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1. NAME OF THE ACTION
The proposed action is entitled Land Acquisition and Transfer for the Mission Reach Ecosystem
Restoration and Recreation Project. This Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) is a
supplement to the General Reevaluation Report and Integrated Environmental Assessment and
can be found at http.//www.swf.usace.army.mil/pubdata/notices/sanantonio-rcip-grr/index.asp.

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

The proposed action involves the acquisition of land adjacent to the San Antonio Missions
National Historical Park (SAAN) that has historical significance to the SAAN. The acquisition
would be made by San Antonio River Authority (SARA), which would then transfer the property
to the National Park Service (NPS) SAAN. If the acquisition and transfer occur, the land would
likely be incorporated into a demonstration farm at Mission San Juan at some later date (James
Oliver 2008). This would serve to preserve and protect the historic landscape by restoring the
lower San Juan Acequia and reestablishing Spanish colonial irrigated agricultural farmlands
along the San Antonio River.

The land proposed for acquisition includes nine individual properties and totals 55.4 acres. The
area of the proposed action was historically an important part of Mission San Juan. It is adjacent
to Mission San Juan and served as the labores, or irrigated farmlands, providing crops for food,
trade, and fibers. The lower San Juan Acequia runs through the properties and provided water to
the historic farmlands along the San Antonio River since its construction in the eighteenth
century. The existing parcels, or porciones, date back to Spanish colonial times and have
remained predominantly in agricultural use. This land is located in a unique setting nestled
between Mission San Juan to the north and Mission Espada to the south and west (Prewitt 2008),
and has been identified by the NPS as an area of interest for future park expansion. There are
five landowners within the proposed project area, three private and two public (City of San
Antonio and Bexar County). For the proposed action, properties owned by private entities would
be purchased at fair market value and properties owned by public entities would be donated.

In addition to the proposed action and the No Action Alternative, three other alternatives were
considered, but were eliminated from further consideration because they do not meet the purpose
and need of the proposed action. These are:

Alternative One

SARA would acquire approximately 50 acres of land located on the west bank of the San
Antonio River, approximately 0.4 miles south of Loop 410, and adjacent to the southern
boundary of Mission Espada.



Alternative Two

SARA would acquire approximately 65 acres located across Ashley Road from Stinson
Municipal Airport, approximately 0.8 miles north of Loop 410, on the west side of the San
Antonio River.

Alternative Three
SARA would acquire approximately 60 acres north of Loop 410 and east of Villamain Road.

3. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
Based on the findings within this SEA, there would be few direct impacts on the human or
natural environment associated with the acquisition and transfer of the subject properties. Direct
impacts would include changing the land use from privately and publicly owned property to
federally owned property, requiring the displacement and relocation of two households, but also
incurring long-term beneficial impacts to cultural resources.

Indirect impacts would be expected due to the anticipated expansion of the SAAN’s
demonstration farm or labores (irrigated farmlands), and restoration of the lower San Juan
Acequia). The land would be cleared of most structures and non-native vegetation and would be
farmed by utilizing historic farming practices associated with the Spanish colonial missions. An
interpretive trail would be constructed adjacent to the lower San Juan Acequia for use by park
visitors. Long-term, insignificant beneficial impacts would be anticipated for land use, aesthetics
and visual resources, waters of the U.S., floodplains, soils, prime farmland, and environmental
justice. Short-term insignificant adverse impacts to water quality, air quality, vegetation, fish
and wildlife, and noise would be anticipated during restoration and/or construction, however,
appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be implemented. The expansion of the
SAAN’s demonstration farm would have no impacts, either direct or indirect, to geology or
topography, groundwater, threatened or endangered species, hazardous and toxic materials,
children, or transportation and utilities.

4. MITIGATION
This proposed action is, in itself, compensatory mitigation for land losses to the SAAN resulting
from ecosystem restoration efforts associated with the San Antonio Channel Improvement
Project. No additional compensatory mitigation is necessary due to implementation of the
proposed land acquisition and transfer. No significant, adverse direct or indirect impacts to the
human or natural environment would take place.

5. PUBLIC COMMENT/REVIEW
The SEA and draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) will be available on April 10,
2009 for public comment and review for a period of 30 days. This document is available for
review at the USACE Fort Worth District website http://www.swf.usace.army.mil, or at the San
Antonio Central Library 600 Soledad San Antonio, TX 78205, (210) 207-2500 on 6th Floor in
Texana Department, or copies may be requested in writing at the address below or by telephone
at (817) 886-1713.



Comments may be submitted no later than May 9, 2009 to Mr. William Haferkamp, CESWF-
PER-EE, P.O. Box 17300, Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300, or by e-mail at
William.W.Haferkamp@usace.army.mil.

6. CONCLUSION
On the basis and findings of this SEA, no significant impact is anticipated from the proposed
project to the human or natural environment. A Finding of No Significant Impact is appropriate
for this proposed action, and a Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement is
not warranted.
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District Commander
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
FOR
LAND ACQUISITION AND TRANSFER FOR THE MISSION REACH ECOSYSTEM
RESTORATION AND RECREATION PROJECT

This Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) has been prepared in compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), to addresses the potential effects, beneficial
or adverse, associated with the proposed acquisition of approximately 55.4 acres of land adjacent
to the San Antonio Missions National Historical Park (SAAN). The acquisition would be made
by the San Antonio River Authority (SARA), with the land then deeded to the SAAN to
compensate for land loss due to ecosystem restoration activities associated with the San Antonio
Channel Improvement Project (SACIP) within the Mission Reach of the San Antonio River.
This SEA is a supplement to the NEPA analysis contained within the SACIP General
Reevaluation Report and Integrated Environmental Assessment completed by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers in September 2004.

1. PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the proposed action is for SARA to acquire a 55.4-acre parcel of land that
possesses historical significance and is situated directly adjacent to the SAAN and to transfer
ownership of that parcel to the National Park Service (NPS). Construction associated with the
Mission Reach Ecosystem Restoration and Recreation Project required the removal of 49.4 acres
of land from the SAAN, including portions of undisturbed labores (irrigated farmland). The
proposed action would satisfy a mitigation requirement to compensate the SAAN for the loss of
land associated with the ecosystem restoration project.

2. PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action involves the acquisition of land adjacent to the SAAN that has historical
significance to the SAAN. The acquisition would be made by SARA, which would then transfer
the property to the NPS SAAN. If the acquisition and transfer occur, the land would likely be
incorporated into a demonstration farm at Mission San Juan at some later date (James Oliver
2008). This would serve to preserve and protect the historic landscape by restoring the lower
San Juan Acequia and reestablishing Spanish colonial irrigated agricultural farmlands along the
San Antonio River.

The land proposed for acquisition includes nine individual properties and totals 55.4 acres.
SARA would be required to purchase the privately owned property, while the publicly owned
property would be donated. The donation of 15.1 acres, or approximately 25 percent of the land,
would substantially decrease the cost of the acquisition. The area of the proposed action was
historically an important part of Mission San Juan. It is adjacent to Mission San Juan and served
as the labores, or irrigated farmlands, providing crops for food, trade, and fibers. The lower San
Juan Acequia runs through the properties and provided water to the historic farmlands along the
San Antonio River since its construction in the eighteenth century. The existing parcels, or
porciones, date back to Spanish colonial times and have remained predominantly in agricultural
use. This land is located in a unique setting nestled between Mission San Juan to the north and
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Mission Espada to the south and west (Prewitt 2008), and has been identified by the NPS as an
area of interest for future park expansion. There are five landowners within the proposed project
area, three private and two public (City of San Antonio and Bexar County). For the proposed
action, properties owned by private entities would be purchased at fair market value and
properties owned by public entities would be donated.

3. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

ALTERNATIVE ONE

Alternative One would be for SARA to acquire approximately 50 acres of land located on the
west bank of the San Antonio River, approximately 0.4 miles south of Loop 410, and adjacent to
the southern boundary of Mission Espada. This land would meet the criteria set by the NPS as
mitigation to compensate for the acreage lost to the SACIP Ecosystem Restoration and
Recreation Project: It is adjacent to existing SAAN land, has historical significance to the
missions, is somewhat undeveloped and served as labores, or irrigated farmlands. A branch of
the Espada Acequia forms the eastern boundary of the area. There are approximately ten to
twelve landowners, none of which are public entities.

Though there are similarities between this alternative and the proposed action, including number
of acres, geographic connection to existing SAAN land, historical significance, and existing land
use, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration. There would be many more
landowners to negotiate sales with and to be relocated, thus complicating the real estate action.
Since these properties are all privately owned, the cost of acquisition would be much greater than
that of the proposed action. In addition, this area has not been identified by the NPS as an area to
be acquired for future use.

ALTERNATIVE TWO

Alternative Two would be for SARA to acquire approximately 65 acres located across Ashley
Road from Stinson Municipal Airport, approximately 0.8 miles north of Loop 410, on the west
side of the San Antonio River. This property meets some of the criteria set forth by the NPS to
be considered as mitigation to compensate for the acreage lost to the SACIP Ecosystem
Restoration and Recreation Project: It is adjacent to existing SAAN land and is undeveloped. It
is unclear if this area was part of the labores, associated with one of the historic missions;
however, there is no acequia associated with the property, and it has none of the characteristics
of Spanish colonial porciones (parcels). This property is owned by the City of San Antonio.

This alternative was eliminated from further consideration because of its proximity to Stinson
Municipal Airport. Developing this property as a demonstration farm could create a bird
airstrike hazard for the airport. Additionally, this property would not bring historically valuable
land into the SAAN.

ALTERNATIVE THREE

Alternative Three would be for SARA to acquire approximately 60 acres north of Loop 410 and
east of Villamain Road. This property meets some of the criteria set forth by the NPS to be
considered as mitigation to compensate for the acreage lost to the SACIP Ecosystem Restoration
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Project: It is adjacent to existing SAAN land (only a small portion at the northern end), but
separated from the Mission San Juan boundary by Villamain Road and the Union Pacific
railway; additionally, it is somewhat undeveloped, but has not been used for agricultural
purposes for a very lengthy period of time. It is near Mission San Juan and served as labores.
The upper San Juan Acequia (Acequia Madre) would form the eastern boundary for this alternate
property. However, this area is heavily wooded and has not been farmed in the recent past.
There are four private landowners associated with this property.

This alternative was eliminated from further consideration for this SEA. While this property
could be a valuable addition to the SAAN at some future time, it would not be the optimal
property for acquisition at present. Although this property is in close proximity to the SAAN, it
would not be directly adjacent to SAAN property, but would be separated by Villamain Road
and the Union Pacific railway. These transportation features would present problems with
restoration of the San Juan Acequia by impeding historic irrigation flow patterns. Selection of
this alternative would not provide for a park connection between Mission San Juan and Mission
Espada and would leave private residences on an “island” surrounded by NPS property.
Additionally, the cost of acquisition for this property would be much greater than that of the
proposed action since the entire area is in private ownership.

