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TEXAS (NORTH COAST)

INTRODUCTION

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) of
1982 (Public Law 97-348) established the
Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS), a
system of undeveloped coastal barriers along
the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico coasts. This
atlas of coastal barriers along the north
coast of Texas has been prepared in accord-
ance with Section 10 of CBRA (16 U.S.C.
3509), which states:

Sec. 10. Reports to Congress.

{a) In General.--Before the close of
the 3-year periocd beginning on the date
of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall prepare and submit to
the Committees a report regarding the
System.

(b) Consultation in Preparing Report.--
The Secretary shall prepare the report
required under subsection (a) in con-
sultation with the Governors of the
States in which System units are located
and with the coastal zone management
agencies of the States in which System
units are located and after providing
opportunity for, and considering, public
comment.

(¢} Report Content.--The vreport vre-
quired under subsection (a) shall con-
tain--

{1) recommendations for the con-
servation of fish, wildlife, and
other natural resources of the
System based on an evaluation and
comparison of all management alter-
natives, and combinations thereof,
such as State and Tocal actions
(including management plans ap-
proved under the Coastal Zone Man-
agement Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1451
et seq.)), Federal actions (includ-
ing acquisition for administration
as part of the National Wildlife
Refuge System), and initiatives by
private organizations and individ-
vals;

{(2) recommendations for additions
to, or deletions from, the Coastal
Barrier Resources System, and for
modifications to the boundaries of
System units;

{3) a summary of the comments re-
ceived from the Governors of the
States, State coastal zone manage-
ment agencies, other government
officials, and the public regarding

the System; and

{4) an analysis of the effects, if
any, that general revenue sharing
grants made under section 102 of
the State and Local Fiscal
Assistance Amendments of 1972 (31
4.5.€. 1221) have had on undevel-
oped coastal barriers.

Under the direction of the Assistant Secre-
tary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, this
report has been prepared by the Coastal
Barriers Study Group, a task force of pro-
fessionals representing the National Park
Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S.
Geological Survey, and other Departmental
offices.

This volume of the report contains delinea-
tions of the existing CBRS units along the
north coast of Texas and delineations of
additions to and modifications of the CBRS
in this part of the State which the Depart-
ment of the Interior recommends to the
Congress for its consideration.

BACKGROUND

The Texas coast comprises 367 miles of bar-
rier islands, spits, and deltaic shorelines.
About 60 percent of this area is eroding
(some of it at very rapid rates), 33 percent
is essentially stable, and 7 percent is
presently accreting. The accreting areas are
mostly coastlines that are updrift of human-
made obstacles to longshore sand transport,
such as jetties and groins (McGowen et al.
1977).

Demographic studies show a rapid increase in
the State's coastal population. In 1980,
roughly one-third (about 4.3 million people)
of the State's population lived within 50
miles of the coast (Davenport 1980). The
rapid increase in development on Texas bar-
rier islands over the last decade may be
attributed both to the demand for housing by
the growing population in the coastal cities
and the availability of Federal flood insur-
ance, development subsidies, and disaster
relief, all of which reduced the financial
risk of owning a second home on the beach,

The range of activities occurring in the
Texas coastal zone includes agriculture,
cattle ranching, fisheries production, oil
production, shipping and transportation,
heavy industry, and tourism. Balancing
resource use with resource protection has

proved a difficult challenge to resource
managers working in the region.




| COASTAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Texas Coastal Resource Managemaht

Texas coastal management began'in 1937 with
the establishment of a Coastal’ Division of
the. Texas Game and Fish Commission. This was
also the year that the U.S5. Congress passed
the Pittman-Robertson Act, which established
an excise tax on firearms and. ammunition and
earmarked the earnings far wildlife manage-
ment.

The public trust doctrine forms the basis for

State ownership of  coastal wetlands: "All
tands beneath tidail waters are held in trust
for the use and: benefit of the whole pub}1c "
The seaward “1Hmit  on -State dands - is- the
3-league (10 35«m11&} baundary The landward
Timit, on- the other hand, varies from place
to place, depending. on when the tltie was
issued. The landward. boundary  on littoral
parcels with a title issued by Spazn ‘Mexico,

or Texas prior to 1840 is mean higher- high
water. Since Texas adopted common law prin-
ciples in 1840, titles issued after that date

define  the boundary as mean high tide. On
~and: particularly on the-
extensive wind-tidal flats of south. Texas,.
the difference in these two elevation defi-

many flat beaches,

nitions may translate into large horazonta}
d1stances

Texas Open Beaches Act. This Act, passed in
1959, was one of the first major pieces of
Texas coastal legistation. The Act (Texas
Natural Resources Code 61.001) states:

It ~is declared and ‘affirmed to be the
public policy of this State that the
public, individually 'and collectively,
shall have the free and unrestricted
right of ingress and egress to and from
the State-owned beaches bordering on the
seaward shore of the Gu?f_of Mexico, or
if the public has acquired a right of
‘use or easement to or .over an area by
prescription, “dedication, or has re-
tained a right by virtue of continuous
use in the public, the public shall have
the free and  unrestricted right of
ingress and egress to the larger area
extending from the line of mean low tide
to the line of vegetation bordering on
the Gulf of Mexico,

Initially a declaration of the public's right
to unimpeded use of the State's beaches, the
Act has, in effect, become a strong manage-~
ment tool, Public ‘acquisition of private
property can be accomplished either by “ded-
ication,” which :implies formal dedication of
title or commonly accepted public usage with
the consent of the owner, or by “prescrip~
tion," which implies that the public may take
the land from the private owner,

The. issue of State acquisition of private
tland becomes particularly relevant after a
storm-induced shoreline retreat that leaves
buildings standing on the public beach, i.e.,
seaward of the vegetation line.

Shortly after the passage of the Texas Open.
Beaches - Act, the State's right to such land -

‘was settled in the "Seaway Company case."

The ‘issue- in the case was whether barriers
- could be ‘erected by a private company (on
Galveston . Island) to limit access to a

‘100 years, ~that' . use,

-hurricane,”
_jattornay general filed a suit against those
- homeowners on. Galveston beach whose property

" Galveston Island.

or portions of 131ands

section of existing beach. . The court found
that because the beach had been used
unrastricted1y by the -pub?ic “for more than
_ -effect, consti-
tuted -an 1mp11&d ded1cataon of  an ‘ease-
ment to the public. The humanmade barriers
were found - to be  in violation of this
principle, -

Other questions concerning public usage of
the "historical® beach arose in the aftermath
of Hurricane Alicia. ~Hurricane Alicia made
tandfall on August 8, 1983, just west of San
Luis Pass, to the southwest of. Galveston
Island. - The maximum onshore winds, storm
surge, and wave - energy were .concentrated to
the east of 1andfal! a10ng the western half
of Galveston Island. In th}s area, the vege-
tation line was eroded up to 130 feet land-
ward; the vertical down-cutting of the beach
amounted to about 5 feet. One year later a
lot of sand had returned to Galveston Island
beaches, presgm&b}y from. the nearshore bars,
yet the vegetation line had not moved seaward
(Dupre, pers. comm.).

Two lawsuits were filed as a result of this
In . the first case, the State

was more than 50 percent destroyed and was
tocated between the water and the vegetation
line after the hurricane,  The State argued
that structures in  this. zone were in
violation of the Texas 0Open Beaches Act
and should not be rebuilt. The State won
the case with a directed verdict in an Austin
court in October, 1984. -

The hameownefs-appéé?ed this decision, filing
a countersuit in a Galveston court. In this

‘Titigation the plaintiffs (homeowners) argued
that the Open Beaches Act does not imply a

rolling easement; when ‘the public beach

erodes, so do the public rights. The home-
owners lost . this case. The U.S. Supreme
Court recently (April 1987) upheld the

"rolling easement" portions of the Texas Open
Beach Act.

Related litigation has been tried before on
In 1970, property owners
along the West Beach .were charged with vicla~-
tion of the Open Beaches Act. After a de-
layed trial, as late as 1975, three different
judgments were agreed upon by the parties.
Most of the defendants. (homeowners) refused
to concede any public rights to the receding
beach, i.e., there was. no acceptance of the
rol}ing easement concept. A few homeowners
accepted a qualified rolling easement, i.e.,
they accepted pubiic access to the retreating
beach but maintained that the structures on
the beach would continue to be used by the
owner. A minority of the Tandowners fully
accepted the concept that public rights of
beach access should move Jlandward with the
receding shoreline.

Coastal Public Lands Management Act (CPLMA)

This Act, passed in 1973, pertains to State-
owned submerged land and State owned islands
0r1gana1}y, coastal
pubtic lands were: so1d for navigation pur-
poses for $1 per acre. In 1969, a moratorium
was. put on - such sales, and in 1973, CPLMA
revised the laws to permit only 1eas1ng, not
purchasing. Also, ‘this Act provided for com-
prehensive State management of all submerged




lands. It became the State's policy to pro-
tect the most biologically sensitive coastal
land areas by keeping dredging permits to a
minimum and by requiring dredged material to
be disposed on upland areas "to the extent
practicable."

State agencies. The regulation of coastal
activities, implementation of State and
federally funded programs, and studies of
coastal issues are distributed among a
number of State agencies, 1including the
following.

Governor's Budget and Planning Office.
This office collects information and
serves as the central coordinating
agency for Federal, State, and regional
planning.

School Land Board. The board, chaired
by the Commissioner of the General Land
Office, is the executive agency charged
with the administration, implementation,
and enforcement of the Coastal Public
Lands Management Act of 1973. Monies
received by the board for granting
interests in coastal public lands are
deposited in the State Treasury to the
credit of the Permanent School Fund,
Avajlable School Fund, and a Special
Fund.

General Land Office {(GLO). The profes-
sional and other support staff of the
GLO assist the School Land Board in the
discharge of its duties. The GLO is
responsible for the management of State-
owned lands, including the submerged bay
bottoms.

Parks and Wildlife Department. The de-
partment manages all wildlife resources
and operates an extensive State park
system.

Department of Highways and Public Trans-
portation. This department is respon-
sible for S5tate funds and Federal con-
tributions to highway construction and
maintenance. With the Corps of Engi-
neers, the department is also responsi-
ble for administration of the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW).

The Texas Latastrophe Property Insurance As-
sociation (CATPOOL) program, This program
was created by the Texas Legislature in the
1960's, after Hurricanes Carla, Celia, and
Beulah hit coastal settlements on the upper,
central, and lower Texas coast. This wide~
spread hurricane impact generated legislative
support for a program to protect homeowners
and persons with legitimate business inter-
ests along the coast who found that they
were unable to secure insurance through
conventional sources. CATPOOL requires all
insurance companies licensed to write pro-
perty insurance in Texas to share the risk of
major natural catastrophes on a formula
basis. The insurance covers wind, hail, and
fire damage. The State of Texas does not
offer flood insurance.

There is no rate subsidy in the Texas CATPOOL
program, but insurance companies are entitled
to a premium tax credit if the total aggre-

gate payment after a disaster exceeds $100
million. After Hurricane Allen (1980), this
provision did not come into effect because
agyregate payments were only about $14 mii-
tion (Dyer 1983). After Hurricane Alicia
(1983), however, the total payments from
CATPOOL were about $150 million, which did
cause the tax credit provision to go into
effect.

The CATPOOL program subsidizes coastal prop-
erty owners at two levels: (1) other property
owners subsidize high-hazard coastal develop-
ment through escalated premiums, and (2) the
taxpayers of the State subsidize the program
through the premium tax credit for catas-
trophic losses. There are liability limits
on individual policies. The limit for pri-
vate homes is $200,000; for commercial prop-
erties the policies may go up to $1 million.
The total current 1iability for the CATPOOL
program is $4.5 billion.

The costly 1impact of Hurricane Alicia has
encouraged & reassessment of the CATPOOL
program. Some argue that the State should
follow the Federal example set by CBRA and
reduce the State subsidies for insurance on
coastal barriers. Others argue that the
State should step in to provide the insur-
ance coverage being withdrawn through the
passage of CBRA.

Texas recently enacted legistation to
strengthen the CATPOOL by establishing a
committee to advise the State Board of
Insurance on building specifications and by
providing for 1inspections of all coastal
counties by the State Board. Procedures
were also established for any interested
party to petition the State Board for amend-
ments to the CATPOOL Plan of Operations.

Sand Dune Protection Act. In 1970, the State
passed a requirement that each county com-
mission issue permits for the removal of
sand, marl, gravel, and shell within 1,500
feet of any public bheach. The Sand Dune
Protection Act followed this requirement in
1973, This Act authorized those counties
with jurisdiction over ceastal barriers to
establish a dune protection line 1,000 feet
landward of the mean high tide 1ine and to
require developers to o¢obtain a permit from
the county commission to disturb a dune or
vegetation seaward of the line.

Adoption of this Act by the individual
counties is optional. To date, Nueces,
Galveston, and Matagorda Counties have
adopted dune protection lines; only Nueces
County has included all of the barrier istand
sand dunes under its dune protection scheme.
If a dune area under consideration for some
alteration is judged critical to the
protection of State-owned dlands, then the
Gieneral lLand Office may comment on the
proposed activities. There is no required
State permit, however, nor can the Land
Office comment if the county has not adopted
a dune protection line.

