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Section 8
FUNDING ALTERNATIVES

INTRODUCTION

Several sources of funds were investigated and considered
for funding the Selected Plan outlined in Section 7. The
funding sources were grouped into internal and external
funding categories. Internal funding sources were con-
sidered to be County generated funds with no funds from
other agencies or governmental entities. External funding
sources included grants or loans from state and federal
agencies. The internal funding sources would still be
needed to generate any matching funds required by the
external funding programs.

INTERNAL FUNDING
GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS

The County could include the Selected Plan as designated
projects to be funded through general obligation bonds to be
voted on in a bond election. The bonds would be repaid by
an increase in the ad valorum tax rate.

BEXAR COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL TAX

Bexar County residents approved a 30¢ ad valorum tax, 15¢
for flood control and 15¢ for road improvements in 1951.

The proceeds from the flood control tax have been used to
fund the non-federal cost of flood control work in Bexar
County. The San Antonio Channel Improvement Project (SACIP)
has been the principal recipient of these funds. The County
and the San Antonio River Authority (SARA) entered into a
contract in 1955 for SARA to administer these funds for
specific projects authorized in the contract. The contract
has been amended several times since 1955.
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SARA has indicated in several discussions with CH2M HILL
that it would be willing to discuss including the Selected
Plan in the next contract amendment so the Selected Plan
could be funded and implemented. SARA has also indicated it
would be willing to discuss a maintenance arrangement
regarding any proposed improvements in the Selected Plan.
There do not appear to be any restrictions on the type of
flood control projects that could be funded so both the
structural and nonstructural components of the Selected Plan
could be included.

Presently, the County is only levying 1.055¢ of the author-
ized 15¢ flood control tax so there is the opportunity to
use this funding source if the benefits outweigh the
unpopularity of raising taxes.

EXTERNAL FUNDING

CORPS OF ENGINEERS

There are two programs administered by the Corps of
Engineers that could provide partial funding of the Selected
Plan. They are Section 205, 1948 Flood Control Act and
Section 208, 1954 Flood Control Act.

Section 205 is known as the Small Projects Program. Federal
participation in a project cannot exceed $5 million. The
non-federal partner in the project would be responsible for
all lands, easements and rights-of-way; relocation of utili-
ties and bridges; operation and maintenance and any cost in
excess of the federal limitation. The non-federal contribu-
tion can be in-kind services that will include a minimum

5 percent cash contribution. The non-federal share has to
be at least 25 percent of the total project cost and no more
than 50 percent of the total cost on structural improve-
ments. Nonstructural improvements are funded 25 percent
non-federal and 75 percent federal.

Projects are eligible for funding under Section 205 provided
they have a "Federal Interest." Two criteria used to deter-

8-2
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mine a "Federal Interest" are economic feasibility and
environmental soundness. To apply for the program the
County would need to contact the Fort Worth District of the
Corps of Engineers and request a meeting.

Section 208 is designated for clearing and snagging to
improve the flow characteristics of a cnannel. Salado Creek
Reach 1l--Upper Segment and Leon Creek Reach l--Lower Segment
could be considered for funding under Section 208. The
federal share of costs under Section 208 cannot exceed
$500,000 per project. Section 208 has not been utilized
extensively because the Corps of Engineers has found if a
project could benefit from clearing and snagging it probably
would qualify for more extensive structural improvements or
the environmental concerns about clearing vegetation have
outweighed the benefits.

Any segments of the selected plan to be considered for
funding under Section 205 or Section 208 would be studied
further by the Corps of Engineers. The first step the Corps
of Engineers would take would be to do a reconnaissance
level study to determine if the proposed projects have a
"Federal Interest." Once a "Federal Interest" has been
determined the Corps of Engineers would perform a feasi-
bility study to develop more detailed hydrology and
hydraulics for the proposed project. If the project is
still feasible, a detailed design memorandum will be pre-
pared. The next step would be preparation of construction
plans and specifications and then construction of the
project. Generally, by the time a project has made it
through all of the aforementioned steps, the Corps of
Engineers has had enough time to plan and schedule funds in
the federal budget to fund the project.

TEXAS WATER DEVELOPMENT BOARD

The grants program which this study was partially funded is
only for reconnaissance studies. Any projects that are
implemented from the Selected Plan would not be eligible for
any funds from the grants program.

8-3
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The Water Development Fund administered by the Texas Water
Development Board (TWDB) is a low interest loan program that
sells Texas Water Development Bonds at the State’s bond rate
and purchases the bonds of local political subdivisions
enabling the local political subdivision to take advantage
of the State’s bond rating. This program is attractive only
if the bond rating of the local political subdivision is not
as good as the State of Texas. Presently the State’s bond
rating is AA. The program will fund both structural and
non-structural alternatives.

The County would need to prepare a detailed engineering
report, project costs, and an environmental assessment for
each specific segment of the Selected Plan that the County
wished to fund through this program. The engineering
report, projects costs and environmental assessment would
need to be prepared prior to applying for the loan and they
must accompany the loan application to the Texas Water
Development Board.

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has a program
under Section 1362 of Public Law 95-128 called the Flooded
Property Purchase Program. The program has a list of condi-
tions and criteria that must be met in order for purchase of
real property to qualify for consideration as a viable
project. They are:

o The property must be located in a flood risk area
as determined by the Federal Insurance
Administrator of FEMA;

o The property must have been covered by a flood
insurance policy under the National Flood
Insurance Program (NFIP) at the time damage took
place;

0 The building, while covered by flood insurance
under the NFIP, must have been:

SANR1/050.50



- damaged substantially beyond repair; eor

- damaged not less than three previous times
during the preceding five-year period, each
time the cost of repair equalling 25 percent
or more the structure’s value; or

- damaged from a single casualty of any nature
so that a statute, ordinance or regulation
precludes its repair or restoration or
permits repair or restoration only at
significantly increased cost;

o] A state or local community must enter into an
agreement authorized by ordinance or legally
binding resolution to take title to and manage the
property in a manner consistent with sound land
management use as determined by the Federal
Insurance Administrator; and

o The community must agree to remove without cost to
FEMA, by demolition, relocation, donation or sale,
any damaged structures to which the community
accepts title from FEMA, provided the Federal
Insurance Administrator may, when it is in the
public interest to do so, agree to assume a part
or all of the cost of such removal.

The requirements of this program are fairly strict and
generally prevent widespread use throughout a flood hazard
area. However, it could be used on a case-by-case basis to
assist funding for the nonstructural component of the
Selected Plan.

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE

The Soil Conservation Service (SCS) has funded several
projects in Bexar County under Public Law 566. These
projects include the flood control dams on Salado, Martinez
and Cibolo Creeks. These projects were developed and justi-
fied some years ago. The SCS has an agency policy that
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prohibits participation in projects that have over

40 percent urban benefit. Bexar County has developed
significantly since the above projects were authorized and
it was the opinion of the Assistant State Conservationist
for Water Resources that the projects developed from this
study would not qualify. PL 566 has also had its funding
cut for several years and the likelihood of receiving funds
is not good.

8-6
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Section 9
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

IMPLEMENTATION PRIORITIES

This subsection summarizes implementation priorities for the
Selected Plan. The priorities are needed to establish the
precedence of improvements as funding becomes available.

The recommended sequencing of drainage improvements depends
on several factors. For purposes of this plan, the
following criteria were used to decide on priorities:

o) Life-safety hazard to vehicles and occupants of
structures was considered to be the highest
priority.

o} High flood damage areas were considered to be the

next highest priorities.

o The construction sequencing of adjacent improve-
ments was considered. For example, an upstream
channel improvement with a lowered channel bed
elevation would depend on a downstream channel
improvement to be compatible.

o The effects of drainage improvements on downstream
capacities were considered.

