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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) describes potential impacts of the issuance of an incidental
take permit (ITP or Permit) under section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq., ESA), by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) to Bexar
County and the City of San Antonio, Texas (the Applicants) to authorize incidental take of nine
federally endangered species. Referred to as the Covered Species, they include two birds - the golden-
cheeked warbler (Setophega [=Dendroica] chrysoparia; GCWA) and black-capped vireo (Vireo
atricapilla, BCVI), and seven karst invertebrates (collectively the Covered Karst Invertebrates) -
Government Canyon bat cave spider (Neoleptoneta microps), Madla Cave meshweaver (Cicurina
madla), Braken Cave meshweaver (Cicurina venii), Government Canyon Bat Cave meshweaver
(Cicurina vespera), two beetles with no common name (Rhadine exilis and Rhadine infernalis), and
Helotes mold beetle (Batrisodes venyivi).

The Service is the lead federal agency with responsibility for issuing the ITP as described in the
Southern Edwards Plateau Habitat Conservation Plan (SEP-HCP or the Plan). The issuance of the
Permit is the Proposed Action. The Permit would authorize a limited amount of incidental take of the
Covered Species within the jurisdictions of Bexar County and/or the City of San Antonio (excluding
Comal County, since they have their own ITP TE-223267) (the Enrollment Area). In return, the SEP-
HCP implements conservation measures for the Covered Species in Bexar, Comal, Blanco, Kendall,
Kerr, Bandera, and Medina counties (the Plan Area). A detailed description of the Plan Area can be
found in Section 2.3 of the SEP-HCP.

This EIS evaluates the potential impacts of the incidental take of the Covered Species as well as the
impacts of the conservation measures in the Plan Area on the natural and social resources within the
Plan Area. Four Action Alternatives were developed that proposed incidental take and conservation
measures. The effects of these Action Alternatives, and a No Action Alternative, were evaluated and
compared. Based on the analysis in this EIS, the Proposed SEP-HCP Alternative is recommended as the
Preferred Alternative. The development of the alternatives and a description of each are described in
more detail in Chapter 3 of this EIS.

PURPOSE AND NEED

The greater San Antonio area is positioned at the southeastern edge of the Edwards Plateau ecoregion in
Texas. This ecoregion supports several federally threatened or endangered species that occupy a variety
of habitats, including mature woodlands, early-growth shrublands, and subterranean caves. The natural
resources of the Edwards Plateau have also been a significant attraction for human communities. Over
the past 30 years, the human population in and around San Antonio increased by more than 75 percent
(U.S. Census Bureau [USCB] 1995, 2000, 2010a). The economy of the San Antonio metropolitan area
is expected to continue drawing people to the region, with a projected population increase of more than
60 percent over the next 30 years (ESRI Business Solutions [ESRI BIS] 2009, Wendell Davis and
Associates [WDA] 2010a). It is anticipated that approximately 51,000 acres of new residential, 12,000
acres of new commercial and industrial, and 30,000 acres of new transportation and utilities would be
built in the Enrollment Area over the next 30 years to accommodate the anticipated growth (WDA
2010a). Habitats for federally threatened or endangered species are being and will continue to be
impacted as a result of these land development activities. The Service identifies habitat loss and
degradation as the primary factors threatening the survival and recovery of many of these species.
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The Applicants need a long-term, comprehensive solution to allow otherwise lawful activities that could
result in take of Covered Species while assuring compliance with the ESA. Therefore, the Applicants
have requested an ITP from the Service, which would permit the incidental take of the Covered Species
resulting from otherwise lawful activities (see Chapter 3 of the SEP-HCP for a detailed description of
Covered Activities). The proposed federal action is the issuance of a section 10(a)(1)(B) permit by the
Service for a term of 30 years to allow incidental take of Covered Species. The Service must consider
the request and determine if the SEP-HCP meets the issuance criteria in the ESA before issuing an ITP.

SCOPING AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Public scoping for this EIS began with the publication of a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS (NOI) in
the Federal Register on Wednesday, April 27, 2011 (Appendix A). The Service published the NOI to
advise the public that an EIS will be prepared for the SEP-HCP and that scoping meetings will be held
in June 2011. Letters were sent to 24 federal, state and, local agencies with the NOI attached requesting
comments on the potential resources that could be affected or issues that could arise by the issuance of
the Permit.

Public scoping meeting announcements were published in the Blanco County News, The Helotes Echo,
Kerrville Daily Times, The Bandera Bulletin, San Antonio Express News, La Prensa (Spanish), Hondo
Anvil Herald, and The Boerne Star (Appendix B). Meeting details were also posted to several websites
including the SEP-HCP project website and websites managed by the Service, the Hill Country Alliance,
and the Texas Water Development Board. Members of the SEP-HCP Citizens” Advisory Committee
(CAC), Biological Advisory Team (BAT), and the Agency Oversight Group (AOG) were also sent
invitations to the public scoping meetings. Five public scoping meetings were held throughout the Plan
Area in Bandera, Boerne, Blanco, Kerrville, and Helotes, Texas, between June 6, 2011, and June 14,
2011, to engage the community, share information, and ask the community for their input. All five
meetings followed the same format which began with an open house from 5:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m., a
formal presentation at 6:00 p.m. followed by a continuation of the open house, and concluded with a
moderated question and answer session at 7:00 p.m. The meetings provided opportunities for the public
to learn about and comment on the proposed Permit and SEP-HCP as it was being developed.

A total of 211 people attended the 5 public scoping meetings, including 194 members of the public, 3
media outlets, and 14 elected officials. The public comment period extended from April 27, 2011
through July 26, 2011. During this time, 66 public comments were received. See Appendix B for more
details.

A Notice of Availability and announcement of public meetings (NOA) was published in the Federal
Register on Friday, December 19, 2014 (Appendix C). The NOA announced the availability of the

draft SEP-HCP and the draft EIS for public review and comment and that public meetings would be held.
The NOA and a news release were posted to the Service’s Austin Ecological Services website
(www.fws.gov/southwest/es/AustinTexas) and the SEP-HCP project website (www.sephcp.com). The
draft EIS was made available for public review at several libraries in the Plan Area, and a link to access
an electronic version of the draft EIS was distributed via the NOA and news release to county judges in
the Plan Area and members of the CAC, BAT and AOG,; federal, state and local agencies; and elected
officials, Native American tribes with affiliations to the Plan Area, conservation organizations, and
stakeholders that signed up for the SEP-HCP mailing list.
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Two public meetings were held, one in Helotes, Texas (February 3, 2015) and one in Kerrville, Texas
(February 4, 2015). Public meeting announcements were published in San Antonio Express News and
Kerrville Daily Times on January 18, 2015, and meeting information was published on the Service’s
Austin Ecological Services website and the SEP-HCP project website. The public meetings provided

the public an opportunity to view the draft EIS, draft SEP-HCP, and a series of exhibits, and project staff
were available to answer questions. A presentation was given from approximately 5:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m.
and was followed by an informal open house. Official comments were received at the meeting orally via
a court reporter and in writing via comment cards at the meetings. After the meetings, official comments
were received via the project website, email, U.S. mail, and www.regulations.gov. The comment period
closed on March 19, 2015.

A total of 57 people attended the meeting in Helotes and 76 people attended the meeting in Kerrville. A
total of 111 comments were received during the comment period; 44 comments provided feedback on
the draft SEP-HCP, 22 comments provided feedback on the draft EIS and 45 comments provided
feedback on both documents. A transcript of all comments received as well as responses can be found
in Appendix D.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Bexar County and the City of San Antonio instituted the CAC and the BAT during the development of
the draft SEP-HCP to provide guidance to the Applicants on the range of potential alternatives that
should be evaluated and compared in the EIS. All meetings of these committees were subject to the
Texas Open Meetings Act and agendas, materials, and minutes were posted on the SEP-HCP website.
The input received from these committees and feedback received during the scoping process helped
refine the preliminary range of alternatives (described in Chapter 3.2) into four Action Alternatives and
the No Action Alternative.

The four Action Alternatives share several common characteristics:

Covered Species: All four Action Alternatives propose the incidental take of nine federally
listed endangered species.

Voluntarily Conserved Species: All four Action Alternatives will result in habitat that will be
impacted and habitat that will be protected for species that are not federally listed as threatened
or endangered but that may share similar habitats as the Covered Species. Voluntarily
Conserved Species will not be covered under the Proposed Action but may be affected.

Enrollment Area: All four Action Alternatives propose an Enroliment Area that includes the
jurisdictions of Bexar County and the City of San Antonio including its extraterritorial
jurisdiction (ETJ) (the area where the City of San Antonio has the ability to exercise its legal
authority beyond its city limits), and the area where the City of San Antonio’s ETJ is projected to
expand over the 30 year timeframe of the SEP-HCP. The Enroliment Area excludes any portion
of Comal County. Enrolled properties are those landowners that apply for inclusion under the
HCP and are extended incidental take coverage for Covered Activities for the Covered Species
that occur on the property submitted for coverage.

