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SUMMARY OF THE COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION ACTIVITIES AND RESPONSES
RELATED TO THE OVERALL DESIGN OF THE RIVER IMPROVEMENTS
February — December 2000
By Ximenes & Associates

Background on San Antonio River Improvements

The San Antonio River has been the stimulus for people to populate the San Antonio area since its eatliest
inhabitants established themselves close enough to be able to use the water from the river and its
tributaries. Although flooding had always occutred, as San Antonio grew and flourished in the 1800’s and
1900’s flooding became a problem for the townspeople who built their homes and businesses in close
proximity to the river. In the 1950’ the Corps of Engineers directed flood control efforts that
“channelized” the San Antonio River south of downtown, straightening it and introducing trapezoidal
channels that allowed the water to move mote quickly, reducing the flooding. While the channelization
reduced the flooding, it created an unattractive river without many of the charms of a natural river.

In 1998, Bexar County, the City of San Antonio and the San Antonio River Authority (SARA), initiated a
process to correct the unattractive situations created by the channelization, repair portions of the
downtown Hugman River Walk, and make other improvements to the river. A requirement of the
improvements was that they could not reduce the flood control capacity of the river.

In order to establish community oversight and input into the planning and design of the improvements,
the County, the City and SARA jointly appointed a twenty-two-person committee with representation
from the major stakeholder groups along the river. The San Antonio River Oversight Committee (ROC),
co-chaired by Lila Cockrell and Itby Hightower, is responsible for advising staff on the planning, design,
funding and construction of the improvements to the San Antonio River. The committee is also
responsible for assuring that the community has an opportunity to give input and feedback on the
improvements.

In their role as providers of community guidance on the planning, design, funding and construction of the
improvements, the River Oversight Committee produced The Planning Document. This document
included guidance to the consultants for the development of the improvements including the hike and
bike trails, the need for fluvial geomorphology in the design considerations, access issues, uses for the river,
and other elements of the design. Four community meetings were held in April 2000 to get feedback on
the concepts presented, and the ROC co-chairs did countless presentations to community groups around
the city explaining the concepts included in the document.

A separate design, construction and public participation process was implemented for the repairs to the
Downtown Section of the river, from Lexington Avenue to E. Houston Street. Consequently,
information about that process is not included i this report.

Selection of the Consultant Team for the Overall Design

A panel of County, City and SARA staff along with representatives of the ROC, selected the SWA Group
team after interviewing several that had responded to a Request for Proposals. The SWA Group team
members wete Biohabitats, Inc., PBS&], Sprinkle Robey Architects, Economic Research Associates (ERA),
and Jaster-Quintanilla & Associates, Inc.

The Request for Proposals indicated that the team leader (SWA) selected for the overall design could not
be considered for the design of the various projects that would result in the improvements to the river.

This stipulation was made in an effort to get a consultant team who could create an overall design and then
oversee the detailed design of the individual projects. It was hoped that this approach would create a
unified design and still allow for the idiosyncratic nature of a design that would tesult from having different
teams create the detailed design of the specific projects. It was also hoped that this approach would
provide more opportunities for local firms to secure contracts for the design and construction of the
individual projects.

The Community Participation Process

A commitment of the County, the City and SARA, through the Oversight Committee, is to get public
input and feedback on the design of the river improvements. To this end, the ROC and the SWA Group
hosted twelve (12) meetings to gather public comments on the river and its uses and needs, the
improvements sought by the public, and their reactions to the SWA proposed design. These meetings
wete held along the river corridor in a variety of locations with the intention of making it more convenient
for the public in different areas of the river corridor to participate. (See attached list of dates and locations
of meetings.) The SWA Group and the Project Manager from SARA met with several board and
commissions to get their approval of the draft plan. Those meetings are not covered in this report.

The SWA Group also held several “Client Group Meetings” for the ROC members, and County, City and
SARA staff. Before each public meeting a meeting was held to allow the Client Group to review and
comment on items that were presented to the general public.

The public was notified of the meetings through direct mailing to an extensive mailing list, neighborhood
association newsletters, and notices in the newspaper. The number of people at the meetings varied from
five or six to up to seventy. A total of 303 people attended the meetings.

