temporary demolition debris protection system (e.g. tarp or similar containment barrier) would 

be placed under the bridge at the beginning of construction to prevent any construction debris 
including dust from falling into the river. 

 Sheet piles will be placed behind the existing bridge abutment before construction of the new 
abutment and removal of the existing abutment and bank to minimize sediment release into the 
river. 

 Excavated areas, especially the road cut area on the south side of the west approach, would be 
stabilized with soil retention blankets and/or top soil and seeding on land, and large stone or sack 
gabions in the river by the close of each work day. 

 Rock riprap and sack gabions will be placed on the river bottom; not allowed to free fall by being 
dropped into place.  The rock riprap and sack gabion would be pre-rinsed before they are placed 
in the river. 

 Times of bridge demolition, soil disturbance that may cause the release sediments into the water 
will be coordinated with the Texas Parks and Wildlife fish hatchery to prevent the possible 
intake of sediments to the fish hatchery. 

 Construction staging areas and material storage areas would be located outside of the river 
floodplain. 

 No use of water from the San Marcos River would be permitted. 
 The proposed new bridge would have a 14.47-foot wider clear span and slightly higher clearance 

over the river to relieve the existing constriction of the river and improve the hydraulic situation 
of the crossing. 

 The proposed new bridge design includes solid concrete railing that would channel roadway 
runoff away from the river; 

 Increasing the amount of grass lined ditch, construction of an engineered grassy swale and an 
infiltration trench increases the filtration of storm water runoff and would prevent or delay 
hazardous materials reaching the river; 

 Proposed sheet pilings, sack gabions, rock riprap and concrete riprap would provide long-term 
protection against scour under the bridge and reduced soil erosion from river banks upstream in 
the eastern channel; 

 The new bridge would replace the current structurally deficient structure.  If not replaced, the 
existing bridge would, at some point in time, most likely fail and collapse into the river, 
changing the structure of the river channel and potentially destroying vegetation/habitat utilized 
by the fountain darter and Texas wild-rice. 

 
1 TxDOT. 2010. Draft Biological Assessment, Cape Road (CR 158) at the San Marcos River, Bridge Replacement, Hays 
County. 22 pp. 
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b. Wildlife 

Within the project limits there are no caves, cliffs, bluffs, snags, or bat colonies.  The proposed project is 
not located within a county that has tidally influenced waters; therefore, there is no essential fish habitat.  
The water intake structure for the A. E. Woods State Fish Hatchery is located approximately 700 feet 
downstream of the proposed project (see Figure 5).  Coordination with the fish hatchery would occur 
during construction so as not to disrupt the operation of the water intake structure. 

c. Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The project area was investigated for any structures containing migratory birds or indications of nesting 
migratory birds.  Within the project limits there are no existing bridges with bird or bat colonies.  In the 
event that migratory birds are encountered on-site during project construction, every effort would be 
made to avoid harm of protected birds, active nests, eggs, and/or young.  The contractor would remove 
all old migratory bird nests between September 1 and January 31 from any structure where work would 
be done.  In addition, the contractor would be prepared to prevent migratory birds from building nests 
between February 1 and August 31.  All methods would be approved by the Austin District Biologist 
well in advance of planned use. 

d. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

Since the proposed project would not affect the waters of a stream or any other body of water in such a 
way that the water would be impounded, diverted, channel deepened, or otherwise controlled or 
modified for any purpose including navigation and drainage; therefore, coordination with the USFWS 
under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act would not be required. 

e. Vegetation 

The type of vegetation located within and adjacent to the ROW within the project limits is described as 
“Crops” in the Vegetation Types of Texas (TPWD, 1984).  During the field survey the vegetation type 
observed within and adjacent to the proposed project would better be described as “Pecan – Elm Forest”. 
 
The dominant vegetation within the limits of the proposed project inside and adjacent to the ROW 
consists of cedar elm (Ulmus crassifolia), green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), Chinese privet 
(Ligustrum sinense), hairy-fruit chervil (Chaerophyllum tainturieri), white clover (Trifolium repens), 
Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), and common dandelion (Taraxacum officinale).  Tree canopy 
within the project area is approximately 20 percent.  The trees located within the existing and proposed 
ROW range in height from 5 to 25 feet and range in size from 2 to 24 inches diameter-at-breast height 
(dbh) with an average dbh of 10 inches.  Figure 5 shows an aerial photograph of the project area.  As 
stated in Section I above, photographs of the project area are included in Appendix A. 
 
Within the limits of the proposed project there would be approximately 0.65 acres of “Pecan – Elm 
Forest” disturbed, which includes 0.2 acres of tree canopy.  Trees to be removed range in height from 5 
to 25 feet and have a dbh ranging from 2 to 24 inches with an average dbh of 10 inches. 
 