31 TAC § 155.11. This rule was adopted by
the School Lands Board to establish that all
of the coastal lands incliuded within the pro-
posed additions to the CBRS in the 1987 Draft

Report, Volumes 19 and 20 (North and South
Texas), are areas to be used primarily for
wildlife refuge, sanctuary, recreation, or




natural resources conservation purposes. The
rule was promulgated to ensure that State-
owned lands would meet the definition of
"nptherwise protected" and became effective
December 25, 1987.

31 TAC § 13.19. This rule parallels the
School Land Board rule., It was adopted by
the Commissioner of the General Land Office
to establish that all State-owned submerged
lands not under the Jjurisdiction of the
School Land Board and included within the
proposed additions to the CBRS in the 1987
Oraft Report, Volumes 19 and 20, are also
areas to be used primarily for wildlife
refuge, sanctuary, recreation, or natural
resources conservation purposes. It also
became effective December 25, 1987.

Local Actions

A unique approach to dune protection has
been taken in Port Aransas (Nueces County),
where the builders together with the city
government, the county, and the local water
district have agreed on deed restrictions
placed on development in the first row of
unstabilized dunes. They have also agreed
that no seawalls or bulkheads are to be
constructed.

New developments along the Texas coast
increasingly face the bay margins rather than
the open gulf. One particular case 1is the
Packery Point yacht facility under construc-
tion at the northern tip of Padre Island near
Corpus Christi. This $150 million facility
will have a 40-acre marina and 60 acres of
Jand development. Under present plans, the
marina will connect with Packery Channel and
the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW). Its
nearest connection to the Gulf of Mexico,
however, is Aransas Pass, some 30 miles away.

In return for Federal and State permits for
the Packery Point Marina, the developer
agreed to mitigation including a commitment
to rajse 2 acres of State-owned submerged
land to a 3-foot elevation, and to lower
another 7.6 acres to 1 foot below mean sea
level and plant marsh grass for waterbird
habitat there.

The Texas Open Beaches Act (see earlier
discussion) has traditionally been inter-
preted to 1imply that the beaches should
remain accessible for vehicular traffic.
Consequently, traffic congestion and, at
times, serious accidents have been common
summer scenes on Texas beaches. The City of
Galveston closed its beaches to summertime
driving in 1984 and solved the accessibility
issue by providing parking facilities and
access roads at less than 1-mile spacing
along shore. Concurrently, the c¢ity also
purchased land for a large number of "pocket
beach" parks along the island.

Private Sector Initiatives

Small parcels of land owned by private con-
servation organizations exist all along the
Texas coast. One example is Bird Island in
West Bay (Galveston Bay) behind the town of

Jamaica Beach. This property is leased from
GLO and managed by the National Audubon
Society.

EXISTING CBRS UNITS

The Texas CBRS units are characteristically
sandy barriers with grass and shrub-covered
ridges. Because of the stability of the
Texas coastal area, as compared 1o ‘the
Mississippi Delta region of Louisiana for
example, the barriers are generally older.
Galveston and Matagorda Islands date back
nearly 4,000 years. The other wide barriers
are probably of similar age.

A brief description of each existing CBRS
unit along the north coast of Texas is pro-
vided below. FEach unit is identified by its
ID code and name (established by Conghress in
1982) and county in which it is located.

T01l-Sea Rim {Jefferson). This unit is
bounded on the east by Sabine Pass and the
Port Arthur Ship Channel, and on the west by
a line running south from Fence Lake. The
northern boundary irends southwesterly near
the shores of Keith Lake and Salt Lake. The
coastal segment of TOl is situated between
the Texas Point National Wiidlife Refuge to
the east and Sea Rim State Park to the west.

A modern strandplain and chenier system
characterize this unit; cheniers do not
occur elsewhere along the Texas coastline.
These cheniers, or beach ridge deposits,
occur within extensive salt and brackish
marshes. The rvelijef of the ridges usually
does not exceed 5 feet. Because of the
generally low regional elevation, storm
surges generated by hurricanes can submerge
the entire unit. An active processes map
published by Fisher et al. (1973) indicates
that the entire area was inundated by Hurri-
canes Carla (1962} and Beulah (1967).

TO2A-High Island (Jefferson, Chambers, and
Galveston). This unit extends Trom the
western boundary of Sea Rim State Park to the
community of Gilchrist, west of High Isiand.
The community and industries of High Island
are atop a salt dome and are excluded from
the CBRS unit, but Herseshoe Marsh just north
of High Island is part of the unit. The
landward boundary of the High Island unit is
the Glww.

The beaches of T02A are low-lying, narrow
{200 feet between the low-tide and first Tine
of vegetation), and eroding; they contain
much shell material. Storm-generated waves
frequently leave washover fans in the back
beach region (Fisher et al. 1973). The
ragion landward of the beach is marked by
freshwater to brackish marshes, with predomi-
nantly fine-grained, muddy substrate. A few
mesquite and Tlive oaks are found on the
strandplain flats. Sites of active or poten-
tial washover channels have been identified
west of the island. Hurricanes Carla and
Beulah flooded the entire unit except for
High Island itself.

TO3A-Bolivar Peninsula {Galveston). This
unit comprises six subunits and extends
roughly from Rollover Pass to within a mile
of the peninsula's southwestern tip. New
land formed by spit accretion on the west
side of the peninsula is considered State-

owned (Fisher et al. 1973). 1lhe six subunits
are contained between the gulf and the GIWW.




CBRS UNITS IN TEXAS ESTABLISHED BY CONGRESS, 1982

Total Fastland
Shoreline Area Area
Unit Name Unit ID Code County Length (miles) {acres) (acres)
Sea Rim T01 Jefferson 2.5 15,672.3 2,326.3
High Island TOZ2A Jefferson
Chambers
Galveston 11.6 22,241.2 969.0
Bolivar Penisula TO3A Galveston 6.0 6,941.9 901.7
Follets Island TO4 Brazoria 9.4 3,192.4 882.5
Brazos River Complex T05 Brazoria 4.0 4,109.8 1,343.9
Sargent Beach T06 Matagorda 4.5 616.8 298.2
Matagorda Peninsula T07 Matagorda
Calhoun 52.6 25,613.5 10,409.2
San Jose Isltand
Complex TO8 Calhoun
Aransas 32.9 49,359.4 19,152.7
Totals: 123.5 127,747.3 36,283.5

Bolivar Peninsula, the first detached land-
form west of the Louisiana-Texas border, is
formed of prograded beach ridges. The source
of sand for the peninsula is thought to be
eroded deltaic headlands near High Island.
The predominant southwesterly longshore
sediment transport in this area supports that
observation. Swales, the Jlower elevations
between beach ridges, are sites for finer
sediment accumuiation and salt marsh
communities.

In the past, Bolivar Peninsula was incised
by several tidal inlets, two of which have
left noticeable deposits on the landward side
of the beach ridge system. The saltwater
marsh that extends in two lobate fans back
into East Bay has grown over flood-tidal
deltas deposited by past tidal inlets. Beach
ridges that curve sharply landward are other
evidences of past inlet locations. The salt-
water marsh that borders the GIWW 1is sepa-
rated from the beach ridge system by sparsely
vegetated to unvegetated emergent tidal flats
that are characterized by seasonal evaporite
crusts.

Topographic maps of the Bolivar Peninsuia
indicate that the highest point of the beach
ridges does not, on average, lie much more
than 5 feet above mean sea level, The
susceptibility of this area to flooding was
demonstrated by Hurricanes Carla and Beulah,
when the entire peninsula was submerged. The
beach along Bolivar Peninsula is narrow and
erosive at the eastern end of the unit, but
widens to the west. The beach is accreting
near the inlet at the westernmost end of the

peninsula bounding the Bolivar Roads Ship
Channetl.
T04-Follets Island (Brazoria). This unit

Ties between San lLuis Island to the east and
the community of Surfside Beach to the west.
It is continuous for approximately 10 miles
except for three breaks, or ‘corridors,"
which are established communities. Gulf
beaches form the seaward boundary of the
unit, and the State-owned submerged lands of
Christmas and Drum Bays are the landward

edge. The landward and westernmost portion
of the CBRS unit is separated from Brazoria
National Wildlife Refuge by the GIWW.

The susceptibility of this unit to wave
attack and inundation is shown by the pre-
sence of at least five regions of frequent
storm washovers. Although these channels
quickly fill and are dry under regular wave
conditions, they are easily reoccupied during
storm wave conditions. The back side of
Follets Island is <covered with small,
vegetated washover fans.

Foliets Istand is characterized by ridge and
swale topography. The beach ridges may be
lTightly vegetated with grass while the swales
are grass covered or mud filled. Bordering
the beach ridges are wind-tidal flats (Fisher
et al. 1973). These essentially barren flats
support algae communities during infrequent,
seasonal flooding. A large, unvegetated
active washover fan is situated south of the
western portion of Christmas Bay. Smaller,

but still distinct, fanlike deposits are
cbservable 1in the southwestern corner of
Drum Bay and the easternmost portion of
Swan Lake.

T05-Brazos River Complex (Brazoria). This
unit 1is broken into three subunits. From
east to west, they are Quintana Beach, Bryan
Beach, and the area between the San Bernard
River and the new Brazos River Channel. The
accreting land of the new Brazos River Delta

south of the westernmost subunit is not
included. The Quintana Beach and Bryan Beach
subunits are separated by a small coastal

community about one-third of a mile wide.
The Bryan Beach State Recreation Area is
between the Bryan Beach subunit and the new
Brazos River Channel. The GIWW is the unit's
landward boundary.

The Brazos-Colorado River deltaic system
supplied the sediment that formed the Texas
coast between San Luis Pass and Brown Cedar
Cut, including CBRS unit TO05 and Sargent
Beach, unit TO06, further west-southwest.



These beaches exhibit ridge and swale topog-
raphy with elevations generally lower than
5 feet. As a result, this unit is highly
susceptible to damaging storm surge and wave
attacks. This region has been the site of
Tandfall for two minor hurricanes, Fern
(1971) and Delia (1973), which produced
6-foot and 4.5-foot surges, respectively.

Since the Brazos River was diverted to its
new channel in 1929, the beachfronts of
Quintana Beach and Bryan Beach have been
aroding at an average rate of 6.3 feet per
year. To the southeast of the new river
channel, a delta is building out at an
average annual rate of 19.6 feet (Morton and
Pieper 1975b). The new Brazos River Delta
Tand lies south of the westernmost subunit
of T05 and is not included in it. This sub-
unit, which has no beachfront exposure, is
composed primarily of low elevation saltwater
marsh, as are the landward portions of the
eastern subunits from the rear of the barrier
to the GIWW. The landward fringes of the
unit are sites of spoil mounds dredged from
the GIWW.

T06-Sargent Beach (Matagorda). This unit is
a narrow stretch of coastline which extends
4.5 miles westward from the western edge of
Cedar lLakes to a small, apparently expanding
coastal community. The landward boundary is,
again, the GIWW.

The dominant southwest transport of incident
waves redistributed the sands from the
Brazos-Colorado Delta to form this stretch
of coastline. Without a recent source, less
sediment 1is moving into the system than is
moving out (to the southwest) of the system.
According to Morton and Pieper (1975b), Sar-
gent Beach is eroding at rates in excess of
10 feet per year.

Sargent Beach is narrow and low in elevation
{5 feet). Its discontinuous dune Tline is
subject to overwash by hurricane storm surge
and accompanying waves. There are records of
extreme hurricane storm surges which
inundated the entire shoreline between San
Luis Pass and Brown Cedar Cut (U.5. Army
Corps of Engineers 1962). In fact, low
elevations make this stretch of coastline one
of those most affected by severe storms in
the southern coastal States. At least a
dozen damaging storms have affected the
immediate vicinity of Freeport. Because most
of this coastline is in a natural state,
poststorm damage is limited to the blanketing
of beach vegetation under a layer of over-
washed sands.

T07-Matagorda Peninsula (Matagorda and Cal-
houn). This unit fronts East Matagorda and
Matagorda Bays between Caney Creek to the
east and Pass Cavallo to the west. The whole
peninsula is included in the unit except for
a small area adjacent to and east of the
Colorado River.

The source of sand for Matagorda Peninsula
was the Brazos-Colorado deltaic system and
previously  deposited innershelf  sands.
Matagorda Peninsula formed as a southwest-
wardly growing barrier spit. Between 1925
and 1935, the Colorado River built across and

split Matagorda Bay. In 1936, a channel was
dredged through the peninsula, connecting
the river with the qulf. The volume of sedi-
ment supplied by the river since then has
been less than that eroded by longshore
currents, causing the peninsula to remain in
an eroding state.

Matagorda Peninsula is a low-profile barrier
east of the Colorado River and a high profile
barrier to the west. East of the Colorado,
discontinuous dunes are low (5 feet); west
of the river, some isolated dunes attain
heights of 25 feet. More continuous dunes,
from 10 to 15 feet high, are found between
Greens Bayou and the Matagorda Ship Channel.
From east to west along the peninsula, the
beach width dincreases (100 to 400 feet)
because of a more abundant supply of sand.