Covered Activities: Covered Activities are all otherwise lawful, non-federal land development
projects within the Enrollment Area; they may include, but are not limited to, construction and
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maintenance for land development, utilities, and transportation infrastructure. The ITP
associated with the SEP-HCP will authorize a certain amount of incidental take of the Covered
Species. Landowners, developers, and others conducting non-federal Covered Activities within
the Enrollment Area may be eligible to achieve ESA compliance through the Plan. Those that
complete the enrollment process become SEP-HCP Participants. SEP-HCP Participants
voluntarily elect to utilize the SEP-HCP to comply with the ESA.

Direct and Indirect Impacts to GCWA and BCVI: All acres of suitable GCWA and BCVI
habitat within the boundaries of a property to be enrolled are assumed to be directly impacted by
Covered Activities, unless such habitat occurs within an area where habitat will be preserved and
such habitat meets a minimum set of preserve criteria. All acres of suitable GCWA and BCVI
habitat located up to 300 feet outside the boundaries of a property to be enrolled are assumed to
be indirectly impacted by Covered Activities.

Mitigation Measures for BCVI and GCWA: Preservation Credits will be created by the SEP-
HCP for each acre of GCWA and BCVI habitat protected, such that each acre of protected
habitat yields one Preservation Credit. Credit can be acquired by conserving previously
unprotected habitat in the Plan Area or by purchasing credits from an existing Service-approved
conservation bank. All Action Alternatives assume that the GCWA and BCVI preserve systems
will be composed of consolidated tracts of 500 acres or larger and will generate at least 500
GCWA Preservation Credits or 100 BCVI Preservation Credits. Preserve land will include some
areas of non-habitat; as such the SEP-HCP will purchase more land than needed to generate the
appropriate number of Preservation Credits.

Direct and Indirect Impacts to Covered Karst Invertebrates: Direct impacts to known
locations of Covered Karst Invertebrates will only occur once certain conservation baselines are
met. The conservation baselines are derived from the Service’s recovery standards for
downlisting each of the Covered Karst Invertebrates; these baselines include preservation of high
and medium quality karst preserves (as described in the Service’s Karst Preserve Design
Recommendations) within each karst faunal region where each Covered Karst Invertebrate is
currently known to occur (Service 2012). Without those conservation baselines, the landowner
would have to maintain a minimum distance of 750 feet around the feature, including those
features on adjacent properties that are within 750 feet. Additionally, each landowner would
have to conduct extensive karst feature surveys on their property prior to applying to be covered
under the SEP-HCP to identify any previously unknown features. Parcels in Karst Zones 1
through 4 could contain occupied features with no surface expression. Therefore, there is an
expectation that direct and indirect impacts to previously unknown and undetectable subsurface
features will occur upon clearing and construction. There is no way to know exactly what the
extent of these impacts would be.

Mitigation Measures for Covered Karst Invertebrates: For all Action Alternatives, the SEP-
HCP will establish new preserves with Covered Karst Invertebrates, which will be distributed
across the karst fauna regions (KFRs) in Bexar County (except Alamo Heights KFR). These
preserves would be established in accordance with the Service’s (2012) Karst Preserve Design
Recommendations and would contribute to meeting recovery criteria for the Covered Karst
Invertebrates.
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Preserve Management and Monitoring: To ensure the permanent protection and management
of Covered Species’ habitat, the Applicants will establish a preserve management and
monitoring process.

Cost Estimates: The cost estimates for all Action Alternatives assume that the entire allocation
of incidental take authorization will be used by the SEP-HCP Participants within the 30-year
timeframe of the SEP-HCP.

Financing: All of the Action Alternatives will implement a conservation program which will
include the purchase and management of preserve land for the Covered Species. The funding for
these actions will come from fees collected from SEP-HCP Participants and public funding
sources. However, each Action Alternative contemplates a different distribution of these two
sources of revenue, as described below.

¢ Proposed SEP-HCP Alternative: 74% from participation fees, 26% from public sources

¢ 10% Participation Alternative: 47% from participation fees, 53% from public sources

¢ Single-County Alternative: 46% from participation fees, 54% from public sources

¢ Increased Mitigation Alternative: 37% from participation fees, 63% from public sources

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative represents the status quo, whereby individuals seeking authorization for
incidental take of an endangered species must apply directly to the Service; they will be responsible for
completing the permitting process and complying with other state and federal requirements associated
with the issuance of a federal permit. Bexar County and the City of San Antonio will not seek a broad-
scale and long-term ITP from the Service. Bexar County will not implement the SEP-HCP and will not
sponsor a locally-administered program to streamline ESA compliance. If the SEP-HCP is not
implemented the cost of ESA compliance will remain the responsibility of the individual seeking
authorization for incidental take of an endangered species.

Action Alternatives

Proposed SEP-HCP Alternative

The Proposed SEP-HCP Alternative assumes 50 percent of the development activities requiring an ITP
for the Covered Species over the next 30 years will participate in the SEP-HCP. The incidental take
represents 50 percent of the projected habitat loss for GCWA (9,371 acres) and BCV1 (2,640 acres) and
20 percent of the loss of Karst Zones 1-4 (21,086 acres/49 occupied features) resulting from land
development projects within the Enrollment Area over the next 30 years. The Proposed SEP-HCP
Alternative requires a mitigation ratio of 2 to 1 for direct impacts to GCWA or BCVI and 0.5 to 1 for
indirect impacts. It would preserve 23,430 acres of habitat for the GCWA and 6,600 acres of habitat for
the BCVI.

For the Covered Karst Invertebrates, all development activities must be outside a 750-foot radius around
all occupied features until the conservation baseline is met for the species within each cave within each
KFR. After the conservation baseline is met, Covered Activities would be permitted for a fee ranging
between $40,000 and $400,000, depending on the distance of the activity to an occupied cave.
Approximately 1,000 acres of new karst preserves will be protected for the Covered Karst Invertebrates.
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10% Participation Alternative

The 10% Participation Alternative represents the alternative with a reduced amount of take in the same
Enrollment Area as the Proposed SEP-HCP Alternative. It assumes 10 percent of the development
activities requiring an ITP for the Covered Species over the next 30 years will participate in the SEP-
HCP. The incidental take request represents 10 percent of the projected habitat loss for GCWA (2,100
acres) and BCV1 (556 acres) and 10 percent of the loss of Karst Zones 1-4 (10,543 acres/25 occupied
features) resulting from development within the Enrollment Area over the next 30 years. The 10%
Participation Alternative proposes the same mitigation ratio for direct and indirect impacts to the GCWA
and BCVI; and the same conservation baseline requirements for Covered Karst Species as the Proposed
SEP-HCP Alternative. The result is 5,250 acres of habitat for GCWA, 1,390 acres of habitat for BCVI,
and approximately 750 acres of new karst preserve that would be preserved as a result of the 10%
Participation Alternative.

Single County Alternative

The Single-County Alternative was modeled from other single-county HCPs in Central Texas, whereby
all incidental take and all mitigation occur within the same county. The Single County Alternative will
authorize the same amount of incidental take within the Enrollment Area as the Proposed SEP-HCP
Alternative; however, it will require that all mitigation measures be limited to the jurisdictions of San
Antonio and Bexar County.

The Single County Alternative proposes the same karst conservation program as the Proposed SEP-HCP
Alternative. However, the Single County Alternative will only require 1 to 1 mitigation ratio for direct
impacts to GCWA and BCVI. As such, the Single County Alternative would provide fewer acres of
preserve for GCWA (11,714 acres) and BCVI (3,330 acres) when compared to the Proposed SEP-HCP
Alternative. The Single County Alternative assumes that 75 percent of the GCWA and BCVI preserve
land will be located in relatively suburban areas and 25 percent will be located in relatively rural areas.
A largely suburban preserve system will require more intensive management to address threats from
adjacent land uses than a rural preserve system. In addition, land values in suburban areas are higher
than in rural areas. In order to account for the higher costs associated with preserve acquisition and
management, the Single County Alternative will require higher Preservation Credit fees and will require
three times the amount of public funding when compared to the Proposed SEP-HCP Alternative.