June 14 and 15, 2000

The meetings were held to coincide with vatious phases of development of the overall design for the river

improvements. The public meetings on June 14 and 15, 2000, had as their purpose to:

* Present the analysis drawings: Constraints Maps and Ownership Map

* Present a first draft of the Guiding Design Principles they would be using to develop the overall design

* Introduce the principles of fluvial geomorphology

* Review the Program Matrix that evaluated the program elements against each other

* Present the fluvial geomorphology applications that could be used, specifically Alternative A, utilizing
only the existing river channel, Alternative B, expanding the river channel where possible, and Alternative
C, the restored river channel.

* Inform the community about the website that was established for the design process.

Maps and numerous drawings were used to illustrate concepts and locations being studied. A summary of

the comments from those two meetings follows:

* A desire was expressed to assute that the water quality would not suffer because of the improvements to
the river. Also, there was a desite to keep the flow in the river south of S. Alamo Street at 10cfs if that
were possible.

* Questions were asked about what needed to be done to be able to make the section north of
downtown accessible by barge.

* Preservation of the habitat for fish and other wildlife was desired. Concern was expressed about
protecting the fish duting the draining of the river during “Mud Week.”

* Questions were asked about the role of recycled water in the flow and quality of the water in the river.

* 'The public wanted to know how the improvements would affect accumulation of sediment.



* How trees and other vegetation could be increased along the
river was also a concern. The use of native trees and grasses
was suggested.

* Members of the public had questions about how the
improvements would affect the flooding in the Symphony
Lane area.

* The desire was expressed that the consultant team notify land
owners and wotk closely with them.

* There was general agreement that it would be good to improve
the appearance of the river and still maintain flood control
capacity.

August 9 and 10, 2000

The August meetings introduced the information from the

economics and market review conducted by ERA, a

subconsultant of the SWA Group. It also reviewed the three

alternatives, A, B, and C, briefly, pointing out that Alternative C

would be too expensive, so the SWA Group was moving forward

on a combination of Alternatives A and B. In that vein, SWA
presented their concept plan. Comments from the public could
be summed up as the following:

¢ The width and placement of the hike and bike trails was a
concern. Separate bike trails wete suggested, if possible.
Questions were also asked about the downtown route, signage
on the trails, and the matetials to be used for construction of
the trails.

* Improving the water quality was desired.

e Trash on the river and who would clean it up was an issue.

¢ The build-up of silt islands in the Mission Reach and how the
new design would address silt was questioned.

* Use of native trees and plants was suggested. Using native
grasses to control pigweed was also discussed.

* The use of trees and vegetation in the channel and how they
would affect flood control capacity was discussed.

* Funding and phasing was asked about. Phasing the projects so
they maintained a balance between the north and the south
reaches was seen as positive.

* Eagleland was seen as an opportunity to address a number of
concerns by using it as a “pilot” project.

* There was general agreement that the plan to date would mean
significant improvements to the aesthetic quality of the river.

October 4 and 5, 2000

The meetings for this phase focussed on presenting the planting
concepts for the Mission Reach and greater design detail for the
Museum Reach concept, the initial cost analysis and informing
the public of the next steps regarding the final plan. Many of
the maps and drawings used in the first two sets of meetings

were posted again, in addition to maps and drawings specifically

relating to the evening’s topics. Comments wete as follows:

* 'The Brooklyn Dam and how the lock system would work was
the focus of questions.

* There were several questions about how the hike and bike trail
would be in the Museum reach. There were concerns about
having hikers and bikers on a narrow trail.

* 'The public agreed with the use of native grasses and the idea
of a test segment that would analyze mowing practices and
native grasses.

* People were excited and enthused and wanted to know how
the ROC and the team were going to get the elected officials
and other policy makers informed and excited also.
Suggestions were made about how to inform the public of the
overall plans for the improvements.

* It was suggested that the improvements to the San Antonio
River could serve as models for the improvements being
contemplated for Leon and Salado Creeks.

* People liked the idea of using the excavated dirt to bring in
revenue ot to somehow enhance the project.

* The design guidelines encouragement of the integration of
artists and atts as part of the design process was seen as a
positive effect.