There is no unmaintained vegetation in the existing ROW that is unusual to the area.  There is no 
unusual vegetation growing along the fence lines in the project area.  It is not unusual to have fence lines 
and fence line vegetation in this area.  There are no stands or islands of vegetation within the ROW or 
adjacent to the ROW that are unusual to the area.  Within the project limits there are no bottomland 
hardwoods, riparian vegetation, or native prairies. 
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In accordance with Provision (4)(A)(ii) of the MOU between TxDOT and TPWD and at the TxDOT 
District’s discretion, habitats given consideration for non-regulatory mitigation during project planning 
include the following: 
 
1. habitat for federal candidate species (impacted by the project) if mitigation would assist in the 
prevention of the listing of the species, 
2. rare vegetation series (S1, S2, or S3) that also locally provide habitat for a state-listed species, 
3. all vegetation communities listed as S1 or S2, regardless of whether or not the series in question 
provide habitat for state-listed species, 
4. bottomland hardwoods, native prairies, and riparian sites, and 
5. any other habitat feature considered locally important that the TxDOT District chooses to consider. 
 
The existing vegetation within the project area does not meet the above criteria for consideration of 
non-regulatory mitigation. Based upon the absence of the five habitats to be considered for mitigation 
described in the MOA and the minimal impacts associated with this project, compensatory mitigation 
would not be proposed. 
 
During design of the proposed improvements, every effort was made to avoid and minimize effects to 
trees; however, it was determined that 0.2 acres of tree canopy required removal either because they 
were located in the direct path of the proposed improvements or were located within the required clear 
zone. 
 
During construction, efforts would be taken to avoid and minimize disturbance of vegetation and soils.  
Areas within the existing ROW, but outside the limits of construction would not be disturbed.  All areas 
disturbed during construction, would be revegetated, according to TxDOT specifications, as soon as it 
becomes practicable.  In accordance with EO 13112 on Invasive Species, the Executive Memorandum 
on Beneficial Landscaping, and the 1999 FHWA Guidance on Invasive Species, only non-invasive 
species would be planted within the ROW. 

f. Farmland Protection Policy Act 

A Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (Form AD-1006) is not required since this project is 
located within an urban area zoned as a Future Development District. 

H. NOISE 

This project is not on new location, would not substantially alter either the horizontal or vertical 
alignment, and would not increase the number of through-traffic lanes; therefore, a traffic noise analysis 
is not required by the FHWA Regulation 23 CFR 772 or TxDOT’s 1996 Guidelines for Analysis and 
Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise. 

I. AIR 

The proposed action is consistent with the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) 
2035 Transportation Plan and the 2008-2011 STIP.  The project is located in Hays County, which is in 
an area in attainment of all National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS); therefore, the 
transportation conformity rules do not apply. 
 
Generally, bridge replacement projects are considered exempt from a Traffic Air Quality Analysis 
because they are intended to enhance traffic safety and improve traffic flow. The proposed action would 
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not add capacity to an existing facility. Current and future emissions should continue to follow existing 
trends not being affected by this project. Due to the nature of this project, further carbon monoxide 
analysis was not required. 
 
The purpose of this project is to provide a safe and efficient crossing at the San Marcos River that meets 
current and future traffic needs and that meets current TxDOT design standards.  This project would not 
result in any meaningful changes in traffic volumes, vehicle mix, location of existing roadways, or any 
other factor that would cause an increase in emissions impacts relative to the no-build alternative.  As 
such, TxDOT/FHWA has determined that this project would generate minimal air quality impacts for 
Clean Air Act criteria pollutants and has not been linked with any special Mobile Source Air Toxics 
(MSAT) concerns.  Consequently, this project is exempt from analysis for MSATs. 
 
Moreover, the EPA regulations for vehicle engines and fuels will cause overall MSATs to decline 
significantly over the next 20 years.  Even after accounting for a projected 64 percent increase in vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT), FHWA predicts MSATs will decline between 57 and 87 percent from a baseline 
year of 2000 to 2020.  These reductions will reduce the background level of MSATs. 
 
This project is not adding single occupancy vehicle capacity to an existing facility; therefore, a 
Congestion Management System/Process analysis is not required. 
 
During the construction phase of this project there could be temporary increases in air pollutant 
emissions from construction activities, equipment, and related vehicles. The primary construction related 
emissions are particulate matter (fugitive dust) from site preparation and construction and non-road 
MSAT from construction equipment and vehicles. The primary MSAT emission related to construction 
is diesel particulate matter from diesel powered construction equipment and vehicles. 
 