Increased Mitigation Alternative

The Increased Mitigation Alternative incorporates input received from the BAT and some CAC
members whereby greater protection measures are proposed for the Covered Species than the other
Action Alternatives. Like the Proposed SEP-HCP Alternative, the Increased Mitigation Alternative
would authorize the incidental take of 9,371 acres of GCWA habitat, 2,640 acres of BCVI habitat and
21,086 acres/49 occupied features of Covered Karst Invertebrate habitat and BCVI mitigation is the
same as Proposed SEP-HCP Alternative. However, unlike the Proposed SEP-HCP Alternative, the
proposed habitat conservation for the GCWA would require a mitigation ratio of 3 to 1 for direct
impacts resulting in 35,141 acres of preserve and 2,000 acres of new karst preserves for the Covered
Karst Invertebrates. As recommended, the Increased Mitigation Alternative would also require 60
percent of the GCWA preserve to be within Bexar County or within 5 miles of the county border. Of
the action alternatives, the Increased Mitigation Alternative would have the highest Preservation Credit
fees and would require the most public funding.
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES

Affected Environment

The description of the affected environment describes the current environmental conditions considered
by the Service to be potentially affected by the alternatives. In order to provide a succinct description of
those resources that may be affected by the alternatives and a level of analysis that is commensurate
with the importance of the impact, some resources and topics are analyzed in detail and others are
considered but dismissed from further analysis.

The resources described and analyzed in detail in this EIS are: Water Resources (see Section 4.3);
Vegetation (see Section 4.4); General Wildlife (see Section 4.5); Threatened and Endangered Species
(see Section 4.6); Socioeconomic Resources (see Section 4.7) and Climate Change (see Section 4.8).
Other topics analyzed in this EIS include: Cumulative Impacts (see Section 4.9); Unavoidable Impacts
(see Section 4.10); Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources (see Section 4.11) and
Short-term Use of the Environment vs. Long-term Productivity (see Section 4.12).

Resources or topics that were considered but dismissed from detailed analysis include energy and
depleteable resources; prime and unique farmlands; public health and safety; wetlands and floodplains;
cultural resources; geology; air quality; noise; environmental justice; wild and scenic rivers; and national
forests and grasslands. These resources are not likely to be affected by the authorized take, proposed
mitigation, or funding and administration of the Action Alternatives (see Section 4.1.1 Issues and
Resources Considered but Dismissed from Detailed Analysis for more details).

Environmental Consequences

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations require the analysis of a No Action Alternative
as a benchmark that enables decision makers to assess the magnitude of the environmental impacts of
the Action Alternatives (40 CFR 1502.14). Under the No Action Alternative, the current trends
projected for human population growth and associated land development in Bexar County and the City
of San Antonio, Texas, will continue and impacts to listed species will be authorized under existing
federal programs. If no difference is anticipated between the future condition under the No Action
Alternative and the Action Alternatives, then there is no impact from the proposed federal action.
However, the SEP-HCP will influence where development occurs around caves and also may influence
the amount of habitat a developer chooses to destroy versus paying mitigation fees.

The timing and location of development projects are influenced most by market conditions. Therefore,
it is reasonable to assume that the Action Alternatives, compared to the No Action Alternative, will have
only minor impacts on the extent, timing and placement of development and any associated impacts to
habitat for the Covered Species over the next 30 years. Since there will likely be no significant
difference in land development patterns across the Enrollment Area under the No Action or the Action
Alternatives, consideration of environmental consequences in this EIS are limited to the potential
impacts of the take that will be authorized by the permit, the proposed mitigation activities, and the
funding and administration of the Action Alternatives.

The EIS contains a resource-by-resource analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts for each of

the affected resources. A summary of the anticipated impacts of the No Action and the four Action
Alternatives is provided in Table ES-1 below.
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Controversy

Public perception of the SEP-HCP as a governmental attempt to control private property drove
considerable controversy. The public scoping meetings held prior to releasing the draft EIS, as well as
the public meetings held after the draft EIS was published were generally contentious, and most of the
written and verbal comments were opposed to the Plan. During the meetings, many people expressed
distrust of the role of the federal government. Others expressed concern that the SEP-HCP was an
attempt by the City of San Antonio to secure rural portions of the Edwards Aquafer Recharge Zone for
San Antonio’s future water supply. The controversy was exacerbated by a misconception that the
“Incidental Take Permit” gave the Applicants permission to “take” private property rather than the
authority to regulate “take” of endangered species, as provided by the ESA. In part, as a result of this
controversy Bandera, Blanco, Medina, Kendall, and Kerr counties passed resolutions voicing concern
about the SEP-HCP and requesting to be removed from the Plan Area. These resolutions were
submitted despite being told by the Applicants that removing them from the plan meant that they could
not utilize the SEP-HCP to mitigate land development activities and conservation activities could still
occur anywhere in the Plan Area with suitable habitat where a willing land owner wanted to maintain
habitat in exchange for financial compensation. Many commenters expressed preference for the No
Action Alternative, under an apparent misconception that “no action” meant no development would
occur and there would be no government involvement in the Plan Area. The public involvement
program, described in Chapter 2, was intended to inform the public and receive substantive input from
the biological experts, local land developers, resource agencies, and local citizenry. Although there
were several comments from plan advocates, the majority of the comments were from those concerned
that the government was trying to control private land ownership.

An additional controversy arose among SEP-HCP advocates over the amount of mitigation and whether
or not BAT and CAC recommendations were incorporated into the plan. The BAT was charged with: 1)
advising the Applicant on technical matters relating to the biology and conservation of the species and
habitats addressed in the SEP-HCP; 2) recommending the form and level of mitigation and methods for
determining mitigation needs; and 3) recommending a plan for consideration by Bexar County and the
City of San Antonio prior to its submittal to the Service as the basis for a permit application. Likewise,
the CAC was charged with overall goals and objectives for the plan and alternatives for each of five
framing issues: 1) plan boundaries; 2) species to be included; 3) activities covered by the ITP; 4)
conservation strategies; and 5) funding strategies. While the BAT submitted their final
recommendations to the CAC, the CAC could not reach consensus on a single set of recommendations.
While no single Action Alternative includes all aspects of the BAT recommendations, their
recommendations are captured, in some form, in each of the Action Alternatives. Moreover, the BAT
recommendations and CAC deliberations were used to construct the Proposed SEP-HCP Alternative as a
compromise among various interests. Therefore, BAT recommendations and CAC deliberations were
integral to the development of the Proposed SEP-HCP Alternative.
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Table ES-1: Summary of Environmental Impacts for each Alternative

November 2015

Resource/ No Action Proposed SEP-HCP 10% Participation Single-County Increased Mitigation
Topic

Land Land development trends will Land development trends will continue as projected in the SEP-HCP Plan Area resulting in the loss of
Development | continue as projected in the habitat for the Covered Species. The SEP-HCP will not substantially affect the amount, timing, or location
Trends SEP-HCP Plan Area. 241,152 | of land development over the next 30 years, with the exception of preventing future development from

acres in the Plan Area are
projected to be converted to a
developed land use between
2010 and 2040, of which
51,150 acres will result in
habitat loss for the GCWA,
10,084 acres will result in
habitat loss for the BCVI, and
247 occupied karst features
will be impacted. Compliance
with the ESA will occur on a
project-by-project basis via
incidental take authorizations
from the Service. Land
development activities will
have a minor to moderate
adverse impact on the
Covered Species in the Plan
Area.

occurring in areas that are designated as preserve. These activities will have a similar impact as the No
Action Alternative and result in minor to moderate adverse impacts on the Covered Species. Unlike the
No Action Alternative, incidental take authorization will be administered by the SEP-HCP for Covered

Species including:

9,371 acres for the
GCWA, 2,640 acres for
the BCVI, and 21,086
acres of Karst Zones 1-
4, This alternative
assumes a 50 percent
participation rate which
will provide for 50
percent of the projected
habitat loss for the
GCWA and the BCVI
and 20 percent of the
projected habitat loss for
Covered Karst
Invertebrates in the
Enroliment Area over 30
years.

2,100 acres for the
GCWA, 566 acres for
the BCVI, and 10,543
acres of Karst Zones 1-
4. This alternative
assumes a 10 percent
participation rate which
will provide for 10
percent of the projected
habitat loss for the
GCWA, BCVI and
Covered Karst
Invertebrates in the
Enrollment Area over
30 years.

9,371 acres for the
GCWA, 2,640 acres
for the BCVI, and
21,086 acres of Karst
Zones 1-4. This
alternative assumes a
50 percent
participation rate
which will provide for
50 percent of the
projected habitat loss
for the GCWA and the
BCVI and 20 percent
of the projected loss
for Covered Karst
Invertebrates in the
Enrollment Area over
30 years.