Other issues could affect the ultimate sequencing of the
priorities. The County should consider the following issues
while administering the plan:

o Certain improvements may depend on coordination
between different jurisdictions; this coordination
may change the priority of improvements.

o Drainage improvements near roadways may be solved

simultaneously with street improvements even
though they are lower priorities.
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Table 9-1 shows a summary of improvements by implementation

priority.
Table 9-1
SELECTED PLAN SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
BY IMPLEMENTATION PRIORITY
Priority Study Reach Improvement
1 All Study Reaches Replace low water
crossings, add warning
signs, install railroad
type gates, develop a
barricade plan and detour
plan
2 All Study Reaches Plan 2--nonstructural
plan
3 Leon Creek Reach 3--Lower Segment Construct drainage chan
nels to carry off-site
runoff through or around
Mobile City Estates
mobile home park between
Camp Bullis Road and
Raymond Russell Park
4 Leon Creek Reach l--Lower Segment LC1-Ll--creek shaping
5 Salado Creek Reach l--Lower Segment SCl-Ll--replace Southern
Pacific Railroad bridge
6 Salado Creek Reach l--Upper Segment SCl-Ul--creek shaping
IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS
UTILITIES

The selected plan will require surveys of existing utilities
to resolve utility conflicts as drainage facilities are

9-2
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designed. Utilities will need to be avoided or relocated
when constructing improvements.

TRAFFIC

An additional County concern addressed by this plan is the
potential for traffic hazards during the 100-year flood.
This potential is high since 26 of 33 existing roadway
crossings along the study reaches were overtopped.

RECOMMENDATIONS

This subsection gives some specific recommendations that
could be pursued in order to implement the Selected Plan.
They are as follows:

o Request a Community Assessment Visit from the
Flood Management Unit of the Texas Water
Commission (TWC). They will evaluate the admin-
istration of the flood damage prevention court
order and make suggestions on ways to improve its
administration. They can also talk to the
Commissioners Court and District Attorney and give
a presentation on the importance of enforcement of
the court order and prosecution of violators.

o The Flood Management Unit of the TWC alsco has
copies of several FEMA publications on flood plain
management and floodproofing which they will pro-
vide to the County if requested.

o Meet with representatives of the Corps of
Engineers to evaluate the possibility of quali-
fying parts or all of the Selected Plan for
funding under the Section 205 and Section 208
programs.

o Contact FEMA to determine the extent to which
Section 1362 could be utilized to fund the

9-3
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relocation portion of the nonstructural part of
the Selected Plan.

Contact Southern Pacific Railroad about the possi-
bility of cost sharing the replacement of the
bridges at Southton Road and Leon Springs.

Contact the Texas Department of Highways and
Public Transportation about the possibility of
cost sharing the replacement of the IH 10 frontage
road bridges at Leon Springs and the New Laredo
Highway bridge. If significant cost sharing is
negotiated, the benefit-cost ratios for LCl1-Ul and
LC3-Ml would increase and they could be viable
projects.

Contact the San Antonio River Authority (SARA)
about including the Selected Plan in the next
amendment to the Bexar County Flood Control Tax
contract. Also discuss entering into a mainte-
nance agreement with SARA to maintain the portions
of the Selected Plan implemented with funds from
the Bexar County Flood Control Tax.

Any of the structural portions of the Selected
Plan that are implemented should have a detailed
feasibility analysis conducted. This analysis
should include detailed hydrologic analysis, more
detailed benefit-cost analysis, an environmental
assessment, a detailed determination of required
utility relocations and a design memorandum. This
would be followed by preparation of plans and
specifications once funding has been secured.

Conduct a more detailed study of the nonstructural
portions of the Selected Plan to develop a speci-
fic program to address flood plain management,
floodproofing, relocation/acquisition, flood
warning and emergency access for each specific
creek reach.
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Include construction of drainage channels to
prevent flooding from off-site drainage of the
Mobile City Estates mobile home park in the
capital improvements program since the flooding is
not considered to be from the 100-year flood in
Leon Creek.

Negotiate with Guadalupe County to replace low
water crossings, develop a barricade plan and
develop a flood warning system on Cibolo Creek.

Re-evaluate the Selected Plan for Cibolo Creek

when the re-study of Cibolo Creek is completed by
FEMA and the Corps of Engineers.

9-5



Bibliography




BIBLIOGRAPHY

Barnes, Harry H.. Roughness Characteristics of Natural
Channels. Water Supply Paper 1849. U.S. Geologic Survey.
1967.

Chow, Den Te. Open Channel Hydraulics. 1959,

Brandes, R.J.. Assessment of the 100-year Flood Plain for
Cibolo Creek Near the Proposed Buffalo Valley Landfill.
Austin, Texas. January, 1988.

Federal Emergency Management Agency. Flood Insurance Study,

Bexar County, Texas, Unincorporated Areas, Revised
Preliminary. Federal Insurance Administration. June 1988.

Federal Emergency Management Agency. Flood Insurance Study,
Guadalupe County, Texas, Unincorporated Areag. Federal
Insurance Administration. January 1985.

Federal Emergency Management Agency. Flood Insurance Study,
City of San Antonio, Texas. Federal Insurance
Administration. June 1983,

Grigg, Neil S. and Otto J. Helwig. State of the Art of
Estimating Flood Damage in Urban Areas. Water Resources
Bulletin, Vol. 11, No. 2, American Water Resources
Association. April 1975.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Flood Plain Information,

Cibolo Creek in the Vicinity of Universal City and Schertz,
Texas. Fort Worth, Texas; April 1973.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; Flood Plain Information, Leon
Creek.; Fort Worth, Texas; April 1971.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; Flood Plain Information,
Salado Creek; Fort Worth, Texas; October 1969.

SANR1/052.50



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; High Flood Hazard (Section 22)

Study, Analysis of Flood Plain Land in Bexar County, Texas;
Fort Worth, Texas; September 1986.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; HEC-2, Water Surface Profiles,
Users Manual; Davis, California, Water Resources Support
Center, Hydrologic Engineering Center; September 1985.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; Water Surface Profiles,
Volume 6; Hydrologic Engineering Methods for Water Resource
Development; Hydrologic Engineering Center; Davis,
California; July 1975.

SANR1/052.50



Appendix A




Appendix A
METHODOLOGY FOR ESTIMATION OF MONETARY DAMAGES

Flood damages were assessed to establish a baseline cost for
comparing the effects of alternative improvement plans.
Flood damages have been categorized as one of five types
addressed in the article "State of the Art of Estimating
Flood Damages in Urban Areas" (Grigg, 1975). Definitions of
the five types follow.

DIRECT DAMAGES

These damages occur to structures, contents within struc-
tures, roads, utilities, and associated facilities. Direct
damages are the major category of flood damages that were
considered in this study.

INDIRECT DAMAGES

These damages include lost revenues and services of
business, the cost of alleviating hardship, rerouting
traffic, and emergency care. Indirect damages are usually
calculated as a percentage of direct damages.

SECONDARY DAMAGES

These damages affect those whose property is not directly
damaged from flooding. An example is adverse effects to
people who depend on a product or service disrupted due to
flooding. Secondary damages are not included in damage
estimates.