Matagorda Peninsula is subject to damage from
high waves and storm surge during hurricanes
and tropical storms. When Hurricane Carla
{1962) crossed the Texas coast at Pass
Cavalle, its storm surge, in excess of 12
feet, submerged a large part of the Matagorda
Peninsuia. from the Colorado River east to
the CBRS unit boundary, many washovey
channels have been observed. West of the
Colorado to Green's Bayou, fewer washover
channels are found. Only one washover chan-
nel was identified by Morton et al. (1976)
between Greens Bayou and the westernmost
extent of the unit at Decros Point (at Pass
Cavalle). According to Morton et al. (1976},
the Matagorda Peninsula is eroding at high
rates on the western shore of Brown Cedar Cut
(10 to 15 feet per year), the eastern shore
of Greens Bayou (5 to 10 feet per year), and
at Decros Point (5 to 15 feet per year). The
north jetty of Matagorda Ship Channel has
caused the updrift beach on Matagorda Penin-
sula to accrete. The remainder of the island
is undergoing erosion at a rate of less than
5 feei per year.

TO8~5an Jose Island Complex (Calhoun and

Aransas). This unit includes Matagorda
Island from Panther Point Lake southward to
Aransas Pass. The complex, with beaches
between 200 and 350 feet wide, separates
Aransas and Espiritu Santo Bays from the Gulf
of Mexico. San Jose Isltand is also part of
the unit. The more northern portion of lower
Matagorda Island between Panther Point and
pPass Cavallo 1is included in the Matagorda
National Wildlife Refuge. The saltwater
marsh on the bay side of Matagorda Island,
north and east of Mesquite Bay, is also part
of this refuge.

The foredune system of these high-profile
barriers is relatively continuous and ranges
up to 50 feet in elevation. However, the
average elevation is between 15 and 20 feet.
This tremendous bank of sand absorbs erosive
waves during storm conditions. Storm waves
break upon the foredune Tine and pull the
sand to offshore deposits. Poststorm
rebuilding of the beach and foredune ridges
has been observed in this system. Few wash-
over and potential washover channels were
identified by Morton and Pieper (1976) for
this region. Hurricane Carla, with its storm
surge of over 12 feet, flooded 95 percent of
Matagorda and San Jose Isiands. Beulah, a

hurricane of average intensity, caused exten-
sive flooding in low-lying areas.
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RECOMMENDED ADDITIONS AND MODIFICATIONS

The Department of the Interior recommends
that all undeveloped, unprotected coastal

barriers and associated aquatic habitat
identified in north Texas be added to the
CBRS, The DOI also recommends that other-
wise protected, undeveloped coastal barriers
be excluded from the CBRS. A portion of
existing CBRS wunit 708 1is Federally pro-
tected; the DOI recommends this area be
deleted from the CBRS. However, 1if any
otherwise protected, undeveloped <coastal
barrier is ever made available for develop-
ment that is inconsistent with the purposes
of the CBRA, the DOI recommends that it then
be automatically dnciuded in the CBRS. A
complete discussion of DOI's recommendations
concerning otherwise protected, undeveloped
coastal barriers appears in Volume 1. Maps
of all otherwise protected, undeveloped
coastal barriers in north Texas appear in the
following section.

In Texas, most coastal aquatic habitats are
under the jurisdiction of the State's School
Land Board (SLB) and General Land Office
(GLO). In the 1987 Draft Report, the DOI
proposed adding SLB and GLO lands to the CBRS
because it was the Department's opiniton that
these lands did not meet the legal defini-
tions of "otherwise protected.” However, as
discussed earlier, in December 1987, rules
31 TAC § 155.11 and 31 TAC § 13.19 were pro-
mulgated. The DOI asked the Attorney General
of Texas whether rules have the force of Taw
in Texas and he stated that they do. There-
fore, the DOI has concluded that SLB and GLO
lands do meet the definition of "otherwise
protected" and these lands are not recom-
mended for addition to the CBRS.

The DOI also recommends that all existing
Federal navigation channels be excluded from
the CBRS to allow maintenance and deepening
of these channels (see Volume 1). Existing
CBRS unit TO1 contains a portion of the Port
Arthur Ship Channel; DOI's recommended
deletion from T0l (see the following section)
would remove this channel segment from the
CBRS. Existing CBRS Unit TO07 contains a
portion of the Matagorda Ship Channel; DOI
recommends this channel be excluded from the
CBRS by reference. The DOI also recommends
that all segments of the Gulf Intracoastal
Waterway contained in the CBRS be excliuded by
reference. No other major navigation channel
is included in any existing or proposed CBRS
unit.

A table presenting the Department's position
on each unit or proposed unit identified in
north Texas follows this discussion.

The Department of the Interior's recommenda-
tions were developed after full consideration
of the many public, State and Federal agency,
and Congressional comments on the delinea-
tions in the Draft Report released in March
1987. The State of Texas reviewed the 1987
Draft Report and opposes any additions to
the CBRS in Texas. The State is especially
opposed to the addition of SLB and GLO lands
to the CBRS and provided evidence that these
lands are, in fact, otherwise protected. As
stated previousiy, the DOI accepts this
evidence and is not recommending the addi-
tion of SLB and GLO lands to the CBRS. The
State also expressed concerns about ‘the
impact of the proposed CBRS additions on
Texas ports, several of which are planning




channel deepening projects. The DOI's recom-
mendation to exclude existing Federal naviga-
tion channels from the CBRS should alleviate
this concern.

Both the Governor and many other elected
officials in Texas expressed the opinion that
a CBRS expansion in the State would have long
term negative economic impacts on the State.
They believe that the CBRA represents
unnecessary Federal intrusion into State
Coastal Zone management issues, and that the
CBRS expansion would effectively prohibit
development along the coast, denying the
coastal counties of a revenue base that has
already been cut drastically by the collapse
of the energy and agricultural industries.
They urged the DOI to balance Texas' pressing
economic needs along the coast against the
CBRA's conservation and wildlife goals.

Although the DOI's recommendations for north
Texas include a net addition of 7,370 acres
of wetlands to the CBRS, they also include a
net deletion of 1,495 acres of fastland from
the CBRS. This should temper some of the
commenters' concerns. Also the CBRA has
three stated purposes. While one of these is
to minimize damages to fish, wildlife, and
other natural resources resulting from
development, another equally important pur-
pose is to minimize the wasteful expenditure
of Federal revenues. The CBRA is also a
matter of Federal fiscal responsibility. The
CBRA does not prohibit development, it only
prevents Federal monies from subsidizing that

development. The CBRA forces those who build
on coastal barriers to assume the financial
risk rather than passing that risk on to all
American taxpayers. If additional Texas
1ands are added to the CBRS by the Longress,
the State may still allow and/or subsidize
development of these areas, but the State
and/or the developer will assume the risk.

The State's positions on individual CBRS
units 1in north Texas are discussed in the
following section, interspersed with the
appropriate maps.

The Department received 239 other comment
letters, with 4,335 petition signatures,
concerning the State of Texas, The majority
of these letters concerned individual exist-
ing or proposed CBRS units. The general
letters were 4 to 1 in favor of the CBRS
expansion in Texas. Excluding the special
case of CBRS unit T12 (discussed in Volume
20, Texas (South Coast)), the letters
referring to GLO lands were about evenly
split, half supporting and half opposing
their addition to the CBRS. Several com-
menters were concerned about ferry access to
Blackberry Island (TX-11) if it was added to
the CBRS. Blackberry Island is State-
protected and is not recommended for addi-
tion to the CBRS. Substantive comments
concerning individual existing or proposed
CBRS units on the north Texas coast are
discussed and reprinted 1in the following
section, interspersed with the appropriate
maps.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COASTAL BARRIERS ON THE NORTH COAST OF TEXAS

Shore- Fast~
Unit line Total Tand
1D a b Congregs.'Length Area o Area
Code Unit Name County Dist. {miles) (acres) (acres) Recommendationg
TO1l Sea Rim Jefferson 9 2.5 4,626 1,498 Delete altered
area north of
Hwy 87 from
existing CBRS
unit
TO2A High Island Jefferson 9 11.6 23,497 969 Add wetlands
Galveston to existing
CBRS unit
TO3A Bolivar Galveston 9 6.0 12,486 958 Add new areas to
Peninsula existing CBRS
unit
TX-04 Swan Lake Galveston 9 1.9 485 65 Add to CBRS
T04 Follets Island Brazoria 22 9.4 6,232 883 Add wetlands
to existing CBRS
unit
T056 Brazos River Brazoria 22 4.0 8,263 1,922 Add wetlands
Complex to existing
CBRS unit
TO6 Sargent Beach Brazoria 22 4.5 2,005 298 Add wetiands to
Matagorda 14 existing CBRS

unit

{continued)




SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COASTAL BARRIERS ON THE NORTH COAST OF TEXAS (CONCLUDED)

Shore- Fast-
Unit line Total iand
1D a b Congregs, Length Area Area
Code Unit Name County Dist. {miles) (acres) (acres) Recommendation?
TO7 Matagorda Matagorda 14 5.6 31,186 10,609 Add wetlands to
Peninsula Catlhoun existing CBRS
unit
TX~-09 Coon Isiand Matagorda 14 5.5 520 101 Add to CBRS
Bay
TX-10 Shell Beach Matagorda 14 1.3 726 43 Add to CBRS
T08 San Jose Island Calhoun 14 29.4 45,091 17,189 Delete federally
Complex Aransas 27 protected (FWS)
area from
existing CBRS
unit
Total - CBRS as Recommended 131.7 135,117 34,515
Existing CBRS 123.5 127,747 36,010
Net Change in CBRS +8.2 +7,370 -1,495

BUNIT ID CODE - State initials (TX) plus a number identify a proposed new unit. An existing
unit is identified by the legal code letter (T) and number established by Congress in
1982.

bUNIT NAME -~ For proposed new units, this is a provisional name based on a prominent local
feature. For existing CBRS units, this is the legal name.

CCONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT - U.S. Congressional District in which unit is located.

dSHORELINE LENGTH - For existing units with additions or deletions, this length is for the

entire unit, as modified.

®TOTAL AREA - For existing units with additions or deletions, this area 1is for the entire
unit, as modified.

fFASTLAND AREA - This acreage is a rough estimate of the portion of the total area that is

above the mean high tide line (i.e., the non-wetland area). It is a very general
representation of the potentially developable land.

YRECOMMENDATION - A brief explanation of the Department's recommendations to Congress. For
more detailed explanations, see the following section. Abbreviations: FWS = Fish and
Wildlife Service, NPS = National Park Service, CBRS = Coastal Barrier Resources System.



STATE COMMENT LETTERS

STATE ©F TEXAS
QFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
AUSTIN. TEXAS 78711
Jure 18, 15987

WILLIAM P CLEMENTZ iR

GOVERNGR

Mr. Wiltiam P, Horn
Assistant Secretary for

Fish and Wildlife and Parks
4,5, Department of the Interior
Washington, D.C. 20240

Degr Mr, Horn:

it Ras recently come to my attention that a major portion of South Padre
Island was put into the Coastal Barvier Resources System in 1982,

This area represents an fmpartant asset to the Tocal ecoromy and fo the
future development potential of that regfon. Denial of federal develoep-
ment assistance 1o South Padre Isiand will have major, tong-term negative
impacts on local tax bases. In an area ranked amoag the pocrest ir the
natien, removing these Jands from the tax rolls can only exacerbate ar
already dismal outlook for local governments faced with explosive
population growth and declining revenves.

1 am confident that development consistent with environmental protection
and conservation can coexist on the Island, and T respectfully request
that the area designated as T11 by the Coastal Barriers Study Group be

STATE OF TEXAS
QFFICE GF THE GOVERNOR
AUSTIN TEXAS 78711
June 19, 1987

WILLEAM P CLEMENTS JR

GOVERNOR

The Honorable Donald P. Hodel
Secretary

U.5. Departmest of the Interior
Washington, D.C. 20240

Dear Dom:

T have Tollowed with great interest and growing comcern the Departmert
of the Intertor’'s recomeerdations regarding expansions to the Coasta?l
Barrier Resources System [CBRS),

At seven public meetings atong the Texas coast 1ast week, residents of
areas recommended for inclusion in CBRS turmed out in large numbers to
espress thefr feelings on the issue. Most of them support the concept
of varrier isiand protectipn and of wetlands conservation. They
recognize the importance to their Yives of shrimp and fish nurseries, of
bird nesting snd aguatic habitat, and of the eccnomit value of unspoiled
and undeveloped beaches for recreational purposes. But most of the
Texsng speaking at those meetings also repeatedly and vigorously called
for balance between pressing economic needs and the wholesale removal of
coastz! areas from development.