9,371 acres for the
GCWA, 2,640 acres for
the BCVI, and 21,086
acres of Karst Zones 1-4.
This alternative assumes
a 50 percent
participation rate which
will provide for 50
percent of the projected
habitat loss for the
GCWA and the BCVI
and 20 percent of the
projected loss for
Covered Karst
Invertebrates in the
Enrollment Area over 30
years.
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Resource/ No Action Proposed SEP-HCP 10% Participation Single-County Increased Mitigation

Topic

Water Potential adverse impacts to Potential adverse impacts to water resources associated with land development activities are similar to the

Resources water resources associated with | No Action Alternative but are moderated by existing regulations. The conservation of approximately:
land development activities are
moderated by existing 31,030 acres from land | 7,390 acres from land 16,014 acres from land | 16,014 acres from land
regulatory programs and development activities development activities development activities | development activities
mitigation from incidental take | within the SEP-HCP within the SEP-HCP within and adjacent to | within and adjacent to
authorization (the Edwards Plan Area could result in | Plan Area could result in | Bexar County could Bexar County could
Aquifer HCP). Minor to negligible to minor negligible beneficial result in negligible to | result in negligible to
moderate adverse impacts beneficial impacts to impacts to water minor beneficial minor beneficial
overall will occur. water resources resources compared to impacts to water impacts to water

compared to No Action. | No Action. resources compared to | resources compared to
No Action. No Action.
Vegetation Anticipated land development | Potential adverse impacts to vegetation associated with land development activities are similar to the No

will generally reduce the extent
and sustainability of native
vegetation communities. Some
adverse impacts may be
moderated by existing
regulations and through other
park and open space initiatives,
as well as incidental take
authorizations. Moderate
adverse impacts to vegetation
are expected.

Action Alternative; some may be moderated by existing regulations and through other park and open

space initiatives. The conservation of approximately:

31,030 acres from land
development activities
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result in
moderate beneficial
impacts to vegetation
compared to No Action.

7,390 acres from land
development activities
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result in
minor beneficial
impacts to vegetation
compared to No Action.

16,014 acres from land
development activities
within and adjacent to
Bexar County could
result in minor to
moderate beneficial
impacts to vegetation
compared to No
Action.

43,741 acres from land
development activities
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result in
moderate beneficial
impacts to vegetation
compared to No Action.
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Resource/ No Action Proposed SEP-HCP 10% Participation Single-County Increased Mitigation
Topic

General Anticipated land development | Potential adverse impacts to wildlife associated with land development activities are similar to the No
Wildlife will generally reduce wildlife Action Alternative; some urban-adapted species could benefit. The conservation of approximately:

habitat, may introduce non-
native species, and disrupt the
balance of natural wildlife
communities; however, some
urban-adapted species could
benefit. Adverse impacts may
be moderated by existing
regulations through other parks
and open space programs and
incidental take authorizations.
Moderate adverse impacts to
native wildlife communities
are expected.

31,030 acres from land
development activities
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result in
moderate beneficial
impacts to wildlife
compared to No Action.

7,390 acres from land
development activities
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result in
minor beneficial
impacts to wildlife
compared to No Action.

16,014 acres from land
development activities
within and adjacent to
Bexar County could
result in moderate
beneficial impacts to
wildlife compared to
No Action.

43,741 acres from land
development activities
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result in
moderate beneficial
impacts to wildlife
compared to No Action.
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Resource/ No Action Proposed SEP-HCP 10% Participation Single-County Increased Mitigation

Topic

Golden- Anticipated land development | The take of 9,371 acres | The take of 2,100 acres | The take of 9,371 acres | The take of 9,371 acres

cheeked will result in the loss of of habitat in the of habitat in the of habitat in the of habitat in the

Warbler approximately 51,150 acres of | Enrollment Area and the | Enrollment Area and the | Enrollment Area and Enrollment Area and the
GCWA habitat within the SEP- | conservation of 23,430 | conservation of the conservation of conservation of
HCP Plan Area. These adverse | acres of GCWA habitat | approximately 5,250 approximately 11,714 | approximately 35,141
impacts may be mitigated from land development | acres of GCWA habitat | acres of GCWA habitat | acres of GCWA habitat
through project-by-project activities within the from land development | from land development | from land development
incidental take authorization by | SEP-HCP Plan Area activities within the activities in or within activities within the SEP-
the Service and would could result in SEP-HCP Plan Area 10 miles of Bexar HCP Plan Area, of which
contribute to species’ recovery. | moderate beneficial could result in minor County could resultin | 60 percent would be in
However, many projects may impacts to the GCWA beneficial impacts to minor to moderate Bexar County and/or
continue, as they do now, with | compared to No Action. | GCWA compared to No | beneficial impactsto | within 5 miles, could
no take coverage for impacts to Action. GCWA compared to result in moderate
listed species resulting in No Action. beneficial impacts to
moderate adverse impacts. GCWA compared to No

Action.

Black- Anticipated land development The take of 556 acres of | The take of 2,640 acres | The take of 2,640 acres

capped Vireo | will result in the loss of The take of 2,640 acres | habitat in the Enrollment | of habitat in the of habitat in the
approximately 10,084 acres of | of habitat in the Area and the Enroliment Area and Enrollment Area and the

BCVI habitat within the SEP-
HCP Plan Area. However,
historic land cover change
suggests that BCVI habitat will
also be created. Adverse
impacts will be mitigated
through project-by-project
incidental take authorization by
the Service. No Action could
result in negligible adverse
and beneficial impacts.

Enrollment Area and the
conservation of 6,600
acres of BCVI habitat
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result in
minor to moderate
beneficial impacts to
the BCVI compared to
No Action.

conservation of 1,390
acres of BCVI habitat
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result in
minor beneficial
impacts to the BCVI
compared to No Action.

the conservation of
3,300 acres of BCVI
habitat within or
adjacent to Bexar
County could result in
minor beneficial
impacts to the BCVI
compared to No
Action.

conservation of 6,600
acres of BCVI habitat
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result in
minor to moderate
beneficial impacts to the
BCVI compared to No
Action.

ES-
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Resource/
Topic

No Action

Proposed SEP-HCP

10% Participation

Single-County

Increased Mitigation

Covered
Karst
Invertebrates

Anticipated land development
could result in the loss of
approximately 105,431 acres in
Karst Zone 1 through Zone 4
or 247 occupied karst features
within the SEP-HCP Plan
Area, which will result in
adverse impacts. These adverse
impacts may be mitigated
through project-by-project
incidental take authorization by
the Service and would
contribute to species’ recovery.
However, many projects may
continue, as they do now, with
no take coverage for impacts to
listed species resulting in
moderate adverse impacts.

The take of 21,086 acres
of potential habitat and
49 occupied features in
the Enrollment Area and
the conservation of
1,000 acres within the
SEP-HCP Plan Area
could result in minor to
moderate beneficial
impacts to the Covered
Karst Invertebrates
compared to No Action.

The take of 10,543 acres
of potential habitat and
25 occupied features in
the Enrollment Area and
the conservation of 750
acres within the SEP-
HCP Plan Area could
result in minor
beneficial impacts to
the Covered Karst
Invertebrates compared
to No Action.

The take of 21,086
acres of potential
habitat and 49 occupied
features in the
Enrollment Area and
the conservation of
1,000 acres within the
SEP-HCP Plan Area
could result in minor
beneficial impacts to
the Covered Karst
Invertebrates compared
to No Action.

The take of 21,086 acres
of potential habitat and
49 occupied features in
the Enrollment Area and
the conservation of 2,000
acres within the SEP-
HCP Plan Area could
result in moderate
beneficial impacts to the
Covered Karst
Invertebrates compared
to No Action.

Other
Threatened,
Endangered
and
Candidate
Species

Anticipated land development
will generally reduce habitat,
may introduce non-native
species, and disrupt the balance
of natural wildlife
communities. Adverse impacts
may be moderated by existing
regulations through other parks
and open space programs and
incidental take authorizations.
Moderate adverse impacts to
other threatened, endangered
and candidate species are
expected.

Potential adverse impacts to other threatened, endangered and candidate species

development activities are

similar to the No Action A

associated with land

Iternative. The conservation of approximately:

31,030 acres from land
development activities
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result in
moderate beneficial
impacts to other
threatened, endangered
and candidate species
compared to No Action.

7,390 acres from land
development activities
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result in
minor beneficial
impacts to threatened,
endangered and
candidate species
compared to No Action.

16,014 acres from land
development activities
within and adjacent to
Bexar County could
result in moderate
beneficial impacts to
threatened, endangered
and candidate species
compared to No
Action.

43,741 acres from land
development activities
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result in
moderate beneficial
impacts to threatened,
endangered and
candidate species
compared to No Action.

ES-1
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Resource/
Topic

No Action

Proposed SEP-HCP

10% Participation

Single-County

Increased Mitigation

Socio-
economic
Resources

The No Action Alternative is
not likely to substantially affect
the projected population,
employment, or general
economic trends and the tax
base will continue to grow
within the SEP-HCP Plan
Area. Growth under the No
Action Alternative would
result in negligible adverse
impacts.