* It would be important to link the development/improvements
of the river to the development of the surrounding areas.

* Itis important to keep the momentum going to build
enthusiasm for the river.

December 4-8, 2000

Before the overall concept design was finalized a series of six
meetings were held along the river corridor at varying locations
and at different times of the day. The intent of these extensive
meetings was to offer a significant number of opportunities for
the public to give their feedback on the proposed design before it
was finalized.

A PowerPoint presentation was developed for use at these and
future meetings and was augmented by maps and illustrations
posted on the walls. Comments from these meetings were:

* There wete concerns about the barges north of downtown—
about the length of time to get from downtown to the stops
north of the Brooklyn Dam, accommodations and amenities
for passengers, and the use of locks.

» Concern was expressed about the possible treatments for
Espada Dam for flood control until it was pointed out that the
consultants were teferring to the “new”” Espada Dam, not the
historic dam which will not be changed.

» Concern was expressed about funding for the continued

design and construction of the river improvement projects.

¢ The possibility of being able to canoe the southern reach of
the river was viewed as a positive development and questions
were asked about how that would be managed.

* There was a concern that the tiver improvements not have a
negative impact on the wildlife.

* Concerns were expressed about secutity on the Mission Reach
and suggestions were made about how it could be improved.

* Graffiti and its prevention were also a concern.

* Concerns were expressed about how the “old” river and the
river improvements will work together. Specifically, what
would happen to the old meanders of the river that currently
have water in them?

* Silt build-up in Davis Lake and how the excavation would
impact it was discussed.

¢ The timeline for the construction of the projects was asked
about.

¢ Hike and bike trails, there locations and other details were of
interest to those attending,

* There were concerns about how far away from the river the
improvements would impact. Issues such as right of way and
construction of private facilities were presented. It was
explained that the Unified Development Code and the River
Zoning Districts currently being considered for the revisions
to the UDC would control development along the river.

e Strategies for maintaining excitement and vision over the time
for the construction were asked about by the public.

* Drainage control issues at Villamain and concerns about the
area to the far south were expressed.

* There were questions about the funding and schedule of the
Eagleland Project.

* Questions were asked about the bridges at Steve and Hwy 90
and at S\ Military Highway.

* Concern was expressed about continued maintenance of the
nver and how to assure that it would be maintained.

* The approval of the design— by whom and when— was also
discussed.

* SARA and the consultant team were encouraged to work with
the property owners along the tiver so they would not be
disenfranchised.

Conclusions

The specific concerns reflected in the comments listed above
from the twelve meetings held indicate it would be safe to say
that there was general agreement that the public attending the
meetings liked the design of the improvements and wanted them
to become a reality, even though there were concerns expressed.
They seemed to like the idea of the construction projects being

evenly balanced between the Museum Reach and the Historic
Mission Reach. They were enthusiastic in their support and
indicated on several occasions that it was important that elected
officials champion the funding of the design and construction of

the tiver improvements.

At almost every meeting concerns wete expressed about the
need to either maintain the natural habitat of the river or to
enhance it. Using native grasses and plants wetre a common
suggestion and maintenance of the landscaping was a common
concern. Maintenance of good water quality was a related issue
that came up on several occasions.

The hike and bike trails were also commented upon at virtually
every meeting. People wanted the hike and bike trails to be used
and although there were some concerns about the width and
signage, the public seemed to be amenable to the suggestions
made by the SWA Group.

The Brooklyn Dam and its construction, the barges that would
service the Museum Reach and how these would work was of
interest to many who attended the meetings. Although a few
questioned the need for the dam, once it was explained that it
had been approved at numerous other meetings and funding was
available for it, the concerns seemed to disappeatr.

A related issue was the flooding at Symphony Lane. The SWA
Group has included a preliminary design solution into their
Master Plan, but the completion of an independent study of the
Symphony Lane flooding and the Espada Dam by a separate
consultant team will finalize that aspect of the design. The public
accepted this, and was intrigued by the suggestions made by the
SWA Group to temedy the situation at Symphony Lane.