The Department's stock response 18 that CBRS does not prevent develop-
ment, it only prohibits the use of federal funds for development in the

System. At best this is an ingenuous answer; without feders? flood

f 1 . : : M

removed from the Coastal Barrier Resources Syscem insurance, transportation assistance, water and sewer grants, and other
Singerely forms of federal aid, development will mot occur, The sbsence of

development thus imppsed will be borne directly by local taxing
Jurisdictions «=Toral governments and special districts slready
struggling to meke do on revenve streams cut to a trickie by the
coliapie of the energy and agriculture Industries. In many cases, the
coastal lands marked for fnaciusion represent the greatest assets
reu:niag to m;!; ceastal counties. Effectively plaging them beyond .
. development will have long-term reprecussions for those governments, for
: The Hon.
<¢ ;h: ng. i;',;?{dss.i:‘:,se" the state, and for the satien,
The Hon. Sclomor Drifz
Coastal Barrier Study Group

W ‘Ql

William P, Clements, Jr.
Governor

Another troubling aspect of the Coastal Barriers Study Group’s
recommendations is the move to tnclude public Tands previously exempled
a5 "otherwise protected.” We are told that the Texas General Land
DfFfice’s efforts to lease the oYd Brazos Island State Park for
development has demonstrated that the state canmol be trusted to protect
these tands, and that the federal government wust therefore assume
réspansibitity for dofng so. I find this notion repugnant to the very

principtes of our federal system. I also Ffind 1t misguided, in that the
School Land Board, which administers the Texas Coastal Public Lands
Maragement Act, has adopted official rules requiring it to tonsider the
purposes ang intent of the Coastal Barrier Pesources Act in making
teases, easements, and other interests in coastal lands,

1 am also extremely concerned about the impact of the proposed changes
or Texas ports and our coastal transportation system. Seversl of our
ports, including Fresport, Port Arthur, and the Port of Browniville,
will be bdlocked from developing to their full potential if the
recommendations are enacted as proposed., Each of these ports is vital
to the econbmic development of {ts reglon, ard they must be given
expansion roer if they are to serve the needs of their regipns, the
state, asnd the United States. The Guif€ [ntracoastal Waterway serves &
stpilar role in the development of the entire coasta) area and is
criticat to the I£.5.'s exppriing future. If included within the (ERS
boundaries 35 proposed, however, future improvements to the Waterway
will be jaopardized.

Mr. Secretary, I, tike most other Texans, am keenly aware of the need to
preserve and protect our coastz] resources. I am not cenvinced,

however, that a massive trarsfer of coastal Tends into the Coasta’

Barrier Resources System is recessary or wise, Federal and state tools,
including 404 permits, FEMA regulations, state laws, and Jocal building
and zoning regulations, already exist to marage growth in enviranmental-
1y sensitive sreas. [ realize that the Coasta’ Barrier Resources Act of
1982 did not direct the Depariment to take into consideration the
pconomic impacts of its CBRS recommendations. Bet the economic corsequen-
ces to Toc) taxing jurisdictions ane to the State of Texas if the
current recommendations were to be enzcted would be dramstic and longe
Yived. In the long term, [ belfeve the amount seved by noti paying ¥lood
ipsurance clatms will be irsignificant compared te the tax losses to 2l!
levets of government, including the federa) treasury, that will occur as
& result of removing messive amounts of the Texas coast from development,
1 do not question the need for protection of some portions of barrier
i5Tands, | do, however, take strong issue with the scope of the Departmert
of Interior's recommendations as they currently stand, and urge that

they be tempered By ecomomic realism,

My comments are amplified and supported by the attached statements from
varicus state sgencies, local governments, and others. They will be
further substantiated By submissions mailed under separate cover from
entities along the Texas coast,

1 togk forward to seeing our concerns reflected in the fiml
recommendations to the Congress later this year,

Sincerely,

“ ‘,{}\

wiliiam P. Clements, Jr,
Bovernor

co:  Texas Members of Congress
toastal Barriers Study Group
Texas Office of State-Federal Relations




OTHER GENERAL COMMENT LETTERS CONCERNING NORTH TEXAS

June 5, 1987

The Honorable Donald P. Hodel
‘The Secretary of the Intevior
Washington, .T. 20248

Dear Mr. Secretary:

the Texas General Land OFfice has swamined the mape and narrative presenting
proposed changes in the Texas units in the Coastal Barrier Resources System
{CRES1. We strongly abiect to the recammended addition of several hwrvired
thousand acres of state-cwnad land to che system, These lands are, we
believe, otherwise protected under rules promuigated by the School land
Board of Texas and by the laws of the Btate of Texas.

We applaud the intent of the Coasval Barrier Resources Act, DUt we see no
need for the imposition of a second layer of bureaucrscy to ensuve the
praservation of our parrier rescuvces. The presert foastal Rarrier Resources
System, which classifies state—owned land in Texas as otherwise protectel
scoamplishes the intent of the hot,

The School Land Board, whicn admimisters, implements. and enforoes the Texas
Cosstal Public Lands Management Act ©f 1973, is responsible for the approval
of leases, easements, and permits suthorizing the use of cvastal puplic laxds
and for the development of mansgement policies for these lands.

The Board vecognizes the intent of Congress to limit the use of federal
subsidies for the development of certain undeveloped flood-prone and énvivans
mentally sengitive cpastal areas. In December of 1986, the Board adopted, on
an emergency basis, a new rule clarifying its desire to support the purposes
angt intent of Congress in enacting the Coastal Barrier Resources Act.{copy
attached). This rule, finally adopted as of May 11, 1987, ensures that the
purposes and intent of the act will be considered in the granting of state
leases, easements, and other interasts.

The comments that follow address inconsistencies between the definitions
published in the Federsl Register, Vol. 50, No. 42, for implementation of the
Coastal Barrier RESouEces Act ard the delimeavion of units proposed for
inclusion tn the CBRS: point out some erronecus statements made in the
narrative; and offer information which demonstrates that the inclusion

of & vast amount of state-cwned submerged land in the system is inappro—
priate,

Garry Mauro
Commissinnes
Generat Lang Office

Stapner T s BLETE

Delineation of Proposad Units

The landward houndaries of several proposed units depicted do not conform Lo
the published definitions. In general, the definitions provide that the
boundary is to lie no more than five miles lardward of the mean high water
line on the unprotected side of a coastal barrier. FProposed units 108, 116,
and T11 extend landward more than the maximm five miles,

Ffor secondary barriers that function as cosstal barriers within bay systems,
the definitions state that the lardward bomndary is to be no more than one
mile landward of the mean high water line on the unprotected side of the
harrier. Units TX~11 in Espiricu Santo Hay, TX-12 in Espiritu Santo and San
Antonio baye, and T%-20 in Alazan Bay all extend more than two miles landward
of mean high water.

Discrepancies between the federal guidelines and the delineation of bound-
aries of proposed system units in many areas of the Taxas coast have been
brought to our attertion. In Brazoria County, for example. the proposed
addition to TO4 extends move vhan five miles inland fram the Gulf. Approxi-
mately 2,137 acres along the west side of the Brazos River Diversion Chrannel
vroposed for inclusizn in the CBRS will be turned over to the Texas Parks
and Wildlife Departrent for wildlifs mamagement purposes, 1,252 acres in fee
title and 1,065 acres as a perpetual conservation easement.

Factusl Ercors

the Texas Coastal ard Marine Council, listed among state agencies with
coastal responsibilities on the third page of sach volume, was abolished
under the state's sunset law ir 1935, The roles of the School Lamd Bear? and
General Land Office could be netter described in this section as follows:

Schonl Land Scard. The noard, chaired by the Comissioner of the
Gerera: wand Dftlce, 13 the exscutive agency charged with the administra-

tion, implementacvion, and enforcement of the Coastal Public Lands
Managerent Act of 1973, Monmies received by the boart for granting
interests in coastal public lands are deposited in the State Treasury to
the credic of the Permanent School Pund, Available School Pund, and a
spectal fund.

General Land Office. The pmfessional and other support staff of the
fereral Lamd OElice sssist the board in the discharge of its responsibil-
ities and duties.

Tn Volume 19, the paragraph headed *Private Sector Initiatives™ (p. 4)
incorrectly states that the National Audubon Society owng Bird Island in
west Bay. The Audubon Society leases the island from the Texas General
iand Office.

in the same paragraph (Vol. 19, p. 4} is the statement. "negotiations are
underway ragarding donation of the western end of the Matagorda Peninsula to
The Nature Conservancy.” The land in guestion is the eagtern end of Matagor-
d& Peninsula, rot the western end, and The Nature Conservancy is negotiating
to purchase the property.

tn the discussion of unit TS-Brazos River Camplex in Volume 18 {p. %), both
tuintana Beach and Bryan Beach are said to have high ercsion rates. This is
true only of Quintana Beach.

The statement at the snd of the narrative in Volume 20 {p. 6) that the
General Land Office has issued a grovisional leass for the area known as the
Arazos stand State Recreation Area is mistaken. The General land Dffice has
offered to return the ares to the Texas Parks and Wildlife Deparument for
use as a public park., An applicant who held a lease option on this property
relinquished it in May of 1986 and now holds only a comditional road ease-
ment. Construction of the road is contingsnt upon the approval of the Texas
Parks and Wildlife Department, which has not yet made a formal decision about
acguisition of the property.

Preserves Leased by the General Land Office

The Bird Island lsase in West Bay is one of a toral of nine coastal leases
that the National Audubon SoCisty and Hauston Audunan Society now have with
the General land Office. The other leased areas are:

1. Sydnes Island, Port Arthur, Orange County

2. Deadman's Islard/long Resf, Aransas Bay, Aransas County

3. Green Island/Three Islands, laguna Madre, Cameron Jounty

4. Second Chain of Islands, San Antonio Bay, Calhoun County

3, Wingreet-un island, Trinity Bay, Chambers Coaunty

6, Lydia Ann Island, Avansas Bay, Aransas County

7. Sundown, Rattlesnake, Ayres, Roddy, Matagorda, and Bludworth islands
in Mesquite Hay, Arangas County

B. Snake Island, West Bay, Galveston Coumty

The General Land OFfice is currertly crocessing applications from the Audubon
Society for the lease of an additional 13 areas along the coasty

1. Rollover Pass, Fast Bay, Galveston County

2. Little pelican Island. Salveston Bay, Galveston County

3. ®ig Bayou Spoil, Redfish and Corpus Christi hays, Nueces snd Aransas
counties

4. Fita Island Spoil, Laguna Madre, Nueces County

5, Rabbit Island, Laguna Madre, Keredy County

6, Three Island Spoil, laguna Madre, Camercn County

7. Keredy Causeway Spoil, Laguna Madre and Corpus Christi Bay, ueces
County

8, Laguna Vista 5poil, laguna Madre, Cameron County

§. Tort Isabel Spoil, Laguna Madre, Cameron County

10, South Land Cut, Laguna Madre, Xenedy County

1i. Arrove Colorado Spoil, Laguna Madre, Cameron County

12, East Nusces Bay Spoil, Nueces Bay, Nugces County

13. West Nueces Bay Spoil, Nueces Bay, Musces County

These Audubon Soclety preserves will be supplemented ty a systém of state
coastal preservas. The Ueneral Land Office and Texas Parks and wildlife
Tepartment recently agreed upon guidelines for the establisfeent of a new
Coastal Preserve Program to protect especially sensitive or valuable coastal
natural areas.

Conclusion

The Department of the Interior should adhere to its published definitions for
the delineation of Coastal Barrier Rescurces System units: extension of

the landward poundaries of any proposed unit beyond the established limits
cannot be justified. The Department should be equally meticulous in its
inventory of arsas that meet the definition of “otherwise protected.”

‘the Ganeral Land Office and School Land Board recognize the need to preserve
the valuable natural areas that serve as nursery grounds and hacitat for
fish and wildlife, as storm buffers, as recreational resources, and as
aesthetic attractions. We believe that we should be given credit for
appreciating the benefits of protecting the renewable resources of the
tarrisr region, and we believe we should be given credit for the long-term
protection we have ensured.

The igsuance of wildiife managemant leases, the developrent of 2 stare
coastal preserve gsystem, and the adoption of rules mandating consideration of
the intent of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act in the praview of all proposed
uses of coastal public lamds imdicete the state's initiative in coastal
resource protection.

Camissioner of the General Land Office and Chairman of the Schoel Land
Board, T firmly believe thar state protection of undeveloped coastal punlic
lands preciudes the need for addition of these lands vo tne federal Coastal
Barrier Resources System.

Singerely,

7
%ﬂ) A Flaion r
¥ Maun -
Texas Lapfl Commissioner

M/

oo Mr. Frank B, 4oGilvrey, Coastal Barriers Coordinator
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October &, 1587

The Honorabie Donald P. Hedel
The Secretary of the Interior
19¥h and © Streets, H.W.
washington, D.L. 20240

Dear r. Secretarv:

Thg School Land Soard of Tegas 2onciurs with the comments sent to you bw
Texas Land Commissioner Sarry Mauzo in his letter of June &, T9R7, nertainina
to the proecsed inclusion of stste—owne?d subwerged lands in the Coastal
Barrier Paspurces Svstom. We belisve that the state vrovides adequate
protaction for thess lands throwdh remulations and ooerative policies of the
Gonezal Land Office and Sehool Land Roard.

Sn October §, 1287, the Roart adovtsd a new rule Jesisned %o angurs *hat
stata=owmed Sulmersed lands in the coastal area mest the Deparbment of the
Interior’s definition of "othervise orotected,” This rele, 31 TAC Sec,
155,11, states:

e School Land Board establishes that all of the coastal oublic
lards included withinm the proposed additions to the Coastal Barrier
Ragsurces System by the 'S, Devartment of the Interior’s Februarv
1987 drafy Report to Conaress: “Coastal Batrier Resources Svstem,
peoposed Pecamandations for Additions to or Neletions from the
Coasta! Barrier Pesources System,” Volumes 13 and 20, are aress to
be used nrimarily for wildlife vefuce, sanctuarv, recreation, of
natural resources conservsbion Durposes. Volumes 1% and 20 of the
draft report are adooted by referance only for the purtose of
svecifying which lands are oroposed for addition to the Coastal
Barrier Resources System. Coples of Volumes 13 and 20 of the draft
report can be obtained bv sending a written request to the follow-
ing address:

Pexas Zeneral Land Office
Land Management Division
1700 N, Congress Avenue
Mustin, Texas 78701

Gamry Maure
Commiusiong
General Lang Otfice
Siegnpe © Austin Syading
THC Wart® Congss vl
At Togy 800
i G2

The Board simultanecuslv voted to remeal rule 31 TAC See. 155.8{f}, which
ensured consideration of the purposes and intent of the Coastal Barrier
Resources Act in the grantine of leases, easements, ann other interests in
eoastal oublic lands that would be incloded in the CHRS if not excepted as
adequately protected tw the state. The Board concladed that the new rpla
more clearly establishes state policy consistant with the intent of the
Coastal Barrier Resources Act.