INTANGIBLE DAMAGES

These types of damages were formulated by a 1969 Water
Resources Council (WRC) task force, which recommended that
benefits and costs should be summarized in four accounts.
These accounts were published in the "Principals and Stan-
dards for Planning Water and Realty Land Resources" and
consisted of environmental quality, regional development,

SANR1/053.50



social well-being, and national economic development.
National economic development is an increase in value of
goods and services and an improvement in economic effici-
ency. Flood damages for natural economic development are
generally tangible, although the other three types of dam-
ages proposed by WRC are intangible. Sufficient research
has not been accomplished to estimate monetary value of the
intangible WRC damages; therefore, these damages were not
considered in this study.

UNCERTAINTY DAMAGES

These damages occur because of the uncertain nature of
flooding. An example of an uncertainty damage is the excess
amount people are willing to pay to avoid losses greater
than the expected value of flood damage losses. These dam-
ages are difficult to determine without a local study of
practices in buying insurance and therefore, were not con-
sidered in this study.

LAND USE TYPES

Land use has been divided into three flood hazard classifi-
cations for the calculation of damages. The following
classifications were used:

A. Residential

B. Mcbile Heme Units

C. Commercial

DAMAGE CATEGORIES

Specific categories of flood damages were identified as
contributing to the overall extent of damages in the study
area. Several types of damages, however, were eliminated
from consideration due to the unlikeliness of their
occurrence or to the insignificance of the loss. The
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categories of damages that were analyzed are shown in
Table A-1.

Table A-1
DAMAGE CATEGORIES BY LAND USE

Damage Categories

Land Use Direct Indirect
All residential Structural Debris Removal
(including mobile Contents Loss of Salaries
homes) Roadways Emergency Services
Vehicles
Utilities
Commercial Structural Debris Removal
Inventory Loss of Business Income
Equipment Loss of Sales Tax
Roadways Emergency Services
Vehicles
Utilities

GENERAL PROCEDURE FOR ESTIMATING DAMAGES

DIRECT DAMAGES

The procedure used to determine direct damages to
residential and commercial property within the 100-year
flood plain was to establish specific flood damage reaches,
determine the first floor elevation of structures in the
100-year flood plain and 100-year water surface elevation at
the structures, enter the FEMA or COE tables to get a damage
factor for the structure and contents, multiply the damage
factors times the respective values of the structure and
contents to get the total structure and content damage for
each individual structure. The total flood damage along
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each reach was then computed by totaling the damage for each
individual structure in the reach. This procedure was used
to estimate damages for the 100-year flood events based on
existing development hydrology. The damages were determined
according to existing development within these flood plains.

Residential flood damages were based on the FEMA curves.
Residential structure values were obtained from Bexar
Appraisal District records. Residential contents were
assumed to be 50 percent of the structure value as is widely
accepted in benefit-cost analysis within the insurance
industry (IDFCD, 1977). Commercial flood damages were based
on the COE curves. Inventory and equipment values were
assigned a percentage of structural value for each type of
commercial or industrial property. The percentages were
estimated from data collected by the Tulsa and Galveston
District COE office.

The methods for quantifying direct damages in addition to
structure and contents are provided in Table A-2.

Table A-2
METHODS FOR QUANTIFYING DIRECT DAMAGES IN ADDITION TO
STRUCTURE AND CONTENTS

Damage Type Source Value of Damage
Utilities Tulsa COE $77[structure
Vehicles Tulsa COE $870/structure
Roads Tulsa COE/ $600/acre

FEMA

INDIRECT DAMAGES

A cost estimate for providing emergency care provided by the
Tulsa District COE is $600 per residential structure in the
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flood damage area. Other indirect costs were applied as a
percentage of direct costs in Table A-3.

Table A-3
INDIRECT COSTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF DIRECT COSTS

Percentage of

Land Use Direct Damages
Residential 15
Commercial 35
Utilities 10
Highways (Roads) 25

AVERAGE ANNUAL DAMAGES

Average annual damages for each study reach were calculated

by plotting the 100-year total damages for each reach along

with zero damages for the recurrence interval at which there
were not any damages. The area under each curve is equal to
the average annual flood damage.

Table 3-1 is a summary of property damage for all study
reaches. An 8 percent discount rate was used to calculate
the present worth of average annual damage over 50 years.
The discount rate was provided by the County’s financial
advisor.
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Appendix B
Table 1-B

OPINION OF COSTS
STRUCTURAL ALTERNATIVES--100-YEAR DESIGN FLOOD

Component /Location Cost

REACH: Salado Creek l--Lower Segment (SCl-L1)

1. Replace existing South Pacific Railroad $ 336,000
(280* x 12")

2. Excavation to Accommodate Bridge 10,560

3. Contingency 69,312

4, Mobilization, Bonds, Insurance 17,328

5. Engineering, Inspection, Legal, 86,640
Administration

6. Maintenance 50,867

7. Right-of-Way 0

SC1-L1 TOTAL § 570,716

REACH: Salado Creek l--Upper Segment (SCl-Ul)

l. Clear, Shape, and Vegetate Channel $ 82,680
(15,400 x 3007)

2. Contingency 16,536

3. Mobilization, Bonds, Insurance 4,134

4. Engineering, Inspection, Legal, 20,670
Administration

5. Maintenance (106 acres) 64,837

6. Right-of-Way (106 acres) 715,500

SC1-Ul TOTAL S 904,357

REACH: Cibolo Creek 1--Lower Segment (CCl-Lla)

l. Trapezoidal Channel (250* Bottom, $2,635,544
4:1 Side Slopes)
2. Levee (10’ Top, 3:1 Side Slopes) 6,885
B-1
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Table 1-B
(Continued)

Component /Location

Cost

REACH: Cibolo Creek l--Lower Segment (CCl-Lla) (Continued)

3. Contingency 528,485

4. Mobilization, Bonds, Insurance 132,121

5. Engineering, Inspection, Legal, 660,607
Administration

6. Maintenance (140 acres) 85,634

7. Right-of-Way (140 acres) 945,000

CCl-Lla TOQTAL 54,994,276

REACH: Cibolo Creek l--Lower Segment (CCi-L1b)

1. Trapezoidal Channel (250°’ Bottom, $4,504,253
4:1 Side Slopes)

2. Contingency 750,708

3. Mobilization, Bonds, Insurance 187,677

4, Engineering, Inspection, Legal, 938,386
Administration

5. Maintenance (170 acres) 103,985

6. Right-of-Way (170 acres) 1,147,500

CCl-L1b TOTAL ' $6,881,800

REACH: Leon Creek l--TLower Segment (LC1-L1)

l. Clear, Shape, and Revegetate from IH 410 $ 178,000
to New Laredo Highway (190 acres)

2. Contingency ) 29,640

3. Mobilization, Bonds, Insurance 7,410

4. Engineering, Inspection, Legal, 37,050
Administration

5. Maintenance (190 acres) 116,218

6. Right-of-Way (190 acres) 1,282,500

LCl1-L1 TOTAL $§1,621,018

B-2
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Table 1-B
(Continued)

Component /Location

Cost

REACH: Leon Creek l--Upper Segment (ILCl-Ula)

1. Remove Fill From New Laredo Highway to
Quintana Road

2. Contingency

3. Mobilization, Bonds, Insurance

4. Engineering, Inspection, Legal,
Administration

5. Maintenance (21 acres)

6. Right of Way (21 acres)

LC1-Ula TOTAL

REACH: Leon Creek l--Upper Segment (LCl-Ulb}

$

438,851

87,770
21,943
109,713

12,845
141,750

$

818,871

Remove Fill From New Laredo Highway to
Quintana Road

Replace Leon Creek Relief Bridge
Trapezoidal Channel (285’ Bottom,
3:1 Side Slopes)

Contingency

Mobjilization, Bonds, Insurance
Engineering, Inspection, Legal,
Administration

Maintenance (36 acres)
Right-of-Way (36 acres)

LC1-Ulb TOTAL

REACH: Leon Creek 3--Middle (LC3-Ml)

1.