These emissions are temporary in nature (only occurring during actual construction) and it is not 
reasonably possible to estimate impacts from these emissions due to limitations of the existing models. 
However, the potential impacts of particulate matter emissions would be minimized by using fugitive 
dust control measures such as covering or treating disturbed areas with dust suppression techniques, 
sprinkling, covering loaded trucks, and other dust abatement controls, as appropriate. The MSAT 
emissions will be minimized by measures to encourage use of EPA required cleaner diesel fuels, limits 
on idling, increasing use of cleaner burning diesel engines, and other emission limitation techniques, as 
appropriate. 
 
However, considering the temporary and transient nature of construction related emissions as well as the 
mitigation actions to be utilized, it is not anticipated that emissions from construction of this project 
would have any significant impact on air quality in the area. 

J. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Based on the following project activities (bridge replacement) an Initial Site Assessment (ISA) was 
conducted to identify potential hazardous materials in the project area. The ISA consisted of the 
following actions: conducting the site visit, talking with the project manager/engineer, researching any 
potential hazardous material sites using the Right to Know Network, TCEQ’s website, USGS 
topographical maps, and aerial maps. An analysis of the ISA data indicates that this project would not 
involve the acquisition of known unresolved contamination where TxDOT could reasonably expect to 
assume liability for corrective action upon acquisition.  In addition, this project would not involve 
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known hazardous materials impacts that could be anticipated to adversely affect construction (e.g. can 
not resolve before letting or during construction).  Section 6.10 of the General Provisions of the 
Standard Specifications for Construction and Maintenance of Highways, Streets, and Bridges, which 
applies to all highway projects, includes guidelines addressing the contractor’s responsibilities regarding 
the discovery of hazardous materials.  The project would be in compliance with any and all local. state, 
and federal rules, regulations, and code for hazardous materials. 
 
The proposed project includes the demolition of one bridge.  The bridge may contain asbestos 
containing materials (ACM) and shall be inspected to verify the presence or absence of ACM.  Prior to 
the bridge demolition, a 10-Day Notification shall be submitted to the Department of State Health and 
Human Services. 
 

One bridge would be demolished as part of this project, which would include the removal of steel beams 
that my have the potential to contain Lead Based Paint (LBP).  Prior to project letting, the steel coatings 
on the bridges to be demolished will be analyzed for the presence or absence of LBP.  If LBP is 
discovered, contingencies would be developed to address worker safety, material recycling and proper 
management of any paint related wastes, as necessary. 

VIII. INDIRECT IMPACTS 

The screening tool for indirect impacts documentation from the TxDOT Guidance on Preparing Indirect 
and Cumulative Impact Analyses indicated that an indirect impact analysis was not required.  A copy of 
the screening tool is attached in Appendix B.  However, the BA prepared for the proposed project has 
identified the following issues associated with the proposed action. 
 
According to the BA, the strong flow of the San Marcos River would generally be expected to 
ameliorate some of the potential for suspended sediments to adversely affect fountain darter habitat in 
the vicinity of the bridge by rapidly moving such sediments downstream.  Therefore, it is possible that 
river bottom sediment disturbed by construction activities within the river could cause minor impacts to 
aquatic habitat downstream.  As with the direct effects of sedimentation at the bridge location, such 
impacts would be expected to be comparable to sediment loading from heavy rainfall events and would 
be considered insignificant affects on the fountain darter. 
 
The expansion of the bridge would increase the amount of shade to areas in the San Marcos River 
beneath and around the new bridge2.  It is possible that a small amount of vegetation dependent on light 
for photosynthesis would dissipate with time from those immediate areas.  According to the BA, such 
indirect effects would be considered insignificant on the fountain darter.  Expansion of the bridge would 
improve the travel safety of vehicles by reducing the probability of collisions that could spill 
contaminants into the river, and if collisions do occur, the chance of contaminants from vehicles 
reaching the river would be reduced by the water quality measures included in the project, such as the 
engineered grassy swale and infiltration trench.  Therefore, some indirect effects would be beneficial to 
the water dependent species. 
 
Because the wild-rice is dependent upon the water quantity and quality as that of the fountain darter, the 
indirect effects of this project to the rice would be similar to the darter and include long-term beneficial 

 
2 TxDOT. 2010. Draft Biological Assessment, Cape Road (CR 158) at the San Marcos River, Bridge Replacement, Hays 
County. p 15. 
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effects by reducing the chances of a spill event or reducing the amount of stormwater runoff 
contaminants reaching the river. 

IX. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The screening tool for cumulative impacts documentation from the TxDOT Guidance on Preparing 
Indirect and Cumulative Impact Analyses indicated that a cumulative impact analysis was required.  A 
copy of the screening tool is attached in Appendix B.  Table 8, Cumulative Effects Analysis 
Screening, incorporates the first four steps of the Cumulative Impact Analysis. 
 