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The President’s Council on Environmental Quality’s regulations and U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers’ Engineering Regulation 200-2-2, Procedures for Implementing NEPA, require that a
No Action Alternative be evaluated. Under the No Action Alternative, SARA would not acquire
land adjacent to the SAAN; therefore, no land transfer would take place, as is required to
mitigate for the NPS SAAN loss of 49.4 acres of land to the Mission Reach Ecosystem
Restoration and Recreation Project. Selection of the No Action Alternative would mean that
SARA would not meet their obligation to the NPS.

4. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
Based on the findings within this SEA, there would be few direct impacts on the human or
natural environment associated with the acquisition and transfer of the subject properties. Direct
impacts would include changing the land use from private and public ownership to being
federally owned, requiring the displacement and relocation of two households, but also incurring
long-term beneficial impacts to cultural resources.

Indirect impacts would be expected due to the anticipated expansion of the SAAN’s
demonstration farm or labores. The labores would be expanded southward, and the lower San
Juan Acequia (historic irrigation ditch) would be restored. The land would be cleared of most
structures and non-native vegetation and would be farmed by utilizing historic farming practices
associated with the Spanish colonial missions. An interpretive trail would be constructed
adjacent to the lower San Juan Acequia for use by park visitors. Long-term, insignificant
beneficial impacts would be anticipated for land use, aesthetics and visual resources, waters of
the U.S., floodplains, soils, prime farmland, and environmental justice. Short-term insignificant
adverse impacts to water quality, air quality, vegetation, fish and wildlife, and noise would be
anticipated during restoration and/or construction, however, appropriate BMPs would be
implemented. The expansion of the SAAN’s demonstration farm would have no impacts, either
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direct or indirect, to geology or topography, groundwater, threatened or endangered species,
hazardous and toxic materials, children, or transportation and utilities.

5. CONCLUSION

The proposed action consists of the purchase of the subject property by SARA and subsequent
transfer of the property to the SAAN. The environmental impacts of the proposed action have
been assessed, and it has been determined that the proposed action would have no significant
adverse impacts upon land use, visual and aesthetic resources, geological and soil resources,
water resources, biological resources (including endangered or threatened species), cultural
resources, hazardous and toxic materials, noise, air quality, socioeconomic resources, children,
or transportation and utilities. A Finding of No Significant Impact is appropriate for this
proposed action, and a Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement is not
warranted.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) has been prepared in compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), to addresses the potential effects, beneficial
or adverse, associated with the proposed acquisition of approximately 50 acres of land adjacent
to the San Antonio Missions National Historical Park (SAAN). The acquisition would be made
by the San Antonio River Authority (SARA), with the land then deeded to the SAAN to
compensate for land loss due to ecosystem restoration activities associated with the San Antonio
Channel Improvement Project (SACIP) within the Mission Reach of the San Antonio River.
This SEA is a supplement to the NEPA analysis contained within the SACIP General
Reevaluation Report (GRR) and Integrated Environmental Assessment (EA) (GRR/EA)
completed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in September 2004.

1.1. LOCATION

The proposed project area is located in southeastern San Antonio, Texas, and is bisected by
Interstate Highway (IH) 410, just west of 1H-37. It is bounded by Villamain Road on the east
and the San Antonio River on the west. Figure 1 portrays the proposed project vicinity, and
Figure 2 portrays the proposed project area. Project photographs are located in Appendix A.

1.2. BACKGROUND

The SACIP involved realignment and channelization of the river system to provide an efficient
river channel that would move flood waters quickly away from urbanized areas. The SACIP was
originally authorized under section 203 of the Flood Control Act of 1954 as part of a
comprehensive plan for flood protection on the Guadalupe and San Antonio Rivers. The project
was subsequently modified in section 103 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1976, and
again in section 335 of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000 to include ecosystem
restoration and recreation as authorized project purposes.

The SACIP GRR/EA, an all-inclusive study of the beneficial and adverse impacts of the project,
was initiated at the request of SARA in May 2003. The purpose of the SACIP GRR/EA was to
document the many investigations, studies, and analyses pertaining to the feasibility of
implementing the remaining segment of the authorized flood damage reduction project, as well
as adding ecosystem restoration to the completed project (Park and Mission Reaches). The
GRR/EA was completed and a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) signed in September
2004. This SEA is a supplement to the original GRR/EA completed in September 2004 and
revised in February 2006. Additional information pertaining to restoration efforts associated
with the San Antonio River can be viewed at http://www.sanantonioriver.org/overview.html.

1.3. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of the proposed action is for SARA to acquire a 55.4-acre parcel of land that
possesses historical significance and is situated directly adjacent to the SAAN and to transfer
ownership of that parcel to the National Park Service (NPS). Construction associated with the
Mission Reach Ecosystem Restoration and Recreation Project required the removal of 49.4 acres
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Figure 1. Project Vicinity
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Figure 2. Location of Project Area (Aerial Background)
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of land from the SAAN, including portions of undisturbed labores, or irrigated farmlands. The
proposed action would satisfy a mitigation requirement for the loss of the 49.4 SAAN acres by
having SARA acquire 55.4 acres of land directly adjacent to the SAAN and transferring it to the
NPS for their use. Figures 3 and 4 illustrate the properties or parcels within the proposed
project area. There are five landowners within the proposed project area, three private and two
public.