2.

Replace South Pacific Railroad Bridge
(325 x 12?)

Replace IH 10 Northbound Frontage Road
Bridge (210°* x 31°?)

SANR1 /054,50

$

438,851

1,100,000

677,648

532,000
133,000
665,000

22,020
243,000

$4,255,020

$

390,000

325,500



Table 1-B
(Continued)

Component /Location Cost

REACH: TIeon Creek 3--Middle (LC3-Ml) (Continued)

3. Channel Improvements From Railroad Bridge 81,300
to IH 10 Southbound Frontage Road Bridge

4. Contingency 159,360

5. Mobilization, Bonds, Insurance

39,8406.

Engineering, Inspection, Legal, 199,200

Administration
7. Maintenance
8. Right-of-Way

LC3-M1 TOTAL

REACH: Leon Creek 3--Upper and Middle (LC3-UM1)

1. Replace South Pacific Railroad Bridge
(325 x 12°*)

2. Replace IH 10 Northbound and Southbound
Frontage Road Bridges 2 (210’ x 31°?)

3. Channel Improvements From Railroad Bridge
to IH 10 Southbound Frontage Road Bridge

4. Replace Abutment Walls on IH 10 Mainlanes

5. Levee (10’ top, 3:1 Side Slopes)

6. Channel Improvements--Near Concept Therapy

- Institution

7. Contingency

8. Mobilization, Bonds, Insurance

9. Engineering, Inspection, Legal,
Administration

10. Maintenance

11. Right of Way

LC3-UM1l TOTAL

SANR1/054,50

0
0

$1,195,200

$ 390,000
651,000
177,300
186,666

5,600
1,166,000
515,313

137,828
644,141

0
0

$3,873,848
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Table 2-B
OPINION OF COSTS

NONSTRUCTURAL ALTERNATIVES--100-YEAR DESIGN FLOOD

Component

REACH: Salado Creek l--Lower Segment (SC1-12)

Relocate 1 Mobile Homes
Floodproof 2 Structure
Relocate 10 Structures

SC1-12 TOTAL

REACH: _Salado Creek l--Upper Segment (SC1-U2)

Relocate 2 Mobile Homes
Relocate 4 Structures
Relocate 1 Commercial Structure

SC1-U2 TOTAL

REACH: Cibolo Creek l-.Lower Segment (CCl-L2)

Relocate 23 Mobile Homes
Floodproof 3 Structures
Relocate 6 Structures

CCl-L2 TOTAL
REACH: Cibolo Creek l--Upper Segment (CC1-Ul)

Relocate 3 Mobile Homes
Floodproof 2 Structures
Relocate 2 Structures

Relocate 1 Commercial Structure

CCl-Ul TOTAL

SANR1/055.50

Cost

5,000
10,000
600,000

615,000

10,000
240,000
49,400

299,400

115,000
15,000
360,000

490,000

15,000
10,000
120,000
65,250

210,250




Table 2-B
(Continued)

Component Cost

REACH: Leon Creek l--Lower Segment (LC1-12)

Relocate 61 Mobile Homes $ 113,000
Floodproof 3 Structures 15,000
Relocate 8 Structures 480,000
Relocate 2 Commercial Structures 491,530
LCl-L2 TOTAL $1,099,530

REACH: TLeon Creek 1--Upper Segment (LC1-U2)

Relocate 56 Mobile Homes S 92,000
Relocate 23 Structure 1,380,000
Relocate 3 Commercial Structures 364,400
LC1-U2 TOTAL 51,836,400

REACH: ILeon Creek 3--Lower Segment (LC3-L1)

Relocate 1 Mobile Homes S 5,000
Floodproof 2 Commercial Structures ‘ 20,000
LCl-L1 TOTAL S 25,000

REACH: Leon Creek 3--Middle Segment (LC3-M2)

Relocate 2 Structures $ 120,000

Relocate 3 Commercial Structures , 253,700

Floodproof 3 Commercial Structures 30,000

LC3-M2 TOTAL $ 403,700
B-6

SANR1/055.50



Component

Table 2-B
(Continued)

REACH: Leon Creek--Upper Segment (LC3-UM2)

Floodproof 2 Structures
Relocate 4 Structures
LC3-M2 Total

LC3-UM2 TOTAL

SANR1/055,50

Cost

10,000
240,000
403,700

653,700




Appendix C




Table 1-C
QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS

Question/Information Salado Cibolo Leon 1 Leon 3
Number of Questiomnaires Distributed 51 258 126 183
Number of Respondents 7 28 14 20

Highest Flood lLevel Above Finished

Floor (ft.)
June 1986 June 19385 June 1986 June 1986
>0 to 1.0 1 2
>1.0 to 2.0
>2.0 to 3.0 1 1
>3.0 to 4.0 1
>4.0 1-6°* 1
Sept. 1978 July 1973 June 1987 June 1987

>0 to 1.0 1
>1.0 to 2.0 1
>2.0 to 3.0 1 1
>3.0 to 4.0 1
>4.0 1-6" 1

Other Other Other Other
>0 to 1.0 1-1965, 1-1976
>1.0 to 2.0 . 1-1973, 1-1988
>2.0 to 3.0 1-1972
>3.0 to 4.0
>4.0

Damages (All Storms)
Creek Bank Erosion 5 18 6 10
Landscaping and/or Fences 6 18 6 16
Vehicle 1 2 4 2
Crawl Space or Basement 1 3
House Contents 6 5
Structure 2 2 6
Problems Off Property (All Storms)
Hazard te Vehicles 5 18 9 20
Hazard to Pedestrians 4 18 6 16
Blocked Bridges or Culverts 6 18 12 16
Ponding Water 5 15 7 12
1

SANR1/056.WP



Table 1-C

(Continued)
Question/Information Salado Cibolo Leon 1 Leon 3
Question 1 Responses
Attractive Open Channels
High 3 17 6 11
Medium 1 2 2 4
Low 3
Not Sure 1
Storm Sewers
High 1 3 5
Medium 2 2
Low 1 9 2 6
Not Sure 1 1 2
Attractive Detention Ponds
High 9 3 5
Medium 2 5 1 4
Low 4 3 5
Not Sure 1 1 2
Floodproofing Houses
High 1 3 7 1
Medium 4 1
Low 1 10 3 9
Not Sure 1 1 3
Pump Station to Relieve Ponding
High 4 1 2
Medium 1 1 3 1
Low 9 2 7
Not Sure 2 2 1 2
Question 2 Responses*
Question 3 Responses
Yes 7 1 6
No 7 17 12 14

*Descriptive responses were not included in this summary

SANR1/056.WP



Question/Information

Table 1-C

Question 4 Responses

Yes
No

Guestion 5 Responses

[P I T =]

>5

Question 6 Responses

No Change
High
Medium
Low

Not Sure

Remove Debris & Thin Trees

High
Medium
Low

Not Sure

Repair Channel to Original

High
Medium
Low

Not Sure

New Concrete Channel
High
Medium

Low
Not Sure

SANR1/056.WP

(Continued)
Salado Cibolo
7
1
1 2
1 8
2 8
1 4
2
3
1
1 7
3 4
4 18
1- 1
3
2
1 8
1 2
A
3 3
2 3
2
1 8
2 3
3