In view of the School Land Board's adoption of this rule, and the Commis-
sioner’s adoption of a parallel rule for state-owned submerged lands not
under the jurisdiction of the School Land Board, we respectfully redquest
that all state-owhed submerged lands in Texas be classified as “otherwize
protected” and excluded from the Coastal Barrier Resources System.

ToTE T Bonser, Membet ~
//é:‘é/ 4
Biil Warnick, “ember

cc: Ms. Barbara Wyman, Special Asgistant to the Assistant Secretary
for Pizh and Wildlife and Parks, Decartment of the Interior

March 16, 1988

#r. Wililam P. Horn

Assistant Secretary for Fish and wildlife
ard Parka

D.8. Dewartwent of the Tnterior

iBth and C Street, N.W,, M5-31%2

Washington, D.C. 20248

Dear #r. Horni

I response to vour request of March 4, 1988, I asked the Texas Attorney
General to prepare a letter opinion concerning the effect oF the General
Laryl OFFfice and School Lamd Board cules that track the language of the
Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1882. The Mttorney General's Office has
completed ity research into this matter and informs me that the soinion will
conclude that the rules are binding on the agencies and carev the full Force
and effect of law, The signe3 opinion is to he delivered to me by Marck 17.
I will immediately forward it to you.

I can assure you that the new rules oertainina to the Coastal Barrier
Resources Act (General Land DEfice rule 31 TAC Sec, 13.19, and School Land
Board rule 31 "AC Sec. 155.1), copies enclosed) were promulgated under
proper legal authority of these bodies and according to state laws and
procedures governing rulemaking by state agencies,

With the adoption of these rules, 1 am convinced that all state—owned
sutzeerged lands proposad for addition to the Coastal Barcier Pescurces System
qualify ss “otherwise protected™ under three of the seven categories listed
In tiw Federa) Register, Vol. 50, We. 42, March 4, 1985:

1. The areas #re protected under a state law [rulel which sticulates
the purtses of protection.

%, fthe General Land Office and School land Board are craanizations
within the scope of section 170(h) {3} of the Internal Reverue Code
of 1954, and the lands ate dedicated primacily For wildlife refuje,
sanctuary, recreational, or natural resource conservation purposes.

Garry Mauro
Commissoner
Genaral Lang Office

7. ‘the ownetr (Btate of Texas) has provided a written statement docu-
menting the intention to protect the areas.

Many areas of state-owhed submerged land also meet criteria {3) and {4) of
the definition: they have been remowved from the development cycle by
easements that specify oyrooses of protection, or they are administered by
an arm of the state government under leases stioulating curcoses of vrotec—
tion. These include areas leased to the hudubon Society fot bizd sangtuaries
and areas covered by sasements issued to five coastal Soil and Water Conses-
vation bistricts for pllot protects in bayshore ercsion control using
vegetative barviers o absorb wave energy,

In addition, the General Tand Office and the Texas Parks and Wildlife
Tepartment have procosed two sites as candidates for covastal preserveg under
the cocperative Texas Cpastal Praserve Program. One proposed site comprises
Soca Chica and South Bay: the other ig Welder Flats, across San Antenio Bav
from the Aransas Mational Witdlifs Refuge, (oastal ureserves, to be manaced
under lease by the Texag Parks and Wildiife Department, will meet not only
criterion (4) of the definition, but also criterion {6) since a commrehensive
management plan will be developed for each unit in the system.

T™he state’s commitment to Dreservation of the natural resources in state-
ownad submerzed lands is, 1 believe, well documentad in Texas natural
resource law and in trules of the General Land Office and School Land Board.
Both the laws and the requlations are designed to prevent unnecessary damae
to coastal resources and Lo rectify damage that results from failure to
adhers to state requlations,

m™is congervation policy is Further confirmed tw the institution of special
proarams to protect and enhance the envirommental cuality and natural
productivity of coastal public lands. Amono these are the computerized
Resouree Manasement Pecommendation Code System, developed by the General Land
OfEice in copperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sarvice, the National
Marine Fisheries Service, the U.5, army Corps of Enaineers, the Texas Parks
and Wil4life Department, and the Texas Antiquities Committee, The code
system makes the envirormental concerns of these agenciss readily available
to potential lessess of state-owned sulmerged lands. Other similar progrims
include the Texas Coastal Preserve System, which will guarantee the preserva-
tion of especially valuable or sensitive coastal natural areas, and the
General Land Office's agaressive campaign to clesn up coastal waters and
shorelines,

I hope that this information, combimed with the Attorney General's opinion,
will be considered adequate lustification for the exclusion of state-owned
submerged lands in Texas from the Coastal Barrier Hesources System.




In cloging, § would like to say that the State of Texag shares the concarns
set forth in Section 2{b} of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act: to minimize
loss of human life, wasteful expenditure of federal veverudes, and damage to
fish, wildlife, and other natural resources associsted with ccastal bacriers.

1 appreciate your diligent effort to ensure that we provide the Secretary
with all evidence that might be required to supeort our position.

Sincerely,
Loy Mouwrs!
Garry Manto

Texas Land Commissioner

. R

I Aty - %.; s gt
Acting Deputy Comissioner
Land Manadisment.

/e

Enclosuzes
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Mr. Garry Mauro, Commissioner

Genaral Land Office

Stephen P. Austin Bullding

1700 Nortnh Congress Avanus

Austin, Texas 78701 Lo-BB-29

Lear Commissioner Maurp:

You ask  about the legsl effsct of administrative
rulas. Specificeally, you ask whether sdministrative rules
tave the same ¢ffact am & statute.

It is u well-sstablishad rule £n Texas that valid
rules and regulstions promuigated by an administrative
agency acting within its statutory authority have the force
and effect of legislation. ging
» 340 B.W.2& 307; 10 {Tex. 1978):

de  ALTIC . Club, 457 5.W.24 42

{Tex. 1%70),
smcroly,
JIn HMATTOX
Attornay Genaral of Texas
JAN/SW/ ar
RN HHH HEEHRHER DO KT B LTM AEATIN, PEN AR THTH - ehas

AL 50T
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FEm MLATTOX
AFTTORNEY GENERAL

June 18, 1987

The Henorable Dorald P. Hodel

The Secretary of the Interior
Department of the Intericr, Room 6151
18th and € Streets, N.W.

Washington, D, C. 20240

Dear Secretary Hodel:

*his letter conveys comments of the Texas Attorney General's
Office regarding some of the proposed changes to the Texas units of
the Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRE}. As the Attorney
General of Texas, and thus the leading enforcement authority for the
Teras Open BHeaches Act, ! have & keen interest in protecting and
preserving the integrity of public beach access and recreation along
the Texas coast now and for the futyre, To the extent that the
proposed CBRS changes promote public beach preservation, I support
them.

I understand that the Coastal Barrier Resources Act which
created the  CBRS is yrounded in principles of fiscal
responsibility: the removal of Laxpayer subsidy for new private
develepment in hazard-prone areas. Such development guarantees a
drain of our fiscal resources for emergency relief, flood insurance,
and recutrring reconstruyction costs. A derivative benefit of this
fiscal restraint is (1) the conservation of natural resources in
coastal areas where the private sector i% otherwise uwnwilling to
assume the full financial rigk of development, &nd {2} more
environmentally prudent development where construction does proceed.

A hard lesson was learned about the assumptjon of the risk of
{and development adjacent to our public beaches in Texas following
Hurricane Alicia's landfall near Galveston in 1983, Unwisa
Aevelopment practices in the past, fueied in part by the
svailability of federal flood insurance and other federal subsidias,
set the stage for the controversy which ensued when Alicia left a
gond many private structures on the public beach. In upholding the
legally migratory nature of a public beach in Texas, the courts in
the post-Alicia litigation have implicitly held that the risk of
property loss is properiy borne by the property owner who assumes
that risk by engaging in brinksmanship at the edge of the sea.

EYSTREYESL I YT TY RO MR UGV HT B ILEHNGG AN, TR AN TRTEI U AR

The Hororable Donald P, Hodel
June 18, 1987
Page 2

T™he current CBRS propegals which pertain to the Guif of Mexigo
beachfront in Tewxas reinforce that sensible risk allocation by
requiring that new fonstruction on currently uadeveloped beachfront
arexs must pay its own way and accept its own risks. The risks of
beachfront development aze especialliv real in Texas because 5f the
many areas experiencing Iong-term shoreline erosion., Placement of
private structures on erosional beachfront areas is not only unsafa,
but zows the seeds for future encroachment of thase structures on
the oublic bheach with the attendant conflicts between public
peachgoers and private property owners,

Accordingly, the Attorney General supports those Department of
Interior proposals which decline to delste from the CBRS the Gulf of
Mexico beachfront already in the svstem by virtue of initial
Langressional designation in 19832, Specifically, we =support
retention of Gulf of Mexico beachfront areas in the f£ollowing
existing CBRES units:

TIO « Nezth Padre Island (see volume 20, page 5-6)
Tl - South Padre Island (see volume 20, page 6)
Ti2 - Boca Chica {see volume 20, page 6}

T03A - Bolivar Peninsula - re: Crystal Beach (Bee volume
19, page 7

105 - firazos River Complex « re: Quintana {see volume 19,
page T

The Atrornevy General also supports the proposed addition of the
following Guif of Mexico beachfront areas:

T12 - Boca “hica Unit, additioss of former Brazos Iiland
State Recreation Area (see volume 20, page )., The
tract encompassed by the former state recreation
area is a site of traditvional and significant public
beach use., Thiz tract is the only beachfront area
on Boca Chica/Brazos Island which is not currently
in the CBRS. This tract is not at present
“otharwise protected”™ under the definmition of the
Coastal Barrier Ressurees Act, since the tract is
not currently a wildlife refuge, sanctuary,
recreational, or natural resource conservation
area. yntil the former Brazos Island State
Recreation Area is secured for one of these
purposes, it should be treated for CBRS purposes
like the remainder of the shoreline on both sides of
the tract.



The Honorable Donald P. Hodel
June 18, 1587
Page 3

Til - South Padre Island Unit, suggested addition of +4he
7.5-mile beachfront area generally north of Andy
Bowie Park refervred to at wvoiume 20, page 6. For
the same reasch stated by Interior in this proposal,
Congress should perhaps recongider ity exclusion of
this area in the 19B2 designations. This 7.5-mile
stretch of heachfront is the next most probable area
of wurbanization extending north from the current
touwn of South Padre Island. fhis area is macked ny
numerous storm washovers, it highly erosional and
dynamiz, 1§ subject to no sand dune protection
program or othar beneficial dJdevelopment controls,
and is thus a likely stage for future open beathes
controversy. T™he development whiech is likely to
oeeur here will have a greater incentive to lacate
well back from the public beach and outside of
washovar areas if taxpayer-subsidized flood
insurance and infrastructure are unavailabls.

These comments are offered in furtherance of the intent and
spirit of the CJoastal Barrier Resources Act: not  to  preslude
responsitle development of pur “oastal azeas, but rather to issure
that such development is  both fiscallv and envirommentally
vegpongible.  With the taxpavers of this nation and of the State of
Taxes struagling under urprecedented budget deficits, this kind of
fiscal resgtraint is mandatery o aveid leaving an  aggravated
firancial and environmental Hurden to future generations.

Singerely,
‘:__lev\ﬁﬂ\ / ‘t;;:tz:ix

Jim Mattox '
Attorney General of Texas

JMinnl
Q229K

¢e: Coastal Barrier Study Group,
DNepartment of the Interior

’ +
Mabional (ffice: Center for
1725 DeSaies Sweet MW Environmental
h Adi 2. 20036 .
22 136 5655 Education

June 2#&, 1%8?7

Coastal Barriers Study Group

U, §, Qepattiment of the Interior
Nationgl Pagrx Sarvice

P.3. dox 3T1Z

Washington, o7 20653

Dear Mr. McGilvrey:
I woeuld like to =ammend the Department of Interior fory %akin, * sericus
iook at the coafial areas of our naticn and for searching for tiie best
ways to proteqt tham., The Interior Depatrtment's proposal to increase
the number of acres of undeveloped land in the Tsaszal Bartier
Resources System 12 nearly 1.5 million acres along the Atlantic and
Gulf Ivasts is an example of Taking Pride in America, and of taking
tepe for ressurce protection, which will always be neadad,

The coascling of Texas is a serias of barrier islands that are quite
fragile and migrate as a natural process of their axistance. These
islands provide grear enjoyment foy people, but it is pessible zo Mlove
these 29sstal areas to death® by building on and thus dastroying the
natural environment.