1.4. APPLICABLE ENVIRONMENTAL STATUTES AND REGULATIONS

This SEA is being prepared in accordance with requirements of NEPA, as amended since 1969.
NEPA requires federal agencies to consider the environmental consequences of all proposed
actions in their decision-making process. The intent of NEPA is to protect, restore, or enhance
the environment through a well-informed decision-making process. The Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) was established under NEPA to implement and oversee federal
policy in this process. The USACE Engineering Regulation 200-2-2, Procedures for
Implementing NEPA, implements the CEQ regulations within the USACE. Table 1 summarizes
the pertinent environmental requirements that guided the development of this SEA.

1.5. AUTHORITY FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The SACIP was originally authorized under the authority of section 203 of the Flood Control Act
of 1954 as part of a comprehensive plan for flood protection on the Guadalupe and San Antonio
Rivers, which reads as follows:

Sec. 203. San Antonio Channel, San Antonio, Texas.

“The project for flood protection on the Guadalupe and San
Antonio Rivers, Texas, is hereby authorized substantially in
accordance with the recommendations of the Chief of
Engineers in House Document Numbered 344, Eighty-Third
Congress at an estimated cost of $20,254,000.”

The project was subsequently modified to include flood control measures to protect the Espada
Agueduct, in section 103 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1976, which reads as
follows:

SEC. 103. San Antonio Channel, San Antonio, Texas.

“The flood control project for San Antonio Channel

Improvement, Texas, authorized by section 203 of the Flood

Control Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 1260) as part of the

comprehensive plans for flood protection on the Guadalupe

and San Antonio Rivers, Texas, is hereby modified to

authorize and direct the Secretary of the Army, acting through

the Chief of Engineers, to construct such additional flood

control measures as are needed to preserve and protect the

Espada Acequia Aqueduct, located in the vicinity of Six Mile

Creek, at an estimated cost of $2,050,000. Construction of

such flood control measures shall be subject to the same

conditions of local cooperation as required for the existing

flood control project.”
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Figure 3. Existing Parcel Information (Aerial Background)
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Figure 4. Existing Parcel Information (U.S. Geological
SurveyTopographic Quadrangle Background)
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Table 1. Aeelicable Environmental Statutes and Regulations
Statutes and Regulations

Land = Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1980 and 1995
= Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 (PL 92-500) and Amendments
Water = Clean Water Act of 1977 (PL 95-217)
= Water Quality Act of 1987 (PL 100-4)
= Sections 401 and 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 (PL 92-
Wetlands and 500) . .
Floodplains = Floodp!aln Management — 1977 (Executive Order [E.O.] 11988)
= Protection of Wetlands — 1977 (E.O. 11990)
= Emergency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986 (PL 99-645)
= Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918
Biological = Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 (PL 85-654)
= Endangered Species Act of 1973 (PL 93-205) and Amendments
= Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980 (PL 96-366)
Air = Clean Air Act of 1970 (PL 95-95), as amended in 1977 and 1990 (PL 91-604)
Noise = Noise Control Act of 1972 (PL 92-574) and Amendments of 1978 (PL 95-609)
= National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 USC 470 et seq) (PL 89-665) and
Amendments
= Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment — 1971 (E.O. 11593)
Cultural = Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974
= Antiquities Act of 1906
= Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (PL 96-95)
= Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (PL 101-601)
= Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Environmental Low-Income Populations (E.O. 12898)
Justice = Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks (E.O.
13045)
= Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (PL 94-5800), as Amended
= Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of
Hazardous and 1980 (42 USC 9601) (PL 96-510)
Toxic Materials | = Toxic Substances Control Act (PL 94-496)
= Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Control Act (40 CFR 162-180)
= Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (40 CFR 300-399)

Legend: PL — Public Law, USC — United States Code, CFR — Code of Federal Regulations

The project was subsequently modified a third time to include environmental restoration and
recreation, in section 335 of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000, which reads as
follows:

SEC. 335. San Antonio Channel, San Antonio, Texas.

“The project for flood control, San Antonio Channel, Texas,

authorized by section 203 of the Flood Control Act of 1954

(68 Stat. 1259) as part of the comprehensive plan for flood

protection on the Guadalupe and San Antonio Rivers in Texas,

and modified by section 103 of the Water Resources

Development Act of 1976 (90 Stat. 2921), is further modified

to include environmental restoration and recreation as project

purposes.”

Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment May 2009




1.6. PRIOR REPORTS AND STUDIES ON THE SAN ANTONIO CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT
PROJECT

The following is a summary of the USACE and local studies and reports conducted for the
SACIP.

Report of Survey of Guadalupe and San Antonio Rivers and Tributaries, Texas, for
Flood Control and Allied Purposes (October 1950). This study by the USACE used
data on major flooding events to establish flood estimates within the basin, analyzed the
viability of providing flood control, and considered potential flood control measures.

Guadalupe and San Antonio Rivers, Texas - Chief of Engineers Report (February
1954). This USACE report served as the decision document for the authorized project
(House Document Numbered 344, Eighty-Third Congress, 2d Session). The report
concluded, in part, “that a serious flood problem exists within the city of San Antonio,
an important military center and distribution point for a vast area in southwest Texas,
and that a flood-protection project for this city to eliminate the flood menace is
economically justified.” Further, the report recommended “that a channel improvement
project in San Antonio, Texas, be authorized at this time for construction by the federal
Government, substantially as outlined in this report, at an estimated first cost to the
United States of $12,906,900, provided that the local interests shall furnish assurances
satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army . . .”

San Antonio River and Tributaries, Texas, San Antonio Channel Improvement,
Design Memoranda 1-8 (1955-1985). The purpose of the Design Memoranda was to
present design and cost data serving the basis for preparation of the contract plans and
specifications for construction of the proposed improvements of the San Antonio River
Channel Improvement Project. The Design Memoranda also served to document
revisions to the authorized plan based on additional detailed engineering, economic, and
environmental investigations and analyses.