Leon 1

W = N -

90

—_ L) e N

Leon 3

50,

oW W N -

6,

[ I =T )

15

N RNNOW

10

12



Table 1-C

(Continued)
Questionf/Information Salado Cibolo leon_ 1
New Grass Channel
High 4 7 5
Med fum 6
Low 4 2
Not Sure 2 2 1
Other Channelx*
Question 7 Responses
Yes 2 14 8
Ko 7 4
Question B8 Responses
Yes 2 9 6
No 4 13 5
Question 9 Responses
Yes 2 8 7
No 4 14

*Descriptive responses were not included in this summary

SANR1/056.WP

Leon 3
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FLOOD CONTROL
IMPROVEMENT
QUESTIONNAIRE

BEXAR COUNTY
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT NEEDS YOUR HELP

Bexar County's engineering consuitant, CH2M HILL, needs information about
damages and probiems that occurred to your property or the area surrounding
your property during past floods. Please fill out this questionnaire as completely
as possible to help us develop solutions to flooding problems in your area.
Please fold and mail within 5 days in this pre-stamped mailer.

For each flood listed in the
columns on the right
please circle the
HIGHEST LEVEL

of flood water

measured from your lowest
finished floor in feel.

Please Check the kind of
damages you had on your
property:

Creok Bank Erosion

Damaged Landscaping and/or Fences

Damaged Vehicle

Damage in Crawl Space or Basemant

Damage to House Contents

Damage to Structure

Please Check the Kind of Problems
that Occurred off Your Property:

Hazards to Vehicles

Hazards to Pedestrians
Blocked Bridges or Culverls
Ponding Water

Additional Comments;

)

SALADO CREEK
DATE OF FLOOD
J Sacond
1::; ?;‘,’;' Other 19__ Floor
WATER
HIGHER | HicHER | mGuer | LEVEL Lowest
Finished
bA 8 FTAANAAS FT.AALAA SFT. MWMLU
LA S FTAAANAA S FT.AAAAA SET. AMsaaanfr,  Floor
A AFT.AAMAAGFT.AAMAA AFT, AAAAAL A (Not Including
LA 3 FT.AAAAAS n.m A 3FT. ANAAAAAS AL Basement)
AL 2FT.AAMAA 2 FT. AN, ZFT.MMAMJW
A 1 FLAAAAA L EEAAAAA 1 FT. ANAAAAA
A O FT.AAAAAOFT. AAAAL OFT.
b AL - t FTAAMAA: t FTAAAARN < 1 FLAARAAAAL A
A - 2 FEAAAAA. 2 FTAAAA A - 2 FTAAPAAAA LA
Basemant
LOWER LOWER LOWER
D D D IMPORTANT
D 0 Please Return
O this Questionnaire
m] O O within 5 Days

PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR RETURN ADDRESS IN THE SPACE BELOW

NAME

ADDRESS

Bexar County

Public Works Department
Bexar County Courthouse
San Antionio, TX 78205

Attn: Ron Pena



FLLOOD CONTROL
IMPROVEMENT
QUESTIONNAIRE

BEXAR COUNTY
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT NEEDS YOUR HELP

Bexar County's engineering consultant, CH2M HILL, needs information about
damages and problems that occurred to your property or the area surrounding
your property during past floods. Please fill out this questionnaire as completely
as possible to help us develop solutions to flooding problems in your area.
Please fold and mail within 5 days in this pre-stamped mailer.

For each flood listed in the CIBOLO CREEK :
columns on the right DATE OF FLOOD N
please circle the Tors T Sacond
uy Other 19 Floor
HIGHEST LEVEL 1985 1973 — lwaten
of flood waler " [ weHer | wieHer | igHer | LEVEL Towest
measured iom yourlowest b imadaimaci kot Moo
finished floor in feet. LA 4 FEAAAA A n:wM ‘ . ANPAAISIAT (Nt Including
[ ;gmﬁ; oo sm booontoy Basemeny
LA 1 FTLAAA A FT.AAAAA 1T, ANAAAAAL A
LA 0 FT. AAAA B FT. AA AR DFT. AN -
alaroy evliow Mt veves oY
+2FT - E
Please Check the kind of B " T sasement
damages you had on your LOWER | LOWER | LOWER
property:
Craek Bank Erosion D D D
Damaged Landscaping and/or Fences D D D
Damaged Vehicle D D D
Damags In Crawl Space or Basement D D D
Damage to House Contents D D D
Damage to Structure D D D
Pleasa Check the Kind of Prablems
that Occurrad off Your Property:
Hazards to Vehicles D D D
Hazards to Padestrians D D D IMPORTANTY
Please Return
Blocked Bridges or Culverts O O D this Questionnaire
Ponding Water a 0 a within 5 Days
Additional Commenis:

PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR RETURN ADDRESS IN THE SPACE BELOW

NAME
ADDRESS.

Bexar County

Public Works Department
Bexar County Courthouse
San Antionio, TX 78205

Attn: Ron Pena



FLOOD CONTROL
IMPROVEMENT
QUESTIONNAIRE

BEXAR COUNTY
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT NEEDS YOUR HELP

Bexar County's engineering consultant, CH2M HILL, needs information about
damages and problems that occurred to your property or the area surrounding
your property during past floods. Please fill out this questionnaire as completely
as possibie to help us develop solutions to flooding problems in your area.
Please fold and mail within 5 days in this pre-stamped mailer.

. , REACH 1
For each flood listed in the LEON OREEK /\
columns on the right DATE OF FLOOD
please circle the Tone o Second
HIGHEST LEVEL 1908 1987 O | ATER Floor
of flood water HIGHER | HIGHER | HIGHER | LEVEL Towest
measured from your lowest L srraoadansmraadan ser adbooooda FI:II::ed
. - - - r
finished fioor in feet. e sob R s SPRAUOT S ot nctuding]
A JFTAANRAADFTAARAN SFT. ANAAAAALAS pagament)
AL FFTAAMNANA 2 FTLAAAAA Z2FT. ANAAAAAR A
A 1T AANAND Fr A 1T, A oo s
VIRV vy IR oo
VAV At tivar e AW Ao vt
Please Check the kind of Bassment
damages you had on your LOWER | LOWER } LOWER
property:
Creek Bank Erosion D D D
Damaged Landscaping and/or Fences D D D
Damaged Vehicle a o O
Damage In Crawl Space or Basement D D D
Damage to House Contents D D D
Damage to Structure D D D
Please Check the Kind of Problems
that Oceurred off Your Property:
Hazards o Vehicles D D U
M TA
Hazards to Pedestrians D D D IMPORTANT
Please Return
Blocked Bridges or Culverts D D D this Questionnaire
Ponding Water O O O within 5 Days
Additional Comments:

PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR RETURN ADDRESS IN THE SPACE BELOW

NAME

ADDRESS

Bexar County

Public Works Department
Bexar County Courthouse
San Antionio, TX 78205

Attn: Ron Pana



FLOOD CONTROL
IMPROVEMENT
QUESTIONNAIRE
BEXAR COUNTY
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT NEEDS YOUR HELP

Bexar County's engineering consultant, CH2M HILL, needs information about
damages and problems that occurred to your property or the area surrounding
your property during past floods. Please fill out this questionnaire as completely
as possible to help us develop solutions to flooding problems in your area.
Please fold and mail within 5 days in this pre-stamped mailer.