Potential adverse impacts

are similar to the No Action Alternative. The conservation of approximately:

to the Socioeconomic Environment associated with land development activities

31,030 acres from land
development activities
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result in
both beneficial and
adverse impacts. The
intensity of these
impacts is anticipated be
minimal. Compared to
No Action, this
alternative is likely to
have negligible adverse
impacts.

7,390 acres from land
development activities
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result in
both beneficial and
adverse impacts. The
intensity of these
impacts is anticipated to
be minimal. Compared
to No Action, this
alternative is likely to
have negligible adverse
impacts.

16,014 acres from land
development activities
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result
in both beneficial and
adverse impacts. The
intensity of these
impacts is anticipated
to be minimal.
Compared to No
Action, this alternative
is likely to have
negligible adverse
impacts.

43,741 acres from land
development activities
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result in
both beneficial and
adverse impacts. The
intensity of these
impacts is anticipated to
be minimal. Compared
to No Action, this
alternative is likely to
have minor adverse
impacts.

Climate
Change

Anticipated land development
will generally reduce open
space, native vegetation
communities, and increase heat
island effects. Some adverse
impacts may be moderated by
existing regulations and
through other park and open
space initiatives as well as
incidental take authorizations.
Overall minor adverse
impacts to the climate relative
to the action alternatives.

Potential adverse impacts

the No Action Alternative.

to the Climate Change asso
The conservation of appro

ciated with land developm
ximately:

ent activities are similar to

31,030 acres from land
development activities
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result in
minor beneficial
impacts to climate
compared to No Action.

7,390 acres from land
development activities
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result in
negligible beneficial
impacts to climate
compared to No Action.

16,014 acres from land
development activities
within and adjacent to
Bexar County could
result in minor
beneficial impacts to
climate compared to
No Action.

43,741 acres from land
development activities
within the SEP-HCP
Plan Area could result in
moderate beneficial
impacts to climate
compared to No Action.

ES-
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INTRODUCTION, PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 INTRODUCTION

Bexar County and the City of San Antonio (Applicants) are applying to the U. S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service) for an incidental take permit (ITP) under section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq., ESA), to authorize the incidental take of nine
federally endangered species, two birds and seven karst invertebrates (collectively the Covered Species).
The ESA protects threatened and endangered species and their habitats by prohibiting “take” of these
species without a permit. As defined by the ESA, take means “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot,
wound, Kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct.” The Service can permit
the incidental take of endangered species for certain activities if certain permit issuance criteria are met,
as described in Section 10(a)(2)(B) of the ESA, including prescribed measures to mitigate or minimize
harm.

The issuance of an ITP by the Service is a federal action subject to the provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 USC 4321 et seq., NEPA). As part of the NEPA process, the
Service prepared this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to analyze the impacts of issuing an ITP to
the Applicants including, among others, impacts to social, cultural and economic resources as well as
natural resources.

In support of the permit application the Applicants have prepared a habitat conservation plan called the
Southern Edwards Plateau Habitat Conservation Plan (SEP-HCP). If approved by the Service, the
permit would be for a period of 30 years and would authorize a limited amount of incidental take of the
Covered Species within the jurisdictions of Bexar County and the City of San Antonio. The SEP-HCP
creates a voluntary, locally managed, and simplified process for complying with the ESA. In this
chapter we briefly describe the SEP-HCP and baseline conditions within the Plan Area (see below).

1.1.1 SEP-HCP Plan Area and Enrollment Area

The SEP-HCP Plan Area (Plan Area) includes Bexar, Medina, Bandera, Kerr, Kendall, Blanco and
Comal counties (Figure 1-1). An activity that will incidentally take a Covered Species (Covered
Activities) must occur within the Enrollment Area. The Enrollment Area is defined as the jurisdictions
of Bexar County and the City of San Antonio, including both the current and future extra-territorial
jurisdiction (ETJ), excluding Comal County which is covered by ITP TE-223267. Conservation actions
may occur throughout all seven counties of the Plan Area.

The Natural Environment

The Plan Area is approximately 4,126,000 acres and crosses parts of six different ecological subregions,
as described by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) including: Balcones Canyonlands,
Edwards Plateau Woodlands, Northern Blackland Prairie, Northern Nueces Alluvial Plains, Southern
Post Oak Savanna, and Llano Uplift (Griffith et al. 2004). As such, the Plan Area has highly variable
terrain ranging from gently undulating to rolling hills in the southeast to high topographic relief
associated with incised valleys in the northwest. The dominant vegetation cover in the Plan Area ranges

1-1
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Figure 1-1: SEP-HCP Plan Area and Enrollment Area
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from a combination of oak and juniper woodlands (McMahan et al. 1984) in the west to tall grass and
short grass prairies in the eastern portion of the Plan Area. Starting in the 1990s the forested land cover
in the Plan Area began shrinking due to conversion to grassland/shrub vegetation and urban land uses
(U.S. Geological Survey [USGS] 2003). It is anticipated that almost 7,800 acres of natural vegetation
will be converted to urban uses each year between 2010 and 2040.

The water resources within the Plan Area support a variety of wildlife and riparian habitat, and provide
for recreational uses and scenic vistas. These resources include the Edwards and Trinity aquifers;
several rivers including the Blanco, Guadalupe, Medina, San Antonio, and Pedernales; two major
impoundments at Medina and Canyon lakes; and numerous streams, creeks, and springs, some of which
have been designated as ecologically significant. The Plan Area provides habitat for approximately 520
wildlife species as well as 48 federally and/or state-listed threatened and endangered species.
Approximately 128,000 acres of the Plan Area are currently under some degree of conservation,
including lands owned by public entities or conservation organizations and private lands under
conservation easements.

The Human Environment

The Plan Area is a growing region in Central Texas with a 2010 population of almost 2 million people;
more than 86 percent live in the City of San Antonio and Bexar County (USCB 2010a). The Plan Area
is expected to continue to grow to more than 3.2 million people by 2040 with notable changes expected
in Medina County (207 percent increase), Comal County (173 percent increase), and Kendall County
(98 percent increase) (ESRI BIS 2009; WDA 2010a). The dominant economic drivers within the Plan
Area include education, health care, the leisure industries, and the financial and real estate industries.
Joint Base San Antonio- Camp Bullis (Camp Bullis) is a 28,000-acre military base located in northern
Bexar County. It is the largest military facility in the Plan Area. According to 2006 employment
statistics, Camp Bullis was the largest generator of employment in the San Antonio metropolitan area,
supporting the employment of 195,075 people including direct, indirect and induced jobs (City of San
Antonio and United States Department of Defense 2009). Because of these economic strengths, the
region has fared generally well through the recent economic downturn. The education and health care
sectors, in particular, have been forecasted to continue to lead the economic growth of the region;
combined, these industries are forecasted to add over 67,000 new jobs to the region by 2018 (Texas
Workforce Commission [TWC] 2008). The rapidly growing human population and the vibrant and
growing economy suggest a potential for losses or degradation of habitat for the region’s endangered
species as land is developed to support this growth. Of the total acres within the Plan Area, excluding
Camp Bullis and the areas within Bexar County that do contain potential habitat for the Covered
Species, approximately 12 percent of the land was developed by 2009, with Bexar and Comal counties
accounting for the largest percentage of development. By 2040 the amount of developed acreage is
expected to increase in the Plan Area to 19 percent for a total of more than 240,000 acres (WDA 2010b).

1.1.2 Southern Edwards Plateau Habitat Conservation Plan (SEP-HCP)

The SEP-HCP seeks to balance the needs for future growth in the region and the conservation needs of
endangered species and their habitat. It will provide an option that non-federal entities may voluntarily
use to achieve compliance with the ESA in an expedited and efficient manner for otherwise lawful,
development activities. In support of the ITP application, the Applicants prepared the SEP-HCP to
establish a conservation program that will minimize and mitigate, to the maximum extent practicable,
the impacts of incidental take of the Covered Species in the Plan Area that will be authorized by the
proposed permit. In addition to the Covered Species, the SEP-HCP voluntarily addresses some of the
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conservation needs of several other species found in the Plan Area (Voluntarily Conserved Species,
Table 1-1). The Voluntarily Conserved Species are expected to benefit from the conservation actions
implemented for the Covered Species through the SEP-HCP. Voluntarily Conserved Species would not
be covered by the ITP. If any are listed in the future, the ITP and its associated SEP-HCP may need to

be amended to cover incidental take for those species.