Next Steps

The enthusiastic support of the public in favor of the draft
design of the overall improvements to the tiver was visible and
audible at the meetings held to get their feedback. There is the
general concern that the projects be funded and built. It is the
intent of the River Oversight Committee to produce a brochure
encouraging support of the river and improvements to it, and to
continue to encourage the long-term understanding that
improvements to the river benefit the whole community, not just

those who live, work and play along its banks.
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BROOKLYN AVENUE DAM
By SWA Group
December 2000

As part of their master planning services,
SWA Group was charged by the San Antonio
River Oversight Committee to include a dam
at Brooklyn Avenue. The Oversight
Committee had determined that the public
consensus was to provide passenger barge
access farther north on the river. SWA was
asked to determine where the best location
and what the best configuration would be for
the dam and, also, if locks were required.

The evaluation process has included the

following tasks:

1. Investigating possible dam and lock
configurations.

2. Evaluating the site to determine the
appropriate location for the dam.

3. Estimating the cost differentials in the
dam types.

4. Formulating the additional facilities
needed for each option.

SWA evaluated the site and determined that
the dam should be moved slightly upstream
so that:

1. More right-of-way was available.

2. The dam could more easily relate to the
adjacent developments.

3. Adequate horizontal distance was
available to include ramps from the
bridge underpass to the dam.

4. The dam would be morte visible from the
Brooklyn Avenue bridge.

SWA determined that the following
configurations were possible and the pros
and cons of each:

Dam Type

[ram with no lock l.

Dam with | lock 1
1

[ram with 2 locks .

Pros
Least expensive dam and
lznst dam maintenance
required

Portaging met required
Lok can be used as a
fheadypate,

Portaging md requined.
Locks share water, using
half required for | bock.
Mlowve Iwice as many
harges in a given time,
Locks can e wsed as
fhoadrates

Twa locks miuch mare
aesthetwcally acceplable

than mixed svsiem

[

b

Cons
Passengers must portages
fimereased time)
Mew upstrean maring will
be requared mereased
cajpital and mainienance
coslE.
Wl require acditsenal
meainbenancs barges,
Wil mequire Noo] gates
and gabe controd hardware

Will require an additional
flood control gate and gate
e hanisms,

Inefficient use of river
water 1o e one baat at
a hime

Increased operational and
]I)IIH'LL'IHI manlenance
caosts,

Will result in longer
wanhing bimes durms busy
harge traffic time.
Slechamcal pump syatem
may b required to
accomimodate Boat traffic.
Flowsl gate hardwiane mod
acsihetically positive in

wurban mver envirgnment.

Using bock gates as Mood
contred gates will make
gates slightly mone
conplicaled.

Lixcks will mesd bypass
Mlumes or pipes 1o lower
witer surfuce ebevation o
apen gates for flood
evenls

Increased operational and
longz-term manMenance

copsls,

SWA has recommended the 2-lock system
due to its advantages and due to the fact that
it will require less capital outlay and result in
more efficient use of river water.

An upstream marina is not recommended at
this point in time due to its cost versus the
benefit that would be derived. Possibly, in
the future as barge traffic increases, a marina
could be further investigated. For the short
term, the design team recommends that
emergency mooring pulls or emergency pull-
outs occur within the North Urban Reach to
accommodate emergency situations.
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OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS
By SWA Group
December 2000

The proposed Master Plan will require the current maintenance efforts to be shifted over a
petiod of time to respond to new conditions. This change will occur in the following two
major categories:

1. Brooklyn Avenue Dam and Lock(s)

2. Landscape Maintenance

Brooklyn Avenue Dam Maintenance
The final configuration of the Brooklyn Avenue Dam will be determined during the

Preliminary Design Phase. The possible options include a dam with no locks, a dam with one
lock, and a dam with 2 locks. Each lock option has two operational options and similar
maintenance requirements. The level of maintenance will also vary depending upon the
frequency of use and the subsequent wear incurred. It is estimated below:

v Ty pe Ukperntions ‘isindenance
P lonckis 1. Mo ek operation reguined 1. Fleodgale mainiename regumned
sl lar 1o copmrenl Fivir Moo pas
mainlerange,
i oz ko 1. Mlasiil operaion — qne perscn full- 1. Cincase shadt= on bushings o shaee
T L Openale gEli, pairs | L T ek
trasming and supervision I Anmml testing and periodic eperadimg
! Eleciric operaion — compuierized of remoie coniral e lemeiry.
electnical equapenent, and'or oie L Remove gmes (4] 10 checkirebah
[HEERCHT T (e CTReE “-\.hhl-\.lJ ] [T :|||-\.|"!'\l.rh.!'||||.__'~|
evigry 10 wiiars (1 g, 1 day 1o
remaone and replace
A Dessilt chamber onoe 20 vears.
. Muotor {1 hp) removed and repleced
CVETY L WA 5 L5 2 T OpETEEHING
& Allrwance For replaceament of
damaped paris.
T kcks 1. Mgl apeation — one Tull-time o 1. Cirggss shalls on BFishings oo daice

OHTI ok, paors | Iraarng amil [ TR rimcail By

SUPHETY IS0 . Anmual testing and periodic wpgrading
P Eleciric operabion - compeaterized of remote contral/telemetry.

elecinicnl eguapEnent, or N ersoi o L Kemove gmes (3]0 checkirelah

(LTS ] e, mvilres, aned Besdnngs

vy 10 wars (1 crana, I dys o
remosve and replace)

4. De-gile chambers once'20 yenrs

% Motars | 1 bl remaoved and replaced
EVETY L WEAE [ [EE T (T RIHING

6 Allowance for replacemaent of
damaged paris.

Treatment for corrosion prevention will be required once only, at the time of installation, and
will not be an on-going maintenance cost.

The annual manual operational cost is estimated at:

One Lock:  $100,000 (one petson full time, also addresses the weekly greasing of gears, etc.)
Two Locks: $100,000 (one person full time, also addresses the weekly greasing of gears, etc.)
Lock operation will also need an aspect of personnel training and supervision that will be in
addition to the regular maintenance.

The annual remote operational cost will be contingent upon the type of remote system that is
ultimately installed.

The annual maintenance cost, amortized over 10 years, is estimated at:

No Lock: $4,000
One Lock: $5,000
Two Locks: $5,500

The cost of water for two locks will be approximately one half of that required for one lock
because two locks will share the water that is needed by one lock.

These estimated costs must be reevaluated once the design team has developed the dam option
and more information is known about the system.

Landscape Maintenance — Historical Mission Reach

Landscape maintenance will shift from a current emphasis on frequent mowing and concrete
rubble placement to brush management and trash removal.

The proposed native grass management will require less frequent mowing and should occur
once annually during mid-summer. The grasses must be mowed to a height of 12 to 18 inches
so that the culm (the growing stalk) is not damaged. This mowing will also assist in controlling
most invasive matetials.

During construction and immediately after, a cover of temporary nurse grass must be seeded
with the native grasses to quickly create an erosion control blanket. This should be a quick
germinating grass that will not suppress the long-term grasses and should not be toxic to them.
During approximately the first two years of native grass establishment, herbicide applications
will also be required in addition to mowing in order to control invasive weeds such as Johnson
Grass, Bloodweed, and Pig Weed. Once the native grasses have been established, they will
shade out and therefore control herbaceous weeds.
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The following groups are involved in preservation and/or
restoration of prairie grass meadows in south central or
southeast Texas and can provide additional information if
needed:

San Antonio Botanical Gardens
(210) 207.3269
Ms. Janice Merritt

Cibolo Nature Center, Boerne
(830) 249.4616
Ms. Jan Wrede

Armand Bayou Nature Center, Houston
(281) 474.2551
Mr. Mark Cramer

Close mowing will be required in areas approximately eight
feet wide along both sides of the hike and bike pathways.
The grass in these areas should be kept at a six to eight
inch height at all times.

Tallow tree invasion may become a problem with time
because mowing may not completely eradicate this woody
species. An application of broad-leaf herbicides followed
with a mechanical chipping machine may be required, in
addition to mowing, to fully remove the entire tree.

Brush management will be required along the channel side
slopes and at the top of the channel where understory
materials will be planted and encouraged. A bush hog
attached to a tractor can be used in more open areas and a
hydro-ax is appropriate in areas where trees are denser.
Adjacent to pathways or other areas used by people, the
understory should be maintained at a height of
approximately 18 to 24 inches so provide clear sight lines
and a safe condition.