Environmental Impact Statement for the SACIP (1971). This NEPA documentation
prepared by the USACE addressed the overall impacts of clearing, widening, deepening,
and straightening the river channel and its tributaries. The document states *“along the
San Antonio mainstream, natural beauty will be given up for flood protection benefits.”
It concluded that the SACIP would make the river and its tributaries cleaner and safer,
and that adverse environmental effects would consist of minor tree and rock outcrop
removal.

Environmental Resource Evaluation of Unit 7 of San Pedro Creek and 8-3 Units of
the SACIP (1979). This USACE document provided existing baseline data that was
incorporated into later NEPA documentation. The report characterizes San Pedro Creek
and the San Antonio River as being highly impacted by urbanization. However, the
document states that remnants of bottomland forest existed along the San Antonio River
with native vegetation consisting of live oak, pecan, sycamore, American elm, mesquite,
and Arizona ash. Also noted were pool and riffle habitats within the San Antonio River.

Final Supplemental Environmental Assessment May 2009




Supplement to the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the SACIP (1981). This
NEPA documentation, prepared by the USACE, provided environmental analysis of
three alternatives to the flooding problem in Unit 8-3-2 of the SACIP. Three alternatives
were assessed: Without Project (No Action), Nonstructural (evacuation), and Structural
(channel modification). The document clearly states that implementation of the
recommended plan (channel modification) meant “destroying the aquatic and riparian
habitat,” and that “productivity of the river would be diminished.”

Water Quality Assessment of the San Antonio River Tunnel. (1994). This study
modeled the potential for water quality impacts to the San Antonio River from
discharges of the San Antonio River Tunnel (SART). It was undertaken at the request of
SARA out of concern that the lack of aeration facilities in the tunnel (under construction
at the time) would, during storm events, significantly degrade water quality downstream
of the SART outlet. The study concluded that water quality standards for the segment
would not channel flow and local runoff to dilute any poor-quality water being
discharged from the SART outlet. However, the study also concluded that a low
probability of a fish kill existed that could occur under worst-case conditions (tunnel
discharge without local runoff).

Water Quality Reassessment of the San Antonio River Tunnel (March 1997). The
water quality issue for the SART was revisited based on the probability of a storm
occurrence in which an isolated storm, upstream of the SART inlet, would cause a
discharge of poor-quality tunnel water into the San Antonio River at a time when no
storm flow in the channel or local runoff would be present. Using the QUALTX model
(in-stream water quality model), the study concluded that under these conditions, water
quality standards would not have been violated, but water quality in the river would
decline (during the discharge event) in the reach just downstream of the SART outlet. A
field verification of the model revealed that air entrainment from the cascade of water
out of the SART outlet prevented any violation of water quality standards for the
segment.

San Antonio Channel Improvements Project Concept Design, Design Guidelines (July
2001). In 1998, Bexar County, the city of San Antonio, and the San Antonio River
Authority formed the San Antonio River Oversight Committee. The Committee
comprises a diverse group of citizens whose objective is the restoration and preservation
of the San Antonio River. The design vision is to restore the San Antonio River to a
more natural condition, while maintaining the existing flood damage reduction
capability. In July 2001, the document “San Antonio River Improvements Project
Concept Design, Design Guidelines” was completed by the SWA Group for the
Committee. The purpose of the design guidelines was to establish the major framework
in which future designs will be undertaken. The guiding design principles are broken
down into three major components: hydrology, nature, and people.

SACIP General Reevaluation Report and Integrated Environmental Assessment

(September 2004). In November 2001, the USACE initiated the SACIP feasibility
study. Due to the feasibility study, the SACIP GRR was initiated in May 2003. The
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purpose of the SACIP GRR was to document the many investigations, studies, and
analyses pertaining to the feasibility of implementing the remaining segment of the
authorized flood damage reduction project (Park Reach), as well as adding ecosystem
restoration to the completed project (Park and Mission Reaches). The GRR describes
the characteristics of the existing- and future-without project conditions, water and
related land resource problems and opportunities, planning objectives and constraints,
evaluation of measures and alternatives, the methodology of analyses, the identification
of the federal project, and the recommended plan.

1.7. PARTICIPANTS
This SEA was initiated due to mitigation required of SARA for the taking of SAAN land for the
Mission Reach Project. In addition to the Fort Worth District USACE and SARA, the SEA has
been a multi-disciplinary effort among other participants, including the NPS, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS), Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD), Texas Commission
on Environmental Quality (TCEQ), Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), and the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

2. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

This section describes the alternatives considered during the development of this SEA, which
addresses the Proposed Action, Alternative One, Alternative Two, Alternative Three, and the No
Action Alternative. Figure 5 identifies the proposed action and proposed alternatives.

Criteria for the acquisition of real property were determined by the NPS. The real property to be
acquired and transferred to the SAAN should meet the following conditions:

e The acreage acquired should be comparable in size to what was removed from the
SAAN;

e |t should be adjacent to existing SAAN land;

e It should have historical significance to the SAAN and its mission; and

e Should either be undeveloped or somewhat undeveloped.

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action involves the acquisition of land adjacent to the SAAN that has historical
significance to the SAAN. The acquisition would be made by SARA, which would then transfer
the property to the NPS SAAN. If the acquisition and transfer occur, the land would likely be
incorporated into a demonstration farm at Mission San Juan at some later date (James Oliver
2008). This would serve to preserve and protect the historic landscape by restoring the lower
San Juan Acequia and reestablishing Spanish colonial irrigated agricultural farmlands along the
San Antonio River.