Table 1-1: Covered and Voluntarily Conserved Species in the Plan Area

Common Name | Scientific Name | Taxa | Habitat
Covered Species
Setophaga [=Dendroica] . -
Golden-cheeked warbler . Bird Closed canopy juniper-oak woodlands
chrysoparia
Black-capped vireo Vireo atricapilla Bird Deciduous shrub habitats
Government Canyon Neoleotoneta microns Arachnid Karst caves — known in Government
Bat Cave spider P P Canyon State Natural Area
Madla Cave meshweaver Cicurina madla Arachnid Karst - known in 20 caves in
Bexar County
Bracken Cave meshweaver | Cicurina venii Arachnid Eglrjsr:ty_/ known in 1 cave in Bexar
Government Canyon - . Karst — known in 1 cave in Bexar
Cicurina vespera Arachnid
Bat Cave meshweaver County
A beetle with no common . - Karst — known in 45 to 50 caves in
Rhadine exilis Insect
name Bexar County
A beetle with no common L . Karst — known in 36 to 39 caves in
Rhadine infernalis Insect
name Bexar County
Helotes mold beetle Batrisodes venyivi Insect Karst - known in 8 caves in Bexar
County
Voluntary Conserved Species
Cave myotis bat Myotis velifer Mammal l\_latural and manmade structures and
limestone caves
Cagle’s map turtle Graptemys caglei Reptile Riffles and pools of rivers and major
streams
Texas tortoise Gopherus berlandieri Reptile Open scrub woods, arlpl prush, lomas,
and grass-cactus associations
Indigo snake Drymarchon corais Reptile Mesquite-grassland-savannah near
water source
Spot-tailed earless lizard Holbrookia lacerate Reptile Prairies, grasslands, savannas, and
open woodlands
Texas horned lizard Phrynosoma cornutum Reptile Flat open terrain with sparse plant .
cover with sandy, rocky or loamy soils
Thamnophis sirtalis . Adjacent to streams, rivers, ponds,
Texas garter snake Reptile
annectens lakes, and marshes
Eurycea salamanders Various Amphibian | Aquatic karst, aquifers, and springs
Golden orb Quadrula aurea Mollusk Ir\i/lvzcigrate-sued streams and small
Texas pimpleback Quadrula petrina Mollusk ?i/lvcﬁgrate-mzed streams and small
Texas fatmucket Lampsilis bracteata Mollusk Ir\i/lvzcigrate-sued streams and small
Tobusch fishhook cactus Sclerocactus brevihamatus | Plant Juniper-oak woodland
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Common Name Scientific Name Taxa Habitat
ssp. Tobuschii
Big red sage Salvia pentstemonoides Plant Seeps and creeks within limestone
canyons
Bracted twistflower Strentanthus bracteatus Plant Oak-juniper woodland
Longstalk heimia Nesaea longipes Plant Desert SPriNg-runs, seepage slopes and
near perennial streams
, . . Stream sides, creek beds, irrigation
Correll’s false dragon-head | Physostegia correlli Plant channels, and roadside ditches
Canyon rattlesnake-root Prenanthes carrii Plant Upper \_/voodland canyon drainages and
creek side seepage shelves

Source: SEP-HCP 2015.

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

The Proposed Action under NEPA is the issuance of an ITP by the Service that will authorize incidental
take of the Covered Species, as provided for under section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA, associated with
lawful activities. Issuance of this permit will also allow the Applicants to extend this incidental take
authorization to other non-federal entities within the Enrollment Area in accordance with the SEP-HCP.
The purpose of issuing an ITP is to authorize the Applicants to “take” the Covered Species in the
Enrollment Area while conserving their habitat. The need for issuing the permit is to conserve the
Covered Species and the ecosystems upon which they depend and to ensure ESA compliance.

Several key goals and objectives have been identified through input from public and agency
stakeholders in support of the purpose and need for the Proposed Action. The goals and objectives
described below reflect the benefits that the Applicants and the stakeholder community expect to
achieve as a result of a permit being issued.

1.2.1 Protect and Manage Habitat of Threatened and Endangered Species at a Regional Scale

Land development activities have accompanied and supported the population and economic growth in
Bexar County and have resulted in the loss of habitat for federally threatened or endangered species
within the Plan Area. Between 2010 and 2040, 341,551 new residential buildings (multi-family and
single family) are projected to be built in the Plan Area. More than half of this development (55 percent)
will occur in Bexar County (WDA 2010b). Table 1-2 gives an estimate of Covered Species habitat that
is projected to be lost between 2010 and 2040 within the Plan Area. While occupied Covered Karst
Invertebrate caves are not known to occur outside of Bexar County, Veni (2002) delineated karst zones
into Medina and Bandera counties. Because these counties are within the current and future expanded
Enrollment Area, they are included in the analysis.
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Table 1-2: Estimated Habitat Loss within the Plan Area (2010 to 2040)

November 2015

Estimated Percent

Estimated Estimated Habitat Loss Prop_ortion of
Acr_es of A(_:res of Pgrcent Relative to Overall Habltqt_Loss
County Avallgble H_abltat Loss H_abltat LosS | Estimated Habitat | t0 be mitigated
Habitat without SEP- | without SEP- | | o< \vithout the by the SEP-
HCP HCP SEP-HCP HCP
Golden-cheeked Warbler Habitat
Bandera 165,752 2,428 1.5% 4.7%)
Bexar 59,018 14,883 25.2% 29.1%
Blanco 46,530 166 0.4% 0.3%
Comal 115,808 23,163 20.0% 45.3%
Kendall 65,269 3,413 5.2% 6.7%
Kerr 113,985 1,565 1.4% 3.1%
Medina 92,308 5,532 6.0% 10.8%
SEP-HCP Plan Area 658,670 51,150 7.8% 18.3%*
Black-capped Vireo Habitat
Bandera 7,599 133 1.8% 1.3%
Bexar 17,856 5,073 28.4% 50.3%
Blanco 2,275 7 0.3% 0.1%
Comal 3,591 715 19.9% 7.1%
Kendall 4,945 217 4.4% 2.2%
Kerr 53,074 905 1.7% 9.0%
Medina 62,292 3,034 4.9% 30.1%
SEP-HCP Plan Area 151,632 10,084 6.7% 26.2%*
Karst Species Habitat — Karst Zones 1 & 2
Bandera 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 0%**
Bexar 109,793 46,276 42.1% 90.4% 20%
Blanco 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Comal 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Kendall 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Kerr 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Medina 20,161 4,895 24.3% 9.6% 0%**
SEP-HCP Plan Area 129,954 51,171 39.4% 20%*
Karst Species Habitat — Karst Zones 3 & 4
Bandera 444 40 9.0% 0.07% 0%**
Bexar 131,209 48,296 36.8% 89.0% 20%
Blanco 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Comal 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Kendall 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Kerr 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Medina 24,358 5,923 24.3% 10.9% 0%**
SEP-HCP Plan Area 156,011 54,259 34.8% 20%*

*Requested incidental take for the Covered Species is 9,371 ac of potential GCW habitat, 2,640 acres of potential BCV habitat and 21,086
acres of potential karst habitat (10,234 acres Karst Zones 1 & 2 and 10,852 acres Karst Zones 3 &4 as delineated by Veni (2002)).
**Currently the Covered Karst Invertebrates are not known to occur outside of Bexar County, however, it is possible that over the life of
the permit, given the little known information on the distribution and occurrence of these species, that they could occur in the areas of the
Bexar County Karst Zones (Veni 2002) which extend into the surrounding counties. Source: SEP-HCP 2015.
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The Service has identified habitat loss and degradation as one of the primary factors threatening the
survival and recovery of these species. While recent conservation initiatives sponsored by the City of
San Antonio, such as the Edwards Aquifer Protection Program, have protected tens of thousands of
acres in the Plan Area from future development, most of these actions do not specifically provide for the
protection or management of the Covered Species. Without specific habitat protection and on-going
management, the conservation value of these lands for the Covered Species may be limited. The
region’s few conservation actions that have specifically targeted the protection and management of
endangered species are relatively small and scattered. Unfortunately, these isolated efforts may not
provide for the self-sustaining ecosystem processes that naturally maintain endangered species habitats.
One objective of the SEP-HCP is to design and implement a regional conservation program that focuses
on protection and long-term management of endangered species habitat while supporting the
conservation of other regionally important natural resources.

1.2.2 Expedite the Incidental Take Permitting Process

The process for obtaining an ITP from the Service can be expensive and could take years to complete.
One of the benefits of the SEP-HCP is that it reduces the number of steps and time required to complete
the individual permitting process. The SEP-HCP will provide a significant time savings for
development projects in the Enroliment Area that require a permit (Figure 1-2).

Figure 1-2: Permitting Process — Without a HCP vs. With a HCP

( B\ B\ 74
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Source: SEP-HCP EIS Team 2011.