Increased trash pick-up will be required as the pathways
and facilities become more intensely used over time. This
will include “floatables” that collect in the river behind
structures. Many other communities have utilized labor by
parolees or inmates to accomplish this task. In addition,
neighborhoods can be mobilized to volunteer labor in their
river reach.

Increased graffiti removal will be required as the pathways
and facilities become more intensely used. All surfaces will

have anti-graffiti applications applied.

River channel repairs will likely be similar to existing
repairs. Because the river will not have a natural channel
and floodplain, storm flows (even 1-2 year storms) will
continue to be confined to the flood control channel. This
will cause severe stress to the low flow channel, “point
bars”, and pedestrian paths and bridges creating erosion
problems, especially if there is little woody vegetation to
help reduce velocities and stabilize soil.

The partially restored river channel will require

maintenance generally consisting of:

1. Inspect channel after every storm event for erosion
areas, severe scour at the toe of boulder bank
stabilization, and erosion around the ends of boulder
weirs.

2. Remove debris jams after every storm so that jams are
not allowed to increase in size and begin to divert flow.

3. Inspect bioengineering materials annually for die-off
due to disease or drought. Large sections of dead
material should be removed and replaced.

4. Prune bioengineering materials biannually to maintain
the shrub aspect.

The impounded water bodies will collect silt and require
silt removal over time. The ponds farthest upstream will
likely collect the greatest amount of silt and the ones
farther downstream will likely have less silt deposition.
The design team does not have adequate bed load
information to determine the likely rate of siltation for the
ponds but has made a recommendation to SARA to begin
collecting this information over the next few years. Once
this information is collected, the bed load will be
understood and more accurate projections can be made
regarding potential siltation.

At this point in time, the most accurate assumption is that
the new, upper ponds will collect silt at a similar rate as
Davis Lake and require de-silting at the same frequency,
which is about a 15 to 20-year time frame. New, upper
ponds of this similar size will require de-silting at

approximately the same frequency. The frequency will
increase of decrease if the ponds are smaller or larger,
respectively. The lower ponds, located downstream, will
likely require progressively less de-silting;

The silting will occur in preferential locations and become
localized problems before an entire impoundment fills.
The heavier bed load material will likely drop out near the
main flow path.

If the construction budget allows, the ponds can be over-
excavated at the time they are built and therefore the time
frame will be lengthened before de-silting will be required.

Landscape Maintenance — Museum “Urban” Reach

Landscape maintenance will require intense efforts similar

to the existing River Walk, including:

1. Pruning — limbing-up and thinning of trees and
trimming shrubs.

2. Weeding — herbicide applications to shrub and ground
cover beds or hand removal of weeds, as needed.

3. PFertilizing — feeding of plant materials.

4. Replacement — replacing damaged plants after a flood
event or replacing diseased plants, as needed.

Landscape Maintenance — Museum “Park” Reach

The Park areas will require little special maintenance
beyond current, typical park maintenance work. The
additional efforts will include removal of invasive plant
materials such as ligustrum.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Hydrologic Engineering Center, River Analysis Center (HEC-RAS) model, Draft, 1999

San Antonio River Flood Control Channel Modifications Preliminary Engineering Analysis Report, September 1997 by Freese & Nichols, Inc.

Revised Unified Development Code, date to be determined

San Antonio River Improvements Projects Stream Management and Channel Design Workshops Report, October 1998, by Robert Aguirre & the San Antonio River Authority
San Antonio River Conceptual Plan for Guenther Street to Espada Dam, March 1993 by the City of San Antonio and the San Antonio River Authority

Conceptual Plan for the San Antonio River from Nueva Street to U.S. Highway 281, December 1993 by the City of San Antonio and the San Antonio River Authority.

SAN ANTONIO RIVER DESIGN GUIDELINES 155









SWA Group Biohabitats,Inc. PBS&J Economics Research Associates Sprinkle Robey Architects Jaster-Quintanilla, Inc.

s A AR A AL A A A A A
. nifh sl Ind v Bt Il b B e b B b b B

Bexar County City of San Antonio San Antonio River Authority San Antonio River Oversight Committee