The land proposed for acquisition includes nine individual properties and totals 55.4 acres.
SARA would be required to purchase the privately owned property, while the publicly owned
property would be donated. The donation of 15.1 acres, or approximately 25% of the land,
would substantially decrease the cost of the acquisition. The area of the proposed action was
historically an important part of Mission San Juan. It is adjacent to Mission San Juan and served
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Figure 5. Alternative Project Areas
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as the labores, providing crops for food, trade, and fibers. The lower San Juan Acequia runs
through the properties and provided water to the historic farmlands along the San Antonio River
since its construction in the eighteenth century. The existing parcels, or porciones, date back to
Spanish colonial times and have remained predominantly in agricultural use. This land is located
in a unique setting nestled between Mission San Juan to the north and Mission Espada to the
south and west (Prewitt 2008), and has been identified by the NPS as an area of interest for
future park expansion. There are five landowners within the proposed project area, three private
and two public (City of San Antonio and Bexar County).

2.2 ALTERNATIVE ONE

Alternative One would be for SARA to acquire approximately 50 acres of land located on the
west bank of the San Antonio River, approximately 0.4 miles south of Loop 410, and adjacent to
the southern boundary of Mission Espada. This land would meet the criteria set by the NPS as
mitigation to compensate for the acreage lost to the SACIP Ecosystem Restoration Project: It is
adjacent to existing SAAN land, has historical significance to the missions, is somewhat
undeveloped, and served as labores. A branch of the Espada Acequia forms the eastern
boundary of the area. The area comprises approximately ten to twelve landowners, none of
which are public entities.

Though there are similarities between this alternative and the proposed action, including number
of acres, geographic connection to existing SAAN land, historical significance, and existing land
use, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration. There would be many more
landowners to negotiate a sale with and to be relocated, thus complicating the real estate action,
and increasing the acquisition cost. In addition, this area has not been identified by the NPS as
an area to be acquired for future use.

2.3 ALTERNATIVE TWO

Alternative Two would be for SARA to acquire approximately 65 acres located across Ashley
Road from Stinson Municipal Airport, approximately 0.8 miles north of Loop 410, on the west
side of the San Antonio River. This property meets some of the criteria set forth by the NPS to
be considered as mitigation to compensate for the acreage lost to the SACIP Ecosystem
Restoration Project: It is adjacent to existing SAAN land and is undeveloped. It is unclear if this
area was part of the labores associated with one of the historic missions; however, there is no
acequia associated with the property, and it has none of the characteristics of Spanish colonial
porciones (parcels). This property is owned by the City of San Antonio.

This alternative was eliminated from further consideration because of its proximity to Stinson
Municipal Airport. Developing this property as a demonstration farm could create a bird
airstrike hazard for the airport. Additionally, this property would not bring historically valuable
land into the SAAN.

2.4 ALTERNATIVE THREE

Alternative Three would be for SARA to acquire approximately 60 acres north of Loop 410 and
east of Villamain Road. This property meets some of the criteria set forth by the NPS to be
considered as mitigation to compensate for the acreage lost to the SACIP Ecosystem Restoration
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Project: It is adjacent to existing SAAN land (only a small portion at the northern end), but
separated from the Mission San Juan boundary by Villamain Road and the Union Pacific
railway; it is somewhat undeveloped, but has not been used for agricultural purposes for a very
lengthy period of time. It is near Mission San Juan and served as labores. The upper San Juan
Acequia (Acequia Madre) would form the eastern boundary for this alternate property.
However, this area is heavily wooded and has not been farmed in the recent past. There are four
private landowners associated with this property.

This alternative was eliminated from further consideration for this SEA. While this property
could be a valuable addition to the SAAN at some future time, it would not be the optimal
property for acquisition at present. Although this property is in close proximity to the SAAN, it
would not be directly adjacent to SAAN property, but would be separated by Villamain Road
and the Union Pacific railway. These transportation features would present problems with
restoration of the San Juan Acequia by impeding historic irrigation flow patterns. Selection of
this alternative would not provide for a park connection between Mission San Juan and Mission
Espada and would leave private residences on an “island” surrounded by NPS property.

2.5 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The President’s CEQ regulations and USACE Engineering Regulation 200-2-2 for implementing
NEPA require that a No Action Alternative be evaluated. Under the No Action Alternative,
SARA would not acquire land adjacent to the SAAN; therefore, no land transfer would take
place, as is required to mitigate for the NPS SAAN loss of 49.4 acres of land to the Mission
Reach Ecosystem Restoration and Recreation Project. Selection of the No Action Alternative
would mean that SARA would not meet their obligation to the NPS.

3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE
PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE

The existing affected environment is the baseline against which potential impacts caused by the
proposed property acquisition and transfer are assessed. In compliance with NEPA and CEQ
regulations, this section focuses on those resources and conditions that would be affected by
activities resulting from the transfer of land from the City of San Antonio, Bexar County, and
private landowners to the NPS SAAN. Those resources present within the properties proposed
for transfer that have potential to be impacted by the proposed action are included in this
analysis.