1.2.3 Increase Compliance with ESA

As the population and employment in Bexar County continues to grow, land development will occur to
accommaodate this growth. The need for an ITP is based on the development expected to occur in the
Enrollment Area that has the potential to result in take of the Covered Species. In applying for an ITP
directly from the Service, the developer is responsible for all legal and consultation fees, costs for
scientific studies and environmental documentation, and the cost of implementing the agreed upon
mitigation measures; these expenses can range from tens of thousands to hundreds of thousands of
dollars. Some developers elect to proceed with projects without proper coordination with the Service
and risk law enforcement actions that could delay completion of their projects and result in fines or
imprisonment. Non-compliance with the ESA creates a situation where habitat is lost or degraded
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without the benefits of the corresponding conservation measures. A benefit of the expedited compliance
process associated with the SEP-HCP is that it could encourage greater compliance with the ESA.

1.2.4 Address Compatibility Issues between the Mission of Camp Bullis and the Needs of
Endangered Species

The DOD identified encroaching land development and conflicts with endangered species as significant
compatibility issues threatening the training mission at Camp Bullis (Cannizzo 2011). To identify
solutions, the City of San Antonio, Bexar County, and Camp Bullis prepared the Camp Bullis Joint Land
Use Study (JLUS) with the input from local stakeholders to help ensure that economic growth and land
development is managed in a manner that allows the installation to achieve its mission and remain a
vital contributor to the region’s economy. The JLUS recommended the implementation of a HCP to
help alleviate endangered species-related compatibility issues (City of San Antonio and United States
Department of Defense 2009).

1.2.5 Support Economic Growth

Out of concern that compliance with the ESA could adversely affect local economies, the State of Texas
formed an “Interagency Task Force on Economic Growth and Endangered Species” (Task Force). The
mission of this Task Force was to provide policy and technical assistance regarding compliance with
endangered species laws and to provide recommendations to local and regional governments to help
ensure compliance with endangered species laws and regulations in an effective and cost efficient
manner. The Task Force identified HCPs as an innovative and important conservation tool for
endangered species that could help alleviate potential conflicts with the economic growth of Texas
communities (Task Force 2010).

1.2.6 Involve a Diversity of Stakeholders and Seek Partnerships
The Applicants emphasized the need to seek input and achieve support from a wide spectrum of
stakeholders during development and implementation of the SEP-HCP. Some of the guiding principles
used to involve a diversity of stakeholders and foster partnerships were:
1. Include a broad spectrum of stakeholder interests on advisory committees and teams.
2. Convene advisory groups after permit issuance to provide feedback on SEP-HCP
implementation.
3. Enable and encourage formal, but flexible, partnerships with other jurisdictions to cooperate on
SEP-HCP administration and implementation in regionally-appropriate ways.
4. Share research results, monitoring data and other planning information with the public to the
extent practicable without compromising sensitive biological, personal, or property information.

1.2.7 Implement a Locally-appropriate and Cost-effective Habitat Conservation Plan
According to stakeholder input, the regional conservation of threatened or endangered species should be
achieved by using locally-appropriate and cost-effective tools and approaches. This includes
understanding local community and landowner concerns regarding endangered species habitat protection
and prioritizing the use of compatible land protection tools. There are several means to achieve this goal,
including:
1. Seek voluntary, willing conservation partners for endangered species habitat protection and
management.
2. Provide opportunities to review the progress of the conservation project and adapt it to changing
needs and circumstances over time.
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3. Minimize administrative costs associated with SEP-HCP implementation through the use of
efficient and effective practices.

1.2.8 Leverage Existing Conservation Resources

Within the Plan Area there are several natural preserves, such as Texas Parks and Wildlife Department’s
(TPWD) Government Canyon State Natural Area, which provide habitat for endangered species, as well
as established programs designed to conserve open space. One way to maximize the benefits of past,
present, and future conservation efforts or opportunities is to coordinate the conservation efforts of the
SEP-HCP within existing programs.

1. Coordinate conservation planning for endangered species on a regional scale to take advantage
of available conservation opportunities.

2. Pool conservation resources from multiple sources, as available, to achieve biologically
significant, regional conservation of endangered species.

3. Compliment other conservation efforts in the region (such as aquifer protection initiatives, scenic
and cultural preservation, and parkland acquisition programs) and avoid competition with
complementary programs for conservation resources.

1.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

1.3.1 Endangered Species Act

The ESA is intended to protect and conserve species listed as threatened or endangered and the habitats
upon which they depend. The implementing regulations for the ESA are presented in Title 50, section
17 of the Code of Federal Regulations (50 CFR § 17). Section 9 of the ESA prohibits “take” of any
federally listed wildlife species (16 USC 1538(a)). Take, as defined by the ESA, means “to harass, harm,
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, Kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct”
(16 USC 1532(19)). Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA authorizes the Service to issue an ITP for non-
federal projects or activities not requiring federal authorization or funding. The permit allows for
impacts to listed species, provided certain conditions are satisfied. These conditions include the
preparation of a HCP outlining the measures that the recipient of the permit will undertake to minimize
and mitigate “to the maximum extent practicable” the impacts of the taking of the species (ESA

(10)(@)(2)(A)).

Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA requires all federal agencies, in consultation with the Service, to ensure that
any action “authorized, funded, or carried out” by that agency is “not likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of any endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification”
of designated critical habitat. The Service’s issuance of an ITP is an action subject to the provisions of
section 7 of the ESA and, therefore, the Service must consult to determine whether issuance of the
permit will jeopardize the continued existence of the listed species or result in the adverse modification
or destruction of designated critical habitats. Section 7 requires, among other things, an analysis of
direct, indirect and, cumulative effects on the listed species and effects on designated critical habitat.
The results of the section 7 consultation are documented in a Biological Opinion prepared by the
Service. The intra-service section 7 consultation must be concluded prior to the issuance of the ITP.

1.3.2 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

The issuance of an ITP is a federal action and is, therefore, subject to NEPA. NEPA requires that federal
agencies consider all reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts of their proposed actions on the
human environment. NEPA also requires that the federal action agency involve and inform the public in
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the decision-making process; although NEPA does not mandate a specific outcome. NEPA also
established the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) in the Executive Office of the President to
formulate and recommend national policies that ensure that the programs of the federal government
promote improvement of the quality of the environment. The CEQ set forth regulations (40 CFR 1500-
1508) to assist federal agencies in implementing NEPA during the planning phases of any federal action.
These regulations, together with specific federal agency NEPA implementation procedures, help ensure
that the environmental impacts of any proposed decisions are fully considered.

While the ESA lays out substantive requirement for compliance, NEPA sets out procedures for agencies
to consider the impacts of their actions, so the scope of NEPA goes beyond that of the ESA. NEPA
analyses must consider the impacts of a federal action on the human environment, such as cultural
(archeological and historical), social, and economic resources, as well as the natural environment. With
respect to HCPs in general, compliance with NEPA is not a direct obligation or requirement of the
Applicant for the ITP. However, the Service must comply with NEPA when making its decision on the
application and implementing the federal action of issuing a permit. Consequently, the appropriate
environmental analyses must be conducted and documented before an ITP can be issued.

The CEQ identifies three levels of environmental review in decision-making for agency actions. Routine
actions which normally do not have adverse environmental impacts may be classified as Categorical
Exclusions. Agencies may prepare an Environmental Assessment in order to determine whether or not
an action may have significant impacts, and if so then prepare an EIS, or it may prepare an EIS, if
significant impacts are anticipated. The severity of impacts can be subjective, and may depend on
public perception and controversy. The Service has determined that an EIS is appropriate for this
proposed action. The final step in the EIS process is a Record of Decision (ROD).

1.3.3 Texas State Law Relevant to Regional Habitat Conservation Plans

Texas state law, as written in Chapter 83 of the Texas Parks and Wildlife Code, restricts a local
government’s role in developing, adopting, approving, or participating in an HCP. Among other things,
state law requires the governmental entity participating in an HCP to establish a Citizens’ Advisory
Committee (CAC), appoint a Biological Advisory Team (BAT), comply with open records and open
meetings laws, comply with public hearing requirements, provide a grievance process to CAC members,
and acquire preserves by specific deadlines.

Under Chapter 83 of the Texas Parks and Wildlife Code, governmental entities participating in a HCP
are prohibited from:

e Imposing any sort of regulation related to endangered species (other than regulations involving
groundwater withdrawal) unless that regulation is necessary to implement a HCP for which the
governmental entity was issued a federal permit (8§ 83.014(a)).

e Discriminating against a permit application, permit approval, or request for utility service to land
that has been designated a habitat preserve for an HCP (8 83.014(b)).

e Limiting water or wastewater service to land that has been designated as habitat preserve (8
83.014(c)).

e Requiring a landowner to pay a mitigation fee or set aside, lease, or convey land as habitat
preserve as a condition to the issuance of a permit, approval or service (§ 83.014(d)).
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In addition to the above prohibitions, Chapter 83 stipulates that the mitigation included in an HCP,
including any participation fee and the size of habitat preserves, must be based on the amount of harm to
each endangered species that the HCP will protect. However, after notice and hearing, an HCP
(including the mitigation fees and size of any proposed preserves) may be based partially upon recovery
criteria applicable to the listed species covered by the HCP (§ 83.105).