REACH 3

For each flood hs_ted in the LEON CREEK
columns on the right DATE OF FLOOD
please circle the Tons TR P Second
HIGHEST LEVEL 1988 1987 — Y waren oor
of flood water wmoHer | WioHer | migner | LEVEL Lowest
measured from your lowest TS TSV T Py 'SV I ru;::::d
finished floor in feet. ot oo T oI TS ot Inetwding
A IFTAAAAASFLAAAAN 3FT. AN % A+ Basement)
fA- 2FT.AAARAAZFTAARAA 2FT. AN AL
ttin.MJM!FT.WM 12N VvV VR
OFT.AAAAAOFT,AAALAA OFT, AN I
LA - 1 FTAAMAA: 1 FTAAAAL - 1 FLAMNAAAAAL AL
. LA -2 FTAAMA L. 2 FTAAA - 2T ANIA LA
Please Check the kind of N Basoment
damages you had on your LOWER | LOWER | LOWER
property:
Cresk Bank Erosfon D D D
Damaged Landscaping and/or Fences D D D
Damaged Vehicle D D D
Damage in Crawl Space or Basement D U D
Damagse to House Contents D D D
Damage to Structure D D D
Please Check the Kind of Problems
that Occurred off Your Property:
Hazards to Vebhicles D D D
Hazards to Pedestrlans D D D IMPORTANT
Please Return
Blocked Bridges or Culverts D D D this Questionnaire
Ponding Water U D D within 5 Days
Additional Comments:

PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR RETURN ADDRESS IN THE SPACE BELOW

NAME

ADDRESS




YOUR OPINION COUNTS

Bexar County is interested in knowing the type of flood control improvements
that residents in flood-prone areas would prefer. Piease respond to the
following questions.

1. If the present storm drainage system proves to be inadequate, what would your
choices be for an improved system? Circle the priority you would give each of the
following alternatives:

ALTERNATIVE PRIORITY
Attractive Open Channels ........c..cceieesennss High Medium Low Not Sure
Storm Sewers High Medium Low Not Sure
Attractive Detention Ponds .............ccoceceeeeen High Medium Low Not Sure
Floodproofing Houses High Medium Low Not Sure
Pump Station to Relleve Ponding .... ..........e. High Medium Low Not Sure

Other-Please Speclfy

2. If a detention pond heeds to be buiit In your community, where do you think It
should be bulit?

3. Do you presently carry flood insurance? Circle One: Yes No
4. If yes, Have you ever flled a claim? Circle One Yes No
5. How many people live or work In this building?

6. Please circle your priorities for an Open Channel:

ALTERNATIVE PRIORITY

No Change in Existing Channel High Medium Low Not Sure

Remove Debris & Thin Trees & Brush
In Existing Channel High Medium Low Not Sure

Repair Existing Channel to Original
Condition High Medium Low Not Sure

Construct an Attractive New Concrete
Channel High Medlum Low Not Sure

Construct an Attractive New Grass
Channel High Medium Low Not Sure

Construct Other Type of Channel,
suchas:

7. Would you be willing to allow the County to bulld a
wider channel if it affects your property? Circle One: Yes No

8. Would you be willing to donate right-of-way for
the channel to the County? Circle One: Yes No

9. Would you be willing to donate right-of -way along
the top of the channel to allow for access by County
maintenance crews? Circle One: Yes No

COMMENTS:



Appendix D




PARCEL ADDRESS

0 BOERNE STAGE
24183 BOERNE S5TAGE
0

0 FREDSBG RD
24116 FREDSBG RD
D I.H. 10 W

0 FREDSBG RD
UNENOWN

999 WEST COURT LN
23490 T.H. 1C W

20345 CARRIE LOUISE
19933 CARRIE LOUISE
0 SHADY LANE DR
19825 SHADY LANE

0 SHADY LANE

0 SHADY LANE

0 CAMP BULLIS

19830 SHADY LANE
19850 SHADY LANE
20010 SHADY LANE
939 CAMP BULLIS RD

PROPERTY CB/NCB

CLASS

RS
RS
CcH
EX

CI
CcH
CI
CI
CH
VA
RS

RS
RS
CM
RT
CH
CHM
CcH
RT
RT
RT
CI

4732
4732
4732
4732

4732
4732
4732
4732
4732
4752
4752

4760

4760

4760A
47604
47604
4760A
4760A
4760A
4760A
47604
5936

P-5

pP-7a
P-14
P-15

P-18
pP-18
P-18
P-18

A

A
B
C

Table 1-D

PROPERTY SUBJECT TO FLOODING

LEON CREEK REACH 3
UPPER REACH SEGMENT

PARCEL/LOT

MIDDLE REACH SEGMENT

p-29, P-30, P-31

pP-1

P-7(2.20AC) CB 4754 P-6(5.10AC)

P-22 & P-23

pP-24
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LoT
Lor
LOT
LOT
LOT

N IRR 10.14 FT OF 1 & S 4C FT OF 2

3

LOWER REACH SEGMENT

N 95.91 FT OF 37

S IRR 93.66 OF 37

TR B & LOT 1

3 &S5 1/2 OF 4

N 1/2 OF 4 &4 5 1/2 OF 5

12

SW PT OF 1

BLOCK

BLK
BLE
BLK
BLE
BLEK
BLK
BLK
BLE
BLK

oo s>

FLOOD 18T FLCOR
ELEVATION ELEVATION

1152.00 1151, 10
1152.30 1152.20
1134.81 1137 .57
1134.61 1133.47

1133.74 1132.00
1133.74 1131.8n0
1133.74 1133.00
1133.74 1137 .00
1138.50 1138.80
1131.80 1130.60
1118.50 11156.20

1072.00 1073.00
1068.50 1064 .40
1088.50 1068.50
1068.50 1070.20
1068.31 1088 50
1068.31 10882, 27
1068.31 1068 .81
1068.50 1070.20
1068.70 1069.00
1069.20 1071 40
1068.80 1064 Z0



PARCEL ADDRESS

0 LOOF 410 NW

) SOMERSET RD

0 SOMERSET RD
9846 SOMERSET RD
9486 SOMERSET RD
8821 HWY 81 S

0 HWY 81 S
UNENQOWN

3375 PANAM EXPY S
9395 S PANAM EXPWY
UNKNOWN

UNENOWN

PLUHNEAR RD
PLUMNEAR RD
PLUMNEAR RD
PLUMNEAR RD
PLUMNEAR RD
PLUMNEAR RD
PLUMNEAR RD
PLUMNEAR RD
PLUMNEAR RD
PLUMNEAR RD
PLUMNEAR RD
PLUMNEAR RD
PLUMNEAR RD
PLUMNEAR RD
PLUMNEAR RD
PLUMNEAR RD
PLUMNEAR RD
PLUMNEAR RD
PLUMNEAR RD
PLUMNEARRD
154 PLUMNEAR RD
103 PLUMNEAR RD
8611 NEW LAREDO HWY
UNKNOWN
8311 NEW LAREDO HWY
8418 QUINTANA RD
8418 QUINTANA RD
8815 NEW LAREDO HWY

[ N 3 B R vee T - B a0 s J - T i i o o e Y o e e - e

PROPERTY CB/NCB

CLASS

RT
RT
cH
RS
RS
RS
RT
CM
RS
RS
RS
RT
RS
RS

4295
4303
4295
4295
4295
4295
4295
4303
4303
4303
4303
4303
5447
5447

5466

5466A
54664
54664
5466A
54684
54664
5466A
54684
54664
5466A
546864
54664
5466A
5466A
54664
5466A
5466A
54664
54664
54664
54664
11300
11300
11300
11300
11300
11300
11300