This section assesses the direct and indirect impacts of the proposed land acquisition and
transfer. Direct impacts are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. For the
purposes of this SEA, direct impacts are those caused by the immediate real estate action of
SARA acquiring both publicly owned and privately owned property and transferring it to the
SAAN. Indirect impacts are caused by the action but occur later in time or are farther removed
in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect impacts would be caused by the
SAAN’s anticipated conversion of the property from its current farming, ranching, and
residential uses to a historical agricultural use associated with Mission San Juan.
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For the purposes of this SEA, short-term impacts are defined as those impacts which would
occur prior to or during any future restoration of the property (by the SAAN). Long-term
impacts are those expected to last beyond the duration of any restoration activities.

The following terminology is used in this SEA to describe the levels of significance of impacts
that would result from the Proposed Action:

e The proposed action is considered to have no impact if the analysis concludes that the
proposed action would not affect a particular resource topic;

e An impact is considered insignificant (less than significant) if the analysis concludes that
the proposed action would cause no substantial adverse change to the environment and
that impacts would not require mitigation;

e An impact is also considered insignificant if the analysis concludes that, with the
inclusion of mitigation measures, the proposed action would cause no substantial adverse
change to the environment; and

e An impact is considered significant if the analysis concludes that the proposed action
would cause substantial or potentially substantial adverse changes to the physical
environment in the area affected by the Proposed Action even with the inclusion of
mitigation measures.

3.1 LANDUSE

3.1.1 Affected Environment
The land that would be included in the acquisition consists of nine parcels and five landowners
(Table 2). The total area of the parcels is 55.4 acres. The current uses of the parcels are
agricultural (farming and ranching), residential, and public parkland (Brown Park). The San
Antonio River runs adjacent to the proposed project area on the west side. The surrounding land
use comprises undeveloped forested land, recreational, transportation, agricultural, and
residential.

3.1.2 Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action
Under the proposed action, insignificant long-term direct impacts to land use would result from
the conversion of private residential and ranching property to public lands associated with the
SAAN. The land would be removed from private ownership and placed in federal ownership for
public recreation and education. Indirect impacts associated with restoration of the property to
its historical farming land use would be long-term but insignificant.

3.1.3 Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the property acquisition and transfer would not occur, and land
use would remain unchanged. There would be no impacts, either beneficial or adverse, to land
use, as a result of the No Action Alternative.
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Table 2. Parcel Data

Prtl)\lpoerty Owner Land Use Occupancy
- ____________________________________|
1&2 Ringelstein Residential/Agricultural Occupied
3 Brown Residential/Agricultural Occupied
4 Haag Abandoned Orchard Vacant
5 City of San Antonio | City Park (Brown Park) | No Improvements/Facilities
6 Bexar County Unknown Vacant
7 City of San Antonio | City Park (Brown Park) | No Improvements/Facilities
8 City of San Antonio Unknown Vacant
9 Bexar County Unknown Vacant

3.2 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES

3.2.1 Affected Environment
The area proposed for acquisition is bounded by the San Antonio River on the west, the SAAN
on the north, an undeveloped forested area on the east, and by other undeveloped or agricultural
parcels on the south. The proposed project area is bisected by IH-410. The San Antonio River is
channelized at this location and contains non-native maintained grassy side slopes devoid of
trees. Aesthetics and visual resources of the property (proposed for acquisition) are typical of
many rural areas: scattered housing interspersed with broad agricultural and grazing lands.

3.2.2 Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action
Under the proposed action, no direct impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would result from
the proposed property acquisition and transfer because no restoration or construction activities
would take place. Indirect impacts would cause the aesthetics and visual resources to change
from rural agricultural to historic irrigated farmland. Indirect impacts to the area of the proposed
action would be long-term but insignificant.

3.2.3 Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the property acquisition and transfer would not occur. There
would be no impacts, either beneficial or adverse, to aesthetics and visual resources, as a result
of the No Action Alternative.

3.3 GEOLOGY, TOPOGRAPHY, AND SOIL
3.3.1. Geology and Topography

3.3.1.1 Affected Environment
The proposed project area geology is mapped as Quaternary fluviatile terrace deposits by the
Texas Bureau of Economic Geology (Prewitt 2008). The proposed project area exists on the
upper edge of the Gulf Coastal Plain, just south of the Edwards Plateau. The two physiographic
regions are separated by the Balcones Escarpment, a series of subparallel faults, which allowed
the Gulf Coast Plain to sink. The formations on the Coastal Plain as well as the Coastal Plain
itself slope slightly to the southeast. These formations are relatively young and originate from
the Cenozoic Era. It was formed as streams flowed into the sea and deposits occurred in shallow
offshore water, in bars and deltas at the mouths of rivers, or in mudflats along streams. These
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rocks are composed of layers of sandstone and clay. A layer of gravel was deposited on the
northern edge of the Coastal Plain from ancient streams in the more northern Edwards Plateau.
Step-like terraces have been formed by the San Antonio River. These terraces represent different
ages at different levels (Cooper et al, 2005). The topography of the proposed project area is flat,
to nearly flat. The floodway for the San Antonio River is located on the western edge of the
proposed project area, where the land quickly slopes downward to the river.

3.3.1.2 Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action
Under the proposed action, no direct or indirect impacts to geology and/or topography would
result from the proposed property acquisition and transfer because there would be no
construction or soil-disturbing activities.

3.3.1.3 Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the property acquisition and transfer would not occur. There
would be no impacts, either beneficial or adverse, to geology and topography, as a result of the
No Action Alternative.

3.3.2 Soils

3.3.2.1 Affected Environment
Soil types within the proposed project areas were determined using the U.S. Department of
Agriculture — NRCS Bexar County Soil Survey (1962). Frio clay loam was identified as the only
soil type within the proposed project area. Frio clay loam occurs mainly on the flood plains of
the Medina River and San Antonio River and their chief tributaries, or on low terraces bordering
the flood plains. It is occasionally flooded. This soil is poorly to moderately well-drained.
Permeability is moderate. The capacity to hold water is good. Frio clay loam is a hydric soil.