As direcunr of CEE's regional office in Austin, and as the st-ata
coordinatcy E£or CEE's 1334, 1987 Texas Ccastal Cleanmup, | have had tha
good forzunz to visit the Texas coast from South Padre zo thne 3:livar
feninsuls. I have saen its baauty, snd I have seen the destruction
caused by poor planning, ané a disregatd for nature. Tourism is sur
second iargest industry and four of the top ten couhties most visited
are coastal counties. You can be assured that tourists come to see
sand, natural beauty, doiphins, birds and dunes. They come here to
fish, and surf, and boat. Faniliss come to the beach to play in the
water, and sand. We want these beach areasz to suyrvive for future
generations., This will not be the case if these fragile areas are
deveiogped.

we cannot expect people to visit our coastliine if it is averdeveloped,
or 8o tampered with thst natural migration of the barrier islands is
totaliy destroyed., Many pecpie belisve that they can build on isiands
that naturally ercde. Many peopie beiieve that sea walls can be built
to Stap erosion. These are misconceptions and will only lead to the
destruction of the very resources we iove and snioy.

Whale Protection Fund # Seal Rescue Fund ¢ Sea Turtle Rescue Fund e Marine Habitat Program

We in Texas are proud that sur coastline serves ag a wintering area for
endangered birds. We are proud that sur coastal wetlands serve ag
habitat for many creatures that make this state vich with natural
rescurces, from oysters, shrimp, Snowy sgrets, brown pelicans, uo
endangered sea turtles. These animais need undevelopad coastal arsas
in order to exist.

In Texas, peopie are allowed to drive on the beaches, and you can just
imagine how this activity alone intarferes with the protection of
¢oastal creatures that live on the barrier isiands. If more i21d more
homes, and resorts with parking lots are allowed tc be built on these
fragile areas, we are acting without respect for wildiife and %adinac,

In the Book, *"Living with the Texas Shore," Rober:t Mortan and Orin
Pilkey, write: “The Texas obast hes taken more than its share sf
hurricane winds, waves, and floodswconsiderably more than neij
Gulf gtates such as Alabama and “Mississippi-perhaps because of
position relative to the paths of storms entering the Gulf of Mexiwo.®
0f course we can not predict jg3t Nos many hurricanes are due to strike
gur moastiine in the future, dut this is a serious considerarion far
anyone planning to build on the Gulf coast. Mr, Morton states, ™ The
=onclusion that must be drawn is that any given Styusture on the coast
w#ill experience a major Butricane in ius iifatime, pernaps several."

1 hope you and your staff have had the opportunity to see the si?de
pres=ntatinan " A Plate Callied Soueh Bay", The ccascal wetlands in the
southern portion of Texas are aliva natyrally - with hirds, grasses,
and nuzsery areas for fish, shrimp and other coastal creatures, This
area should never he ruined with condas, ar parxing lots. [f y20 would
iike to view this slide presentation, I wouid be happy to I3ntast the
folks who created it.

Wigdom must triumph sver greed, and losy range planning must be the
peligy for the furdre. I have heard Tewans talk of trips they made as
xids to South Padre Island years age when they could walk on guiet,
undaveloped beaches, void of hotaels, and gars and at night they cseld
watch tha stars and listen to yhe animals, We ¢an't recreate Something
that has been destroyed, but we can Learn from tha pasy and save the
natural resources that still exist,

Please protect the coastal barriers of Texas. Who will be the viptors
if the coastline of America is destroyed?

sincerely, -

dép L2 SHahtrtcde

Linda Maraniss

Regional Director

Gulf Coast States Regiomal Office
Center for Environmental Educatian
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Working ior the “ate of Tomorem

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION

1417 Sexteenth Street. KW, Washington. D.C. 200362266 [202) 797-6800

Coagtal Barriers Study Group
Department of the Interior
Natiopal Park Service

P.C. Box 37127

Washingten, D.C. 20013%.7:127

RE: Comments on the Coastal Barrier Resources Act--Section 10 Drafe
Repert to Congress, 52 ter 9638-9619

Dear Sir or Madam:

The Hational Wildlife Pederatien, the Natural Resources Defenge
Council, the Coart Alliaace, and the Oceanic Socliety are writing in
response to the Department of the Iaterior's Pederal Register Notice

of March 23, 1987 solicitng comments ofn the Draft Report to
BES; o & SYBLER. tiv BEALY .

Gut organizations have a longtime interest in the conservation
of coastal bartiers. The Matural Resources Defense Councll was the
founding organization of the Barrier lslands Coalition in 1978.
Likewise, the National Wildlife Federation, the Coast Alliance, and
the Oceanic Society became members of that coalition in 1979 to help
seek protection of coastal barriets,

Cur organizations have led efforts to pass legislation which
would coaserve the natural resources of coastal barriers--first, the
fleod insuzance prehibition in the Ompidws Recopciliation Act in
1981 and then, the Pederal financiai prohipition in the Coastal
Barrier Kepources Aft (CBRA) in 1982. We continue to support the
goais of CBRA and expansion of the Coastal Barrier Hesources System
{CBRY} throughoutr the United State and lte territories. The federal
government phould not be sudbsldizing developwent in harzardous areas
which éestroye productive ccastil sonsystess, andangers the lives
apd properties of shoreline residents, and coste federal taxpayers
lii;ignﬁ of dollars each year in fiood insurance claiws and disaster
relief.

The need for an expanded Coastal Barrlier Resourcer System in
which federal development subsidies are prohibited is becoming
increasing)y critical in light of the prolected rise in sea Jevels
due to global wazming., As water levels rise, 6o will the costs of
protecting existiag structures, the damages from erosion and
ficoding, and the risk to human life and property. Unfortupately,
however, development in these unstable coastal areas continues to
grow at a frightening pace. We feel strongly, therefore, that it is
essential that the Department recommend maximum expansion of the
Bystem te include the eligible areas on all of America's coastis

before thede sites are irrevocably comeitted 1o development. An
appendix of specific comments on additions to and deletions from the
system foliow cur general comments.

) o OR 1 5.1
CH.DELETIONS FROM YHE CBRS

We support the Department’'s recommendazion te expand the
detinition of & “coastal barrier" to include landforms which
tunction as coastal barziers in protecting the mainland and adlacent
agquatic habpitats, even If they are not coMposed of uncongolidated
sediments as are bazriers in the traditional defisition. Use of
thit expanded definitien in deiineating CBRS units is consiatent
with the conservation goals of CBRR and would aliow for the
inclusion of such new geological formations ae undeveloped beach
rotk, temented dunes, fringing manygroves and associated coral reefas,
cheniers, discontinvous cutczops of bedrock, and coares glacial
deposits. Since these areas serve the same functiob as coastal
barriecs and are agp vuinerabie to development pressute, dea level
rise, and storm damage ae traditicnally-defined coastal barriers, it
is appropriate thatr they alsec be protected within the System.

APPENDIX

COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC COMSTAL BARRIER AREAS

the Wational Wiidlife Federation, the Natura]l Resources befense
Council, the Coast Alliance, and the Qceanic Society endorse the
inclusicn of all undeveloped coastal barriers identified by the
pepartment of Interior in the March 1485 inventory, as well as some
additional areas mentioned below, Follewing are Ouy COomments on
some of the specific areas.

Texas

Texas has come of the most valuable coagtal resources of any
state on the Atlantic and Gulf coasts. With over 375 bhird species
vigiting her coast annually, Texas is & gririca} stopping ground for
birde migrating along the Central ané Miseiesippi Flyways, including
many songbirde and such endangered species as the whooping crane,
bald vagle. brown pelican, and peregrine falecon. In additien, Texase
woetiande provide espential wintering habitat for over & million
warerfowl and prime nursery grounds for many commercially and
recreationally impertant fish and shellfish spsciea. This rich
array of naticnally important coastal resources combined with Texas’
high probability of hurricanes--over a 13% chance of a hurricane
oveurring somewhere on the Texas coast sach year--makes coastal
protection under CBRA a necessity. We urge the Department 1o staad
firm behind its current recommendations for additions of Texas
acresge into the CBRS and oppose any deletions of existing acreage
from the System.

TX-17 Mustang Island

The bayside of Mustang Island is an impertant spawning, nursery.
and nesting habitat for numerous commercially and recreationally
importsnt fish and wildliife species. 1In addition, its vulnerability
te flooding makes it an unwice site for development. This unit was
originally considered for inclusion in the 1982 CBRS designatiens
byt was dropped due to political pressure. We urge the Department
to reconsider and include Mustang {sland in its final
recommendations. We also reguest the addition of the area Xnoewn as
the “cave” in this unit because it is a very productive wetlands
ared.

T-12 Boca Chica

We strongly support the Department's proposed addition of 13,280
scres to this unit. South Bay ccntains the only oyster beds south
of Corpus Christi uncontaminated encugh to harvest and the only ones
on the entire Texas coast which can be harvested year-round. The
broad expanses 0f wetlands in the Boca Chica area are extremely high
in wildlife diversity. inciuding over %0 species of fish. These
watlands are also critical to birds migrating along the Centzal and
MiegisBippi Plyways ané many wintering waterfowl and shore birds, as
well ae the endangered brown pelican and peregring falcon.
Unfortunately, this productive coastal ecosystem is €lated for a
major resort develppment, Playa del Rio, which will generate an
eetimated population of 15,800 pecple it the area. This develgpnent
would destroy some 5800 acres of wetlanhde--the largest loas of
watlands to residential development anywhere in the United States.
It will aisv exacerbate the water shortages already being
experienced in the area, threaten Boca Chica's abundant wildlife
populations through habitat less and peollution, and endanger the
lives and property of the thousands of pecple whe mettle in th?s .
hurricane-prone region. We urfge the Department to atand firm in its
decigion to recommand the inclusion of adgitional area to T-12.

In addition to these units, the seven miles nerth from the city
iimits 4f the Town of South Padre tsland toe the and of Park Read 10U
meet the criteria for inclusion within the System and should be
added.

sierra
cLub

HOUSTON REGIONAL GROUP
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Coastal Barrisrs Study Group

National Park Service

.S, Bepartment of the Intericr

P.C. Box 1727

Washington, D.C. 20013-7127 Attentlont  Freedom of Information Act Hequest

Hear Sir or Madam,

Endlosed are the comments of the Houston Slerra (lub concerning the Report to
Congeassy OCosstal Barrier Resourcses System. Wae fully support all additions to the
Texas componsnt of the systam. In addiilon we would like to see federal, state,
loerl, and private protected lande also inecluded in the system. We are particularly
concernat that the area around South Bay and Boca Chlca be included in the system
{additions to T{2) to ensure that this important, unisue, and productive acosystem
15 not destroyed by developments like the propossd Playa Del Ric. Below are listed
aur specific comments as they relate to the Executive Summary of the above mentioned
raport and any recoamendations 1%t contalns.

1) Gaographic Seops - We fully support that undeveloped, unprotected coastfal
bartiers of the Florida Keys, Pusrto Rico, and the ¥irgin Jalands be added to the
{BRS. All possible areans need to be protected,

2} Assoclated Aquatic Habltats - We fully support that 11 aguatlc habitats
assoclated with existing and proposed (BRS units be zdded to the CBES. If this is
not done our fimsh, wildlife, ard other natural rescurces of the coast will be ieft
unprotected.

1) Secondary Barriers ~ We fully support that secondary barriers be added to
RS .

4) Otherwiss Protected Comstal Baryiers - ¥e fully support the Inclusion in
6BRS of wprivately owned proparty with conservation or racrsation areas arcund it
{federal, state, or local) be added to (BRS. We also support including privately
owned coastal barriers held for conservation purposes Bs added to C(BRS, We alsc De-
l1ieve that what is good for ths goose 1s good for the gander and that federal, state,
and local conservation and recreation lands alsc be included. These lands are sub-
ject to the same developmeni types of pressures esspecially since ithe Besgan Admin-
istration has been trying to privatise or lease out so much government iand.

5) PFederal Svewardship) The Acguisition Alternative - We do not favor additions
to governmant managed lands being exompt from CBR3. We do faver excess/surplus lands
be included in CERS. We also favor mere acquisition by all levels of povernment
and then protectlon of these lands. This should be emphasized in [BRS for the federal
government.

“Not blind opposilion te progress bt opposition to blind progress”




e

5} Regulatory Donsistency ~ We 4 Taver that all federal parmits must be

consistent wiih CBRS. In Fagt it would make #oye sense to Ao a mere deiriled evals

uztion on thess artets beciuse of thelr importance and vulneradiliiv,

2} fax Policy Altarmatives - ¥e aares that no tax asesdwents should be sade at
this tima but faerl *tha* n three to five years these should be looked at.

R} QGther Amendments to GBRA

a. e agres that federal financial assistance for a purppse within s CURS
unit is prohibted hy CBHA,

b.  We nmgree with the delation of Bectlon 5{a)(3} with no expansion of publicw

1y overated or owned facllitles in CBRS..

c. We agree with amending Section &{a){2,.

d. We agree wit™ net ameniine Section &(a){6){A} for recreatiowa) project.

e, Ws agree with no amendnent to 3ection 3{3) for techmical assiastance.

f. We disagree about not addressing block granis. These too are federal
funds and nensd to be consistent,

s ¥We disagres with removing sactior 7 sinee 1% is needed to audit sgencies
to ensure they are complying with CBRA. This i3 not unduly burdensome,

¥no %11l ensure rencies are doing thelr Jobe?