Table 8 
Cumulative Effects Analysis Screening 

Resource 
(Step 1) 

Resource Study Area 
(Step 2) 

Existing Condition 
(Step 3) 

Proposed Project 
Direct and Indirect 

Impacts (Step 4) 
Results of Initial 

Screening 

Texas wild-rice 
(Zizania texana) 

Critical habitat 
identified as Spring 
Lake and its outflow, 
the San Marcos River, 
downstream to its 
confluence with the 
Blanco River 

Federally (April 26, 1978) 
and State listed as 
endangered; Critical Habitat 
designated July 14, 1980; 
Recovery Plan revised 
February 14, 1996; Texas 
wild-rice is located 
immediately adjacent to the 
proposed project. 

direct: May affect, 
likely to 
adversely effect 

indirect: May affect, 
likely to 
adversely effect 

Potential effects to 
this species 
evaluated further 

fountain darter 
(Etheostoma 

fonticola) 

Critical habitat 
identified as Spring 
Lake and its outflow, 
the San Marcos River, 
downstream 
approximately 0.5 
miles south of the IH 
35 bridge 

Federally (October 13, 1970) 
and State listed as 
endangered; Critical Habitat 
designated July 14, 1980; 
Recovery Plan revised 
February 14, 1996; Habitat 
and species observed 
immediately within proposed 
construction area 

direct: May affect, 
likely to 
adversely effect 

indirect: May affect, 
likely to 
adversely effect 

Potential effects to 
this species 
evaluated further 

 
Identify Other Reasonably Foreseeable Actions That May Affect Resources (Step 5) 

Future state or private activities are not projected to occur within the immediate project area, because it 
is a small city road adjacent to a state park located in the floodplain of the San Marcos River.  The 
existing 2005 Zoning Map for the City of San Marcos (updated January 2010) shows the area around the 
proposed project is zoned for Future Development.  The Future Land Use Map for the City of San 
Marcos (updated January 2010) shows the area around the proposed project as Open Space.  According 
to the July 2010 San Marcos Development Map, there are no planned developments in the vicinity of the 
proposed project.  Furthermore, the reconstruction of the bridge would not promote an increase in traffic 
to the area because its current capacity would not increase or otherwise be modified as a result of the 
proposed project.  However, the population and development in San Marcos are projected to continue to 
grow in the future.   
 
Assess Potential Cumulative Impacts to Each Resource (Step 6) 

Recreational use has been identified by USFWS as potential cumulative effect on fountain darters 
(USFWS 2001c) and Texas wild-rice (Breslin 1997).  As the population and development in San Marcos 
continue to grow, the recreational use of the San Marcos River is likely to continue to increase as well. 
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Report Results (Step 7) 

The proposed project would have a positive, long-term effect to the overall water quality of the San 
Marcos River immediately within the proposed project area and downstream.  Currently, stormwater 
runoff flows either directly into the river from the Cape’s Road bridge or down sparsely vegetated slopes 
and into the river.  Such storm runoff generally increases nutrient and metal loadings to receiving waters 
(Rabanal and Grizzard 1995) and may increase receiving water temperatures. 
 
Assess and Discuss Mitigation Issues For All Adverse Impacts (Step 8) 

As stated in Section VII.G.a above, from the inception of this project the environmental sensitivity of 
the San Marcos River, including the critical habitat for endangered species, has been a primary concern 
of the designers.  Also as stated above, steps are proposed to minimize impacts of construction to the 
aquatic environment, fountain darter, and Texas wild-rice.  Such steps would include bridge rail to 
prevent roadway runoff from directly entering into the river, gentler slopes to curtail erosion, and the 
installation of an engineered grassy swale and infiltration trench.  These measures would result in 
semi-permanent improvements to general water quality. 

X. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Upon approval for further processing by FHWA, TxDOT would schedule a public hearing and would 
publish a public notice in local and Spanish newspapers.  The public would be invited to this hearing to 
comment on the Categorical Exclusion and any aspects of the proposed project.  Comments received at 
the public hearing would be considered during further development of the proposed project. 

XI. CONCLUSIONS 

The proposed action meets the criteria for a Categorical Exclusion as defined in 23 CFR 771.117.  No 
significant social, economic, and/or environmental impacts associated with this project have been 
discovered.  Therefore, the proposed action qualifies as a Categorical Exclusion. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

PHOTOGRAPHS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
Looking southeast at Cape Road Bridge. 
 

 
Looking southwest at Cape Road Bridge. 
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Looking upstream (northwest) from Cape Road Bridge. 
 

 
Looking downstream (southwest) from Cape Road Bridge. 
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Looking south from Cape Road at proposed grass swale location. 
 

 
Water intake structure for the A.E. Woods State Fish Hatchery. 
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