3.3.2.2 Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action

Under the proposed action, there would be no direct impacts to soils resulting from the property
acquisition and transfer because no construction or soil-disturbing activities would take place.
Indirect impacts would be caused by clearing and grubbing activities in preparation for the
anticipated historic farming practices and the removal of existing structures, potentially over the
entire 55.4 acres. However, these effects would be minimized by the use of appropriate Best
Management Practices (BMPs) for controlling runoff, erosion, and sedimentation.
Recommended BMPs to reduce soil erosion and sedimentation include, but are not limited to, silt
fences, straw bale (containing native grass species) dikes, diversion ditches, rip-rap channels,
water bars, and water spreaders. Indirect impacts to soils would be short-term and insignificant.

3.3.2.3 Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the property acquisition and transfer would not occur. There
would be no impacts, either beneficial or adverse, to soils, as a result of the No Action
Alternative.
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3.3.3  Prime Farmlands

3.3.3.1 Affected Environment

As required by Section 1541(b) of the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1980 and 1995, 7
United States Code (USC) 4202(b), federal and state agencies, as well as projects funded with
federal monies, are required to (a) use the criteria to identify and take into account the adverse
effects of their programs on the preservation of farmland, (b) consider alternative actions, as
appropriate, that could lessen adverse effects, and (c) ensure that their programs, to the extent
practicable, are compatible with state and units of local government and private programs and
policies to protect farmland. The NRCS was contacted regarding prime farmland soils within
Bexar County; they have identified Frio clay loam, O to 2 percent slopes, occasionally flooded,
association in Bexar County as a prime farmland soil.

The NRCS evaluates the relative value of farmland that has a maximum score of 100 points.
Based on Farmland Protection Policy Act regulations, if a combined score of the assessment and
the relative value of farmland is 260 or more, the proposed project site should be given more
consideration for protection.

3.3.3.2 Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action

Under the proposed action, no direct impacts to prime farmlands would result from the proposed
property acquisition and transfer because there would be no removal of lands from active
farming. However, there are prime farmland soils within the proposed project area. An
assessment was completed with the NRCS’s Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form AD-
1006 for the proposed action. Initial coordination with the NRCS was completed, and the
assessment totaled 108 points out of a maximum of 260 points. Based on Farmland Protection
Policy Act regulations, if a combined score of the total area assessment and the relative value of
farmland is 260 or more, the proposed project site should be given more consideration for
protection. Because the assessment totaled less than 260 points, no further coordination with the
NRCS is warranted, and there would be no direct impacts to prime, unique, or other farmlands of
statewide or local importance. Beneficial indirect impacts would be caused by the anticipated
removal of existing structures and returning the lands to historic farming practices. Effects to
soils would be minimized by the use of appropriate BMPs for controlling runoff, erosion, and
sedimentation. Under the proposed action, indirect impacts to prime farmland soils would be
long-term but insignificant.

3.3.3.3 Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the property acquisition and transfer would not occur. There
would be no impacts, either beneficial or adverse, to prime farmland soils, as a result of the No
Action Alternative.
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3.4 WATER RESOURCES
3.4.1 Groundwater

3.4.1.1 Affected Environment

The proposed project area lies within the Carrizo-Wilcox Aquifer. The Edwards Aquifer
Authority and Evergreen Underground Water Conservation District manages, enhances, and
protects the Carrizo-Wilcox Aquifer. The Carrizo-Wilcox Aquifer is composed mainly of sand
interbedded with gravel, silt, clay, and lignite. It extends from the Rio Grande in South Texas
northeastward into Arkansas and Louisiana, passing through southern Bexar, Wilson, and
Atascosa counties. In some places the water has high iron content, and hydrogen sulfide and
methane also occur. It lies approximately 4.7 miles southeast of the Edwards Aquifer artesian
zone (Edwards Aquifer Authority, 2006).

The Edwards Aquifer consists of three limestone formations and is the main groundwater source
for the San Antonio area. Infiltration of rainwater and surface rivers help to recharge the aquifer,
but the bulk of the water comes from the underflow of streams on the Edwards Plateau. The
surface water recharge zone is highly susceptible to contamination due to the highly porous
materials within the zone. The Edwards Aquifer is layered between the Glen Rose Formation
below and the Del Rio Formation above (Cooper et al, 2005). The recharge zone is 15 to 20
miles northwest of the proposed project area; thus, the proposed project area does not lie within
the Edwards Aquifer recharge zone.

3.4.1.2 Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action
Under the proposed action, no direct or indirect impacts to groundwater would result from the
proposed property acquisition and transfer because there would be no development that would
adversely alter rainwater infiltration. No coordination with the Edwards Aquifer Authority or the
Evergreen Underground Water Conservation District is required.

3.4.1.3 Environmental Effects of the No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the property acquisition and transfer would not occur. There
would be no impacts, either beneficial or adverse, to groundwater, as a result of the No Action
Alternative.

3.4.2 Water Quality

3.4.2.1 Affected Environment

The objective of the Water Quality Act of 1965 is to develop water quality standards for
establishing water quality goals for interstate waters in the U.S. The TCEQ is the implementing
agency for the Water Quality Act in Texas. The TCEQ is responsible for conducting Section
401 certification reviews of USACE Section 404 permit applications for the discharge of
dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands. The purpose of these
certification reviews is to determine whether a proposed discharge will comply with state water
qual