0

o1}

pP-6
P-6
P-4
P-4
P-6
P-6A
P-6B
P_

P-55

Table 1-D

PROPERTY SURJECT TO FLOODING
LEON CREEK REACH 1

LOWER REACH SEGMENT
PARCEL/LOT

53(CB 4303) 12.74 AC, P-1(CB 5467) 1.833 AC

P-56 CB 5448 P-1

F-60
P-51

CB 5447(P-2A) CB 5448(P-24)
CB 5447(P-2B) CB 5448(P-2B) CB 4303(P-57)

P-3A
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT

(1
7

8
9
10
17
18
20
21
1

2
N
N
N
N
N
N

N
24
25
26
N

UPPER REACH SEGMENT
.28AC), NCB 11300 P-107(.33AC)

& 19
& 22

150 FT OF 5

150" OF 6 & E IRR 300" OF TR-28A

150 FT OF 7

150" OF 9(.258 AC) & W IRR 520" OF TR-28(3.67 AC)
150 FT OF 10

150 FT OF 11

150 FT OF 15

150 FT OF 14

P-1(2.2AC), P-108(5.813AC)
LOT 1 ARB P-106

LOT
LOT
P-10
pP-10
P-10

4
5
4
4A
BA

BLOCK

BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLE
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLE
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLEK

NN N DN DD b = b b p e

.00

FLOOD 1ST FLOOR
ELEVATION ELEVATION
602.00 588.
603.80 598.
536.00 588,
€01.50 502.
602.00 598.
602.00 598.
601.50 599
616.00 608,
608.00 808,
607.50 6068,
603.60 588.
604.20 503,
607.20 606,
807.20 606 .
619.00 612.
616.30 611.
616.30 611.
616.30 608.
816.50 w10,
619.40 613.
618.70 610.
618 00 611,
618.00 810.
816.00 608.
616.00 609.
616.30 609.
616 .30 809 .
616.30 610.
616.80 611,
616.50 609.
616.80 B811.
617.70 607.
618.70 609 .
€18.00 509.
618.00 807.
617.40 607 .
616.30 6510.
616.30 613.
618.04 6156.
616.00 612.
618.04 814,
618.04 616,
616.00 610,



PARCEL ADDRESS

0 .
125238 OMAR D
12537 OMAR DR

0 LOST MEADCWS
124 LOST MEADOWS
130 LOST MEADOWS
0 OMAR DR

1075 FM 78
1075 FM 78

0§ SCHAEFER RD
0 SCHAEFER RD
120868 AZTEC LANE
0 AZTEC LANE
12096 AZTEC LN
0 AZTEC LN
12115 AZTEC LR
12045 AZTEC LN
0 FM 1518
12048 FM 1518

PROPERTY
CLASS

RT
RT
RS
RS
RS
RT

RT
CH
RS
RT
RS
RT
RS
RS
RS
RS
RS
cH

CB/NCB

5055B
5055B
50565C
50565C
5055C
5472

5054
5054
5054
5055A
5911
5911
5911
5911
5911
5911
5911
5911

LoT
LOoT
LoT
LOT
LOT
P-2

Table 1-D

PROPERTY SUBJECT TQ FLOODING
CIBOLO CREER REACH 1

LOWER REACH SEGMENT

PARCEL/LOT BLOCK
17 . BLK 8
18 BLK 8
3 BLK 3
4 BLK 3
3E 520 FT GF 7 BLE 3

UPPER REACH SEGMENT

P-19 & P-20 & P-20B
P-19 & P-20 & P-20B

P-41

P-5
LOT
LOT
Lot
LOT
LOT
LOT
LoT
LOT

16 & 17

FLOOD

680,
681.
B76.
677.
6381.
683.

712.
712.
€86 .
668.
710.
710.
710.
710.
710.
710.
710.
T710.

50
00
27
67
27
(V)

1ST FLOOR
ELEVATION ELEVATION

630,
681.
675.
877.

3=

oot

683.

712.
708.
684.
666.
710.
709.
T709.
707.
712,
710.
709.
T11.

50
25
00
43
33
76

40

50
80
70
97
47
48
42
79
57
o0



FARCEL ADDRESS

0

0 BLUEGILL DR

12536
12454
12504
12442
12430

CRESCENT BEND
CRESCENT BEND
CRESCENT BEND
CRESCENT BEND
CRESCENT BEND

0 CRESCENT BEND

12418
12410
12402
12403
12411
12513
12521

CRESCENT BEND
CRESCENT BEND
OMAR DR

CRESCENT BEND
CRESCENT BEND
CRESCENT BEND
CRESCENT BEND

0 CRESCENT BEND

12625
12530
12530
12522
12514
12506
12500

CRESCENT BEND
SWEETWATER ST
SWEETWATER ST
SWEETWATER ST
SWEETWATER ST
SWEETWATER ST
SWEETWATER ST

0 SWEETWATER ST
0 SWEETWATER ST
0 SWEETWATER ST

12429

SWEETWATER ST

N SWEETWATER ST

12451
12459
12501
12515
12454
12434
12424
12332
12324

SWEETWATER ST
SWEETWATER ST
SWEETWATER ST
SWEETWATER ST
SWEETWATER ST
LAKEVIEW DR
LAKEVIEW DR
LARKEVIEW DR
SWEETWATER ST

0 OMAR DR

11827
11907

OMAR DR
OMAR DR

0 OMAR DR

12327

OMAR DR

0 CMAR DR
0 OMAR DR

12429
12507
12521

OMAR DR
OMAR DR
OMAR DR

PROPERTY
CLASS

RS
RT
RS
RS
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RS
RT
RS
RS
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RS
RT
RT
RS
RS
RS
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT
RT

CB/NCB

50E5B
5055B
5055B
5055B
5055

5055B
5055B
5055B
5055B
5055B
5055B
5055B
5055B
5055B
50558
5055B
5055B
5055B
5055B
5055B
5055B
5055B
50558
5055B
50558
5055B
50585B
5055B
50558
5055B
5055B
50558
5055B
5055B
5055B
5055B
5055B
5055B
50558
5055B
5055B
5055B
5055B
50558
5055B
5055B

LaT
LOT
LOT
LoT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LoT
LOT
LOT
LoT
LOT
LoT
LOT
Lot
LOT
LoT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LoT
LOT
LOT
Lot
LOT
LoT
LoT
LOT
LoT
LoT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LoT
LOT

Table 1-D

PROPERTY SUBJECT TO FLOQDING
CIBOLO CREEK REACH 1

LOWER REACH SEGMENT

PARCEL/LOT BLOCK
4 BLK &
24 BLK 5
27 BLK 5
28 BLEK 5
P L £
30 BLK 5
31 BLEK 5
3z BLK 5
33 BLK 5
34 BLK 5
1 BLE 6
2 BLK 8
8 BLE 8
9 & 10 BLK 6
12 BLK 6
15 & 16 BLK 6
17 BLK 8
18 BLEK 6
19 BLK 8
20 BLK 6
21 BLK &
22 & 23 BLK 6
24 BLK 8
26 BLK &
27 BLK 6
4 BLK 7
6 BLK 7
7 BLE 7
8 BLE 7
9 BLK 7
NE 1/2 OF 11 BLK 7
16 BLK 7
18 BLE 7
19 BLK 7
20 BLE 7
21 BLEK 7
1. 2& 3 BLK 8
4 BLK 8
5 BLEK 8
7 &8 BLK 8
9 & 10 BLK 8
11 BLR 8
12 BLK 8
13 BLK 8
14 BLK 8
16 BLK 8

FLOOD

673.
676 .
678.
676.
87€.
676 .
676 .
876 .
676.
676.
676.
676.
676.
678 .
676.
676.
877.
677.
677.
B877.
.60
677.
677.
677.
677.
678.
878.
678.
678.
678.
678.
680.
680.
680.
680.
680,
B672.
673.
674.
674.
676.
677.
B877.
679.
B73.
680.