9] Comservstion nf Atlantic and Sulf Cozsta) Barriers - We fully support a study

whioh weuld lonk at auidelires ae to what should be redaveloped after a atorm. We

“sa] that anything which encourases bullding hers in not in the best interesis of
the Publlc and should be done ao only afier sirinzent criteria are met, ¥e want
more public educatlon atforts too,

We mupport the retention of all units that are presently in the CBRS and the
addition of uvinita on the Pacific Coasta and ihe Great Lakes, The CBES, if it is
4o work succsssfully in a maximun way, musi be as a1l inclusive as possible so we
can Teduee the tromerdous waste in taxpayer's momey and federal subsidies for
privats gain.  ¥e appreciate thls epportunlty tc comment. We reguest, under the

g on of son Act, a copy of the Yolumes and maoe that sxplain the Texas

additions to the CRRS.  Thank wou for vour halp and we look forward to hearing from

you goncerning our request in 10 workire davs,

Sincarelv,

Brandt Mannchen
Conservation Commiiten
Houston Slerea Ciub
425 Buel 14

Houston, Texas 77004

COASTAL BEND

! S l ERR.\ C LUB P.0. Box 3512, Corpus Christi, Texas 78404

June 1, 1987

Ceaatal Barriers Study Group
National Park Service

U.S. Department of the Interior
P.0. BOX 37127

Wweshinguen, D.C. 20013-7127

Bear Sirs:

The Envirenmental Coalitien of Cerpus Ghristi wishes to
comment on ®EPCRT TC CONSRESS: COASTAL BARREER HESGUACES
SYSTEM which is earmarked for presentation for Congressional
action tinls summer. The Loalition is compesed of Coastal bend
Audubon Society {625 members}, OPUS (175}, Audubon outdesr wlut,
Inc, {180), and Coastal Hend Sierra Club {525 members), in
matters of great importance environmentally in the logal area
we Lry to act togerher. Jur comments here represent Lhe unani-
mous view of the excutive group.

#e agree with the idea of festering conservation of
constal reacurces. ILis an unfertunate fact thAat N8 w.5. i5
rapldly lasing its coastal ressurces to developuent and it is
also a fact that the real cost of these developments are Lorn
by the taxpayer in the long run. Through fleed insurance,
road an€ channel construction, and utilicty subsidies the federal
governemnt akes development in unsafe areas possitlie, That
these areas are also envircnmental sensitive Just exscerbates
the problems.

#¢ regret greatly thet the Department of the Interior
daleted {rom the proposed protection areas on the bvay side of
Mustang Island. As you recognize, these very areas are "im-
portant spawning, nursery, and nesting nabitat for a varievy
of fish and wildlife species of both commercial and regreational
value. ..The inatability of coastal barriers and their sus-
ceptibility 1o storm damage make development hazardous and too
coiily to subsidize and insure at taxpayer's expense.™ norn
said.

Unfortuantely, & local developer group succeeded in having
the bay side of iustang lsland deleted from the original pro-
pesal. & copy of 3 political ad by winda Strong is enclosed.
She was heavily financed by local developers and did win her
district in the recent ¢ity council electiona. ner diswrict is
Hustang and Padre Islands,..the very area which you nave deleted
from protection. I quote from an article in the .y &, 1987
issue of the wall Street Journal,...® Some ¢ommunities, such as
Corpus Christi, have managed with immense effort tp have soae

of the initial screage aropped from the Interior plan. The
South Texas Barrier Task Forte spent more than 4 year doCue
menting the sconomic loas at more that §7 cillion & year in

roperty taxes alone if north Padre Islang and sustang Isiand
fanda were included.” OFf course, they ald not even consider
the cost to the general taxpayer if these areas are develcped
with federal subsidy. #e aiso guestion their figures of ecc-
nomic gain. It is also too bad that environmental groups can
not write off the costs of such stugies as$ the Task Force un~
took from income taxes as expenses of doing business.

In short, we urge that the doeings of 4 neavily Iinanced
political group not over-ride the good sense of the wepartzent
of the Intertor. ae request that the criginal areas on the
btay side of mustang Island be put back inte the proposal te-
fore it is presented to Congreas for action.

sincerely, e

co- AT
CEL B s ¥ S Bl
gatrinia Ho Suter
Go-cnair invironmental Leoaliticn
Yicewghair Jierra

eng.csure

F. HERMANN RUDENBERG, M.

3337 AVENUE QUE HALF

SBALVESTON. TEXAE 77380

TE.: AOH-TAR.-T1E8/TS1-4707

* June, 1987

Cosetal “erriers Ztudy Grouo
Hational Parkx Service
U, 3, Denartrent of the Interior
F, ¢, Box 37127
Washington, B, €, 20013-7%27

Gentlemen:

Please include these comments 1ln with others coneerning the
Recommeniations of the Secrstary concerning the Coastal Barpier
Resources Act, and revort to Congress,

Firat let me teil you that I commented both ugon the draft
and the final C-RA Environmental Tmoact Statements; I conducted
a proundtruth examinastion for Consressman Broolks on Bolivar
Penlnsula in November 15982 and then met with several Congressionsl
Leglelative aldes; and testifled at the June, 192%5 nublie hearine
in Galveston., For over 16 years 1 have been agtive in coastal
agsessment, vlenning, and protection; thue I orn speak with some
authority at least concerning the region of Jalveston Bay wa
actuslly from the Loulslana-Texas bBorder to Freenort.

Sowe meneral somments {lrat, These viewa sre based on my ex~
perience and uoon the readine of the Txecutive Summery of the
Renort to Congress only. I did not have the time to tackle the
whole revord, although I 418 review the drsft some years ago.

1 have also seen the Texars {North Cosst) sectlon.

A. 1. It 1s possible to nrotect significanily more areaa, and

this should heomen NOW, The restriction to 1/4 mlle ocesn frontage
ieg as arbltrary as would be the use of 1000 feet or some lesser
numper, If 1t can be argusd for the Northeast U8, then 1t is
sunpertable elsewhers too.

2. Wherever vossible wetlands should be added so as to afford
them betier protection ithan is offered under section 404 of the
CWA, Feople are getting sround section 404, and as 8 minieunm
they should not be able 4o utilize US helwn in deinz so!

3. Dupllcate brotectlion, i.e, addition under the OBRA aleo,
is very imnortant to assure protection from unneedsd or
hazerded development which 1s suovorted only becauss federal
funde help In constructicn or bescause of the avallabllity of
federal flood insurance 1n the event of destruction.

&, apdd a "gtoperebullding” clause concerning coastsl property
in the event of its desiruction by adding s section to the CBRA
now that olaces insured osroperty into & morstorium from benefits
derived from federal funde so that leolated property losses
aould be rebullt, while ares-wide losses eould be turned ints

2 new UNIT or added to the nesrest one.
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8, Any property which hae federal flood insurance at present
should not be reinsured for any monelary inoreape iz value
following use of the insurance, Txoeptions could be made werhaps
for proverty (such &8 mine) within dense oity limite and
protected by & gea wall, but flood tides csn come Trom the Bay
side here -- but to insure high hezard housing over and over is

lain stupid)., To iilustrate, if a oroperty i now insured for
100,000 for exemple, and sustelns 40,000 relimbursement Tollowing
an insurable flood svent, a ceiling of $60,000 would then remsin
until used up; this le & compremise agsinst the seeming nopeibi-
11ty of reinsuringz over and over such & structure, with rebuilding
and perhape inflatlion of values repeatedly. Basleslly this honors
the present FEMA committment but does not vropasaie a Tederal
no-win situatlon!

£, Secognize that “recrestlon” inciudes sunning on a beach
as well as playing #0lf, The federal subsidizing of such construc-
tion as golf courses nust be stopped, as also offledgr clubs, in
high hazard areas, and the like, Provislion must be wade for acme
expanston of sultable recreation emenities as populatlons near
the coaest grow and place mere demand on publle Facllities.
Perhapa only those items diregtly affecting health and eafety
would be 8 useful restrictor?

7. Boadways assuredly are NOT all vart of & necespary ne#twork.
The rebuilding with federal funds of Highway 87 dbetween High
Ieland apd Bablne, Texaa 18 & prine example of a viclation of
the (HRA which should never have teken place, The road should
not heve been built in the first niacel

&, You, and meny others, are very much in tune with the need
for an effective CBRA and the need 1o atop supporting coastal
davelopment in foolish situations with the use of Federal funds,
Problems of sea level rise will equally affeot the Pscific Coast
as the Atiantic and Gulf Comete., Had this Aot been in piace 50
years age, we would be so mueh better off, Hence, why not inelude
the Pacific Coast? There is NQ suppert for pot including 1t,

The same tan be sald for the cosmst of the Great Lakee where
ma jor Tlooding problens are already recognized,

9. The argument hes been used loecally that the provieions of
+the $BRA are s%ifiing development; basically this is true because
bank lo#ns for construction regulre the purchase of Tlood insurance
and FEMA ia the only insuror, slbeit through private agents,

It 1s important that the 3Study Group not give way to the intent
of the ZBRA am they are stated in the Act, Governmenta here in
Gaiveston were apparently able to prevent lnclusion of any
nortion of the Jeland in the originasl aress, have been fighting
recantly to get parkes out of designation, and the County has wen
doing the same for Bollvar peninsulae aress. Unfortunately, thelr
argument is exactly counter to the intent of the CBRA. There

are meny resldents who do not support the lobbying of our
eieoted officimle in this. Oniy with a major calamity wili they
recognlze the need to reiresat from the ifmmediste coast, Untll
then develobment and growth sare preashed st sech meeting, It is
1aportant to glve recopnitlion to thls stronz cppeeition but %o
hold steadfaat, Any and all park aress, no metter of what size
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should bs included in the protected areas, Az a groun, when within
some distance such se 1 mile of the shoreline, However, as noted
above, in order to meet demand for, and meintenance of, recreational
uvsee which suvpert the neslth and safety of the public as directly
related to the coastal pressnce, it would seem worthwhile %o

1104 RECREATIOHAL needs of the PUSLIC Into & separstely deslgnated
paragraph within Section £ (2} (6), where this is tacked onto

{A} snd is seemingly lost to the reader.

10, Simitariy, I sugwezt that Sec #{aj(4) have the word
" roctly” added to it.

11, I find no support for having looelly designated protected
wetlands gtop at the GUl! Intracoastal Waterwsy, at their inland
extrame, IT indeed wetliands are to be protected, as I support,
then thisg arbitrary boundary le inaporopriate, As ses level
rises, the arbitrariness of thle demarcation line will some to
haunt us,

12. 1 etrongly support the fneluslon of all new or expanded
greas into the CBRS. In review of all maps for Texas, both North
&8 well as Bouth, I find no obvigus problems except that arses
now suggested Tor addltion way be too smell. I note with plessure
the expansion to protect aress on the several malor Bays;
however you gould have gone so much further! Mest hurricanes
wiil washn over the barrisr ifsland and then affect the Bay and
coastsl land ares behind 1t, sc that thils conptal erees really
needs more poncern and protection, Zalveston Bay ls no exception,

13, The proposed recommendstion of federal, state or looal
protection allowlng “no further consideration” 18,1 bellsve,n
melor error, this protection is hyvothetical at best and
gvanescent at worat. Thus I urge thet ALL coded units (end then
some) be added to the newly deeslegnated Unlts,

I wlll now begin on nage B of the Executive Summary concerning
your draft reccommendstions,

14, A, Geographls Scope: We fully supvort thie rvesommendstiocn,

15. B, Assgociated Adustic Habitata: We fully support thls
recomendation, Indeed hecause wetlands require adlacent buffer
aress of upland from which detritus, and not noliution, ls
an important supplement, we would gzo even further mnd ineclude
a buffer zone of no less then B0 feei, As ses lavel rlses this
wiil prove often to be too Little.

16, Secondary Barrlars: We fully supsort ithis recommendetion
and note that 1t needs to be carried forward s in 12, mbove,

17, "Otherwlse Protected” Coastal Barriera: We fully mupport
thls recommendation, as amplified above, We relterate that
distance~cf«frontage restriotions should not operate here, rather
thet ALL such property be 1nciuded. We relterate the need to

foeus more carefuily upon what sonstiiutes sceepisble recreatlonal
usage,
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18, A, Federal Stewardstip: We dlsegree, ANY land now under

federal control, or asouired, should Tall into the CBRS

regtriction of usage, Milltery activities only DIRECTLY essentlal
to nrtional security shouwld be exewpted, and Comst Guard facillties
58 directly related to their health znd safety mission as well,

The TBES is intexded not only to conrerve land, but aslse federsl
dollars; thus these should always De added, and if surplus,

turned into -~ubllc recreaticn, as used sbove, Deletion should

uot ar 8 rule coeour,

15. Rezuktory Consistency: e are not in sgreement. Federal
permit promrame sre inconsistent at best and 1n vigiation of
NZPA at worst in 8ll too meny instances, There neede 1o be a
requirement that federal permits in the UBRE areas need greater
sorutiny, need to be conslstent with the CERA and its purposes,
and need to folliow to the letier, vether then only be gulded,
by regulatory suidelines such 25 section 404{b}, the TP4
"guldetines™; i,e, they are no lonmer guldellnes but are
requirements. I'm afpaid that 16 years of experience with ths
Galveston Dlatriet of the Sorms of Englnesere iseads me fo the
conclusion that they slways favor any applicant over what
should be done for conservation,

20, Tax Polley Alternatives: We agres and suzgest that thle
i1asue be reviewsd afier some years when the ghanges indused by
the Tay Heform Act of 1986 have stabilized,

21. Cther Amendzents to CBRA: 1. Bectlon %: The problem here
1 thet aresl coverage is uaually not clear-cut within versus
outside of Units of the CBRS. Incursion into viclatlons should
not oceur, It makes no differsnce as to whether direcily or
indirectly, a Tacility that receives federal support may not
in any way support functlons within the CBRS.