Chapter 83 also stipulates that governmental entities participating in an HCP demonstrate that adequate
sources of funding exist to acquire the land for designated habitat preserves within four years of the date
of permit issuance or within six years from the date of initial application, or the voters must have
authorized bonds or other financing in an amount equal to the estimated cost of acquiring all of the land
needed for habitat preserves within that time frame (883.013). The deadline is calculated from the time
a particular parcel is designated as proposed habitat preserve, a provision that may allow governmental
entities flexibility to acquire preserves on a phased basis as the HCP is implemented.

Finally, Chapter 83 imposes a requirement that before adopting an HCP, amendment, ordinance, budget,
fee schedule, rule, regulation, or order with respect to an HCP, the Applicants must hold a public
hearing and publish notice of such hearing in the newspaper of largest general circulation in the counties
in which the Applicants proposes the action. Such notice must include a brief description of the
proposed action and the time and place of the public hearing on the proposed action. The Applicants
must publish notice in accordance with the foregoing requirements, and must do so not later than the
thirtieth day prior to the public hearing (883.019).

1.4 DECISION NEEDED

Section 10(a)(1)(B) requires that the Service determine, after public comment, that five issuance criteria
are satisfied before a permit can be issued. These criteria are: 1) the taking will be incidental; 2) the
applicant will, to the maximum extent practicable, minimize and mitigate the impacts of such taking; 3)
the applicant will ensure that adequate funding for the plan will be provided; 4) the taking will not
appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and recovery of the species in the wild; and 5) other
measures, if any, are required under will be met. If issuance criteria are met, the Service must issue an
ITP (16 U.S.C. 1539(a)(2)(A).
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SCOPING AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

2.1 SCOPING

In accordance with NEPA agencies preparing an EIS shall conduct scoping as an early and open process
to determine the range of issues to be addressed and to identify the significant issues related to the
proposed action. As part of the scoping process, the Service invites the participation of affected federal,
state, and local agencies; any affected Indian tribe; the proponent of the action; and other interested
parties including those who might not be in accord with the action. NEPA requires a specific process
for scoping that includes the publication of a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register, a scoping
meeting, and a comment period.

2.1.1 Notice of Intent

An NOI was published in the Federal Register
on Wednesday, April 27, 2011. The Service
issued this notice to advise the public that an EIS
will be prepared for the SEP-HCP. A copy was
posted to the SEP-HCP website
(www.sephcp.com) and is included in Appendix
A.

2.1.2 Public Scoping Meetings

Five public scoping meetings were held
throughout the Plan Area between June 6, 2011
and June 14, 2011 to engage the community,
share information and ask the community for
their input (Table 2-1). The meetings provided
opportunities for the public to learn about and
comment on the EIS as it was being developed.

Kerrville, TX — June 13, 2011

Photo Credit: SEP-HCP EIS Team 2011.

Table 2-1: Dates and Locations of Public Scoping Meetings

Date City Location

June 6, 2011 Bandera, TX Silver Sage Corral Great Room, 803 Buck Creek Drive
June 7, 2011 Boerne, TX Boerne Convention Center, 820 Adler Road

June 9, 2011 Blanco, TX Old Blanco County Courthouse, 300 Main Street

June 13, 2011

Kerrville, TX

YO Ranch Conference Center, 2033 Sidney Baker

June 14, 2011

Helotes, TX

Helotes Ag Activity Center, 12132 Leslie Road

Source: SEP-HCP EIS Team 2011.

2.1.3 Outreach

Meeting announcements were published in the Blanco County News, Helotes Echo, Kerrville Daily
Times, Bandera Bulletin, San Antonio Express News, La Prensa (Spanish), Hondo Anvil Herald and
Boerne Star. These announcements were published the week of May 16, 2011, the week of May 30,
2011, and again the week of June 6, 2011. Meeting details were also posted to several websites
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including the SEP-HCP project website and websites managed by the Service, the Hill Country Alliance,

and the Texas Water Development Board.

Members of the CAC, BAT, and the AOG were
also sent invitations to the public scoping
meetings. These notifications served as an
invitation to interested stakeholders to become
involved in the scoping process for the EIS. All
meeting announcements and Scoping Meeting
materials can be found in Appendix B.

2.1.4 Attendance

A total of 211 people attended the five public
scoping meetings, including 194 members of the
public, 3 media outlets, and 14 elected officials
(Table 2-2).

Helotes, TX — June 14, 2011

Photo Credit: SEP-HCP EIS Team 2011.

Table 2-2: Attendance

Location Public Media | Public Officials | Total

Bandera — Silver Sage Corral Great Room 0 3 13
Boerne — Boerne Convention Center 44 3 5 52
Blanco — Old Blanco County Courthouse 25 0 1 26
Kerrville — YO Ranch Conference Center 95 0 4 99
Helotes — Helotes AG Activity Center 20 0 1 21
TOTAL 194 3 14 211

Source: SEP-HCP EIS Team 2011.

2.1.5 Agency Scoping Process
In June 2011, letters were sent to federal, state and local agencies with the NOI attached requesting
comments by August 22, 2011, on the potential resources that could be affected or issues that could arise
by the issuance of the permit. The letter is included in Appendix E. The following agencies received a
copy of this letter.

Bexar Metropolitan Water District
Edwards Aquifer Authority

Federal Emergency Management

Federal Highway Administration

General Services Administration
Guadalupe-Blanco River Authority
Railroad Commission of Texas

San Antonio Water Systems

Texas Attorney General’s Office

Texas Commission on Environmental. Quality
Texas Department of Agriculture

Texas Department of Transportation

Texas Division of Emergency Management
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Texas General Land Office

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board

Texas Water Development Board

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of Agriculture — Natural Resources Conservation Service
U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development

U.S. Department of the Air Force — Randolph Fir Force Base
U.S. Department of the Army - Fort Sam Houston

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Geological Survey

2.1.6 Scoping Comments

A total of 66 comments were received during the comment period, which closed July 26, 2011. Five of
the Plan Area’s County Commissioners’ Courts (Bandera, Blanco, Medina, Kendall, and Kerr counties)
passed resolutions during the EIS scoping period for the SEP-HCP. In their resolutions the
Commissioners’ Courts raised concerns that the SEP-HCP is an illegal extension of the Applicant’s
regulatory authorities over land development into other counties. As a result of this concern, they each
requested to be removed from the Plan Area and from possible future inclusion in the SEP-HCP as
permittees. The Service and Applicants considered the request and the concerns and modified the plan
to remove the option for these counties to become co-permittees at any time in the future. Therefore,
these counties will not have to do anything to comply with this permit, nor will they receive authority to
extend incidental take authorization for non-federal activities in their jurisdictions under the SEP HCP.
However, conservation activities could occur in Bandera, Blanco, Medina, Kendall, Comal, Kerr, and
Bexar counties. The acquisition of preserve land would only occur through private land transactions for
conservation easements, Preservation Credits, and possibly fee title real estate transactions with willing
landowners. This will provide willing landowners with financial benefits for maintaining habitat for
listed species on their private lands.

See Appendix B for the comments received during the scoping process and the responses.

2.2 DRAFT EIS PUBLIC MEETINGS

2.2.1 Notice of Availability

A Notice of Availability and announcement of public meetings (NOA) was published in the Federal
Register on Friday, December 19, 2014 (Appendix C). The NOA announced the availability of the draft
SEP-HCP and the draft EIS for public review and comment and to announce that public meetings will
be held during the comment period. The NOA and a news release were posted to the Service’s Austin
Ecological Services website (www.fws.gov/southwest/es/AustinTexas) and the SEP-HCP project
website (www.sephcp.com). The draft EIS was made available for public review at several libraries in
the Plan Area, and a link to access an electronic version of the draft EIS was distributed via the NOA
and news release to county judges in the Plan Area and members of the CAC, BAT and AOG; federal,
state and local agencies; and elected officials, Native American tribes with affiliations to the Plan Area,
conservation organizations, and stakeholders that signed up for the SEP-HCP mailing list.

Agencies and Officials
* Bexar County
» Bandera County
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» Comal County

» Edwards Aquifer Authority, Environmental Studies

» Edwards Aquifer Research and Data Center, Texas Sta