677

30
20
00
o
20
00
00
00
20
00
20
00
20
20
20
27
00
60
60
60

60
€60
80
60
00
50
0o
50
50
00
00
43
48

13T FLOOR
ELEVATION ELEVATION

B74.
678.
878.:
678.
876.
877.
675.
674.
672.
671.
674.
673.
678.
878.
677.
675.
B879.
678.
679.
680.
680.
680.
680.
679.
678.
678.
879,
680.
681.
680.
679.
682.
681.
682.
678.
680,
674.
671.
673.
671.
873.
574,
674"
876 .
B77.
875.

23



PARCEL ADDRESS

0 SCHAEFER RD

0 SCHAEFER RD
UNKNOWN

0 SCHAEFER RD
12677 SCHAEFER RD
12103 OMAR DR
12111 OMAR DR

5048 LYNDCHN DR
12159 CROOKED TREE
12141 CROORED TREE
12109 CROCKED TREE
12073 CROOKED TREE
12028 CROOKED TREE
12040 CROOKED TREE
12060 CROOKED TREE
12110 CROCKED TREE
12142 CROOKED TREE
12160 CROORED TREE
12172 CROOKED TREE
12512 LYNDON DR

0 LAKEVIEW DR
12555 LARKEVIEW DR
12535 LAKEVIEW DR
0 LAKEVIEW DR
12505 LAKEVIEW DR
12475 LARKEVIEW DR

12455 LAKE GROVE DR

0 LAEKEVIEW DR

0 LAKEVIEW DR

0 LAKEVIEW DR
12327 LAKE VIEW DR
12319 LAKEVIEW DR
0 LYNDON DR

12509 LYNDON DR
12157 LYNDON DR
12525 LYNDON DR
12538 BLUEGILL DR
12526 BLUEGILL DR
12518 BLUEGILL DR
0 BLUEGILL DR
12420 BLUEGILL DR
0 BLUEGILL DR

0 OMAR DR

0 OMAR DR

0 BLUEGILL DR

0 BLUEGILL DR

PROPERTY CB/NCB
CLASS
RT 50554
RS 50554
RS 50565
RS 50554
RT 50654
RT 50558
RT 50558
RT 5055B
RT 50558
RT 50558
RT 5055B
RT 505658
RT 50558
RT 5055B
RT 50558
RT 5055B
RT 5055B
RT 5055B
RT 5055B
RT 50558
RS 5055B
RS 5055B
RS 50558
RT 5055B
RS 5055B
RT 5055B
CH 5055B
RT 5055B
RT 50558
RT 5055B
RT 5055B
RS 5055B
RT 5055B
RT 5055B
RT 50558
RT 5055B
RT 5055B
RT 5055B
RT 50558
RT 5055B
RT 5055B
RT 5055B
RT 5055B
RT 5055B
RT 50558
RT 5055B

LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT
LOT

Table 1-D

PROFERTY SUBJECT TO FLQODING
CIBOLO CREEK REACH 1

LOWER REACH SEGMENT

PARCEL/LOT

31
32 & 33

E 80 FT OF N 60 OF 34

35 & W 20 FT OF 34
37

1

33

35

36 & 37
38

39

42

44

45

47, SW 50FT OF 46 & NE 50 FT OF 48

SW 50 FT OF 48
492

50

3

6

7

8

26

27

28

29

ar & 32
33

34

1

2

3

BLOCK

BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLEK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLR
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLK

NN O b i b P o B P b B WWWWWWWWWWWWWMNNRNNNNNNDNNNNN -

FLOCD 18T FLOOR
ELEVATION ELEVATION
668.00 667.50
668 .00 665 .45
667.80 665.00
667.50 665.860
BBT .80 BEA &N
670.40 671.50
670.40 671.40
870.40 673.50
670.40 671.50
668.90 670.00
668.00 668.90
668.00 668.96
667.50 668.90
€667.50 668.96
668.00 669.50
668.00 669.00
668.92 670.00
668.92 671.50
670.40 672.50
670.40 672.50
877.80 677.00
679.07 679.24
679.07 679.24
679.07 681.00
679.07 679.69
680.48 682.00
880.48 681.53
681.00 680.50
681.00 681.60
681.20 682.16
681.20 682.16
681.20 §80.186
671.80 673.50
671.80 674.00
671.80 674.00
671.80 673.50
673.40 676.00
673.40 675.00
6873.40 673.50
673.40 674.00
673.00 674.00
673.40 672.00
673.40 670.00
674.20 672.50
674.20 672.75
673.80 674.50



PARCEL ADDRESS

0 HWY
9751
3751
9801
9593
8877
0
9496
0
9692
9670
87390

12240
12203
12207
12214
12190
12460
11970
12280
12020
11978
12270
3870

12030

181 8
OLD C CHRISTI
OLD C CHRISTI
OLD C CHRISTI
OLD C CHRISTI
OLD C CHRISTI
OLD C CHRISTI
OLD € CKRISTI
OLD C CHRISTI
OLD C CHRISTI
WHITNEY AV
BLUE WING RD

WHITNEY AVE
WHITNEY AV
WHITNEY AVE

SQUTHTON
SOUTHTON
SOUTHTON
SOUTHTON
SOUTHTON
SQUTHTON
CLEVELAND
SOUTHTON

RD
RD
RD
RD
RD
RD
AVE
RD

PROPERTY
CLASS

CI
RS
RT
cH
RS
RT
RS
RT
RT
RS
RT
RS

RS
RS
RS
RS
RS
RS
RS
RS
RS
RS
RS
RS
RT

CB/NCB

18181
18181
18181

4007
18191
18191
10881
10881
10881
10881
10881

4007

4069
4069
4069
4069
4069
4069
5162
4069
5162
5162
4069
4069
5162

Table 1-D

PROPERTY SUBJECT TO FLOODING
SALADO CREEK REACH 1

UPPER REACH SEGHMENT
PARCEL/LOT

P-264A
P-22
pP-22
P-315
P-24E
P-24 & P-24A
P-18
P-14
P-18
P-21
P-20
P-136

LOWER REACH SEGMENT

LOT 12 & E 25 FT OF 11
LOT 1-6

LOT 1 & 2

LOT 10 & W 25 FT OF 11
LOT 9

LOT 4, 5, 6, 10, 11, 12
LOT 14

LOT &

LOT 8-9 & 10

LOT 15 & 16

LOT 5

LOT 4

LOT 7

BLOCK

BLE
BLK
BLE
BLK
BLK
BLK
BLE
BLK
BLEK
BLE
BLK
BLEK
BLK

[a—

FLOOD 1ST FLOOR
ELEVATION ELEVATION
533.17 533.65
533.17 531.11
533.17 531.11
5$33.17 528.50
533.17 534 .49
533.17 533.50
533.82 $22.84
533.62 536. 268
533.62 533.01
533.62 531.72
6533.62 535.20
533.62 529.23
515.50 514.80
515.50 514.60
515.30 514.25
515.50 514.30
515.30 514.00
515.30 513.80
515.30 512.10
515.30 512.00
515.30 511.00
515.50 510.50
515.30 510.20
515.30 508.50
515.30 513.50