22, 2 Seetlon 6, {a} Essential Link, Ye h,ve commented upon
the non-essentiallty of State Highway B7 between High Island
and Sabine which hae been washed over twlce follewing recent
reconstruction using federal support, which aoes through
Unlts. Bo long as the stated conespte ars reisined, sectlon
6{a)(3) may be deleted, BUT: why waz the redundancy therd in
the firet vlace 777

23, {b)} Dredged materlsl disposal: The propusal ls acceotable,
Howaver, DOT should recognlze that the CoR has the last wopd
snd can oveprrule the FA¥I. I would urge thst while cooperation
or agreement is needed, the P43 should be the deciding agency
for OBR® Unlts; i.e. heve the last word.

2k, {e) Recreational ProjJects, The term "recreational aroject”
IS ambigucus, Folf coursss and the ilhe snould not be a

permissible construction, Tor exsmple. This lesus ls amply
discugsed sbove,

Paze 3 % June, 1987 Soastal Harriers Study Jroup

28, {d) Technical Asslstance. o gupvort the suggestion that
seetion 3{3) not e amented., Yet we feel thal perhaps somewhere
in the body there should be suppert for public education or
parmitwgeekers to receive technical consultation so as to further
the purvoses of the OBRA,

26, {e) Federal Awency Compllance, We disavree, Tt ip vital that
AL federsl agenciss talks the CBRA to heart, One way might be

to reguire an awpronriate nenaltr steatement in Bloek Grants
which maite reciplents llable to hesvy penslty. Svot checlins

and eciistment of the environvwental communaliy would assure
compliance without materially incressine codts of implementation.

3.
27./8eotion 7, Seme sort of system must be emplaced to assure
nrotection of the purvoese of the OVRA. Annusl certfication
through CMB seeng excesglvely unreliable, Perhsvs G20 1s a
Datter monlioring asency?

28, E. Conservation of Atlantic and Gulf Coastsl Barrlers: Ue
have gommented already on some aspects of this. We suppnort =2
study 2nd suggest o 3 to 5 year Jdeadline ‘rom now Tor the
results nnd recommendations. The disouesion at the bottom of
page 22 concerning Florlda and Jorth Carolina amvly supports
that the study ilnclude all our cossta; indeed CBRA protsotlon
is needsd today, not in 5 to 7 years, after Congress hasg weskened
what is provided by the nroposed study! It would be sven bettier
if the study could be completed by 1990, Develooumental vressures
are immense, Dazage costs from cosstal storms are accelerating,
The time to act 1s NOW, f;t;g,

1Y

26, I would add, therefore, that another amendment be sdded, in
the definttion section, 2{e)(1) to read: Coactal barriere along
the natlons coasts (Atlantle, Sulf,;Sreat Lakes, Beys) of the
United Btates, whether by sand or ¢1iff, whether peifhary or secon-
dary to the open weter, and the adjacent... .

\M Tslandsl
30, Finallys I belleve that there ig little debaté over the
purcoge of the SBRA, Letb zo with whatever best sohieves thls
and not let swesisl interssts make inroads and recuest excentions.
Fundamentally, in =43itlon to Flrectly soncerning national
sgcurity, only nealth and safety chould be of concaran. 3omewhers
those of us who are sensitlve to the lzsues must aspeak out and
remind those who forget of major cosetal hurrieanes, inform
those who 4o not ¥now of the toning economic losses Tronm sea
lavel rise, sunport the recreational uses of the wublic coast,
gndé vrevent fooligh and sxpensive nlstakes with this natural
rescures, If we deon't maint the sioture the way it 1s, Conagress
can hardly be ex-ected to do what ig best for sur nation,
tiomptel gonservation hes been too slow in cominm, This is an
opportunity to take a conslderable step Torward. Let's do it
right, <O,

Thank vou for thle opnortunity to comment,
Sipcerel our.
59 ¥ yours, y:

f}'{j{"{}‘i‘( i, Ate fores a’
7. Hermann Rudenberg,“$h,D,
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—  LAND SURVEYORS —
P. 0. Box 3582
BROWNSVILLE, TEXAS 78520
Phone (512) 5425792
June 15, 1987

Precident Ronsld Reagan

Donald 2. Hodel, Secretary of the Interior

ﬁmnnp Hoen, hm't, Sec, for Fish, Wwidlife & Parke
Lioyd M. Bertse

Senwor Phi) Graham

Rep. Solomon Ordz

Texss Governax Wm. Clements

Cameron County Judge Jack Goolsby

Mg, Mary Lo Campbell, Prontera Audubon Socisty

ﬂum,e.rminmgmhm'nmtmcmm Coastal SBander Resources System -
?wgmmmaﬂﬁumgraﬁmmubm&ommcmam
efourtes Sysem - Valume Texas (South Coast)," U.S. Department of the Imterior,
dated Pelwuary, 1987, Itu;rommmauomaqa'mceda "public meeting” hwld in
Browneville, Texss, o Thursday June 11, 1987: and the later acquisition of a copy of
rbeabovemmoneﬁﬂm The purpose hereof is to protest, in the strongest terms

possinle, any sericus congideration of the adoption of the recommendations contained in
the said Report,

I am Madigon L. Claunch. I have been a resident of Cameron County, Texas for
aproximately 37 years, :havemowrmﬂuparmﬁmnmalmmmem
which are the subject of this repart. 1do not, at the present time, represent any such
interesty in a professional capacity, hex is any much representation anticipated,

My poimary obpctions are listed below, A more detalled resume of my qualifications,
comments, and a review of the report £ attached bereto,

1. Contrary to the amertions of the representatives of the Dept. of the
Imtanor, this Report, and s recommendations, have not been pre-
p&u‘edmmeclﬁmdby!aw,uuncppc:mmry L and {congideration

=~ public comment.,®  Their statements thac ™ ;tm mlaases’ had
hmnmbmxxadmbcalmed:amndmbeacmpwduam
filiment of their resporsibility, A “public meeting® callad within two
ueﬂsdﬁnalpxwmnmdmgmtmmmuaam
ploy. Asanwnmmohaawad.‘wwuundummadeupm
this meeting,* Asamuzenmﬁ(tomthmmamupayercfmme
,Icieeplyrm'nt expenditure of tax daflars in this

manner. My personal rec dation to the Congr would be that
theye;xud« &usagmq:emjn;m the eparation of future

A Accawding to the presentation by representatives of the Dept. of the
Interior, no considerations have besn given to the sconomic impact
o this area. I congider this to be a caliows bureaucratic “cop-out™
that is without Justification no mattar what, undar the law, they
corgider to De their resporsibilities,

werhes Re; Report, Constal Barrier Remowmes System, June 15, 1987

does nct intend to take title to the mibject lands, ‘The effect will
be a de facto taking of grivate properties without due process and
et Qo A recent decision Dy the US. Sureme Court,

mpengstics,
mqmmmmhxﬁmmmwminm

4. As an effort to comeerve and effactively atura)
the Report. @6 completely, and totally, without merit. B mfiects &
mmwmcwm@mmmmmhm
history of this area and its present conditions,

As abxwe sated; hereto attached is 3 more detalled review of the Repart - siould
anyone care to take the time tn read it

Respectfully mibmitted,

e

-~

M.L. {(Matt) Claunch

Encl:
Qualifications & Comment
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ATTACHMENT
Letter of June 15, 1987
Coastal Barriors Remcuroes System, Vol 20 Texas (South Coast)

T am a Registered Public Surveyor and a Licenmed State Land Surveyor in the State of
Texms. I have resided, and warked, in the Rio Grande Valiey area B 4C years (37
yours in Cameron Coanty). 1 have participated in, and am familiar with, hisorical de-
velopinent. procesnes in this ares, There is very little of the coashal area in Caiteron,
Willacy, and Fenedy countiss with which I do nok heve pemonal and firwt hand
knowlsdge, 1 have slwo executad comtal meveys in Musoms, San Patricio and Ararsas

more thar should be consideced to the paposes of this letter. The fallowing
will be limited to those apects deened of paramount importance,

Economic Impact
Adoption of the datinne, comtained in the Report, will nesult i a

bvaﬂWdhrdvalumhﬁmsmm The cormequence will be & lws of tax
tevenue to all local entities, the State of Texas, and the Pedaral government.  Also;
many local lending iretitrtions (and through them, their depogitors) have a financial
stake in the subject area.

There is a question as to whether the adoprion of the recommendations will impact b
oppertanities in this area.  In the light of current economic conditions in this area, it
i incenceivabie that this guestion shouls not be duly considered.

There s & question as to whether the adoption of the recommendations will preclude
the adension of Federal Flood Inewrance and other "federal” financial assistance to
Jards within the suiject area, This is 3 matter that should not be based solely on cun-
siderations of oonservation,

the Federsl government, 'm\senaybetac?mmanym B,
mmmmi&m the resull of such adeprmon will be, Dy the Faderal
government, a laying amde of a considerable area (for ecific vee and/or nor-use)
without consideration for the rights of the private owners thereot,

Emmmmmmwmmﬁm

entrepreneury’
mmmmmmmmm One would have to hope that one of the
“emtreprencuts” would not be the Federal government iself. Or; that there had not
baan closion should the imposed restrictions ever be lifted.

Report Content

aummmmdmnmmmmmﬁ There is comment on

Background, cumrent Coastal Remcurce Management {incinding applicahie laws and State

-gmdn),udsmgcansum A Hee of 12 References is provided. As above
mentioned, much can be said about the Repoart content.

Attachment: Letrer of , .2 1%, 1587 (Coet.)

Of the 12 “references® there are 9 who can be identified as geclogists, 7 of these 9

are {or wers) emplovees of chair-halders with the Texas Bureau of Bconomic Geclogy.

ﬂﬁswﬁwamewmtmhmbm, W.L, Pisher, at one time proposed
-3

MeGowen tamtifipd, before 2 committos of the Texas Setiate, that the shoveline of
Padre Jfand was eroding ab a rate 12 ft. § inches per year (See Report, page 1k
When shown evidence to the contrary, Dr, McGowen ghated that perhaps he may have
been mmevhat over-zeslous,  Of the three memaining references, one is by a *poli-

recxt oy the US, Corps of Engineers on a specific storm occurance.  The nature of
the remaining mference (S, Davenport) (8 not Xnown to this writer, There are no
references to marine hiclogists or any conservation autherivies,

The Report contains considerable comment on the Texas Open Beaches Act.  Unless
recertly revised, the Act is not mropecly quoted.  An odginally enacted the said Cpen
Beaches Act declared the publics ot to the beach which was defined as follows:

Prom the line of Mean low Tide inland for a distance of 200 feet o to

ﬂ'sehmdvegntabm—wtnchevar:s%&dgmﬂquamﬂrpubhc
frescriprive use has been established.

Attention is invited to the maze on pages 15 and 19 of the Report. The western Jimit
o the proposed addlition to ar=a 111 is twe Imtta-Coastal Warerway, It is hereby s
mitzed that these are the momt ecological pervinent aress on the lowsr coast and they
have been exchxied!  This writer will e happy to offer support for this statement w
anyone who cares o take the cme w make inguiry,

Attention is invited to the map on page 20 of the Report, At the public heaning, in
Srownsville on June 11, the representatives of the Degtl of the Interior either could
mmuaﬁdmmmmeumxﬁmmmmﬁmwmdmn
to TiZ. They would only say that they had “drawn lines on maps® and the Congress
would be asked tp enact laqslation in reference to these "maps.”  The mischief
inherant in such a procedure should be patently apparent.

The Report makes no mention of the effects of “higtevical development.” It is a fact
that prior to the cometruction of the Imtra-Coastal Waterway and, in particular, the
Pore Mansfield channel to the guif, the upper portion of the Bouth Laguna was 50 salty
that maring ffe oould nok exist therein, The resull of these “develcpments" was to
effect a circulation that reduced salinity, Redfish Bay in now one of the premier
fishing grourds on the entire Texas coast.

There is much more that oould be said, But, if the above is net sufficient to provide

ammmmmﬂmﬂmmmamisﬁmmﬁxmmmmWax
regresentatives and the agencies on which they rely for sound advice,

O & (i

.1, (Matt! Claunch



HUSTON &
ASSOUCIATES, INC.

Engeertag & Enviconmiental Consultams

22 jyne 1987

The Coastal Barriars Study Group
f1gpartment of tha Interior
National Pars Service

PO, Box 37127

Washington, D.C. 20613-7127

Dear Sirs:

This letter roquests that the proposed expansion aress in Unit T+ {lower
Texas coast) be withdrawn from the Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS)
The reasoms for this request will be detaited below and in the attached
documents.

Espey, Huston £ Associates, lnc. (EHEA) was hired by Playa del Rie, Inc,
nearly three years age lo manage the efforis mecessary 1o obtain a Section
10/404 permit fram the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for the Playa del
Rio project. Playa del Rio Jands comprise a large percentage of the proposed
expansion preas of Unit ¥-12 [Figure ). Land for this project was acquired
end planning begun ever bafore the Coastal Barriers Act was enacted in
1382, Indeed, to date, an i8-inch water fine to sarvice the initial phase of
the project has been constructed to the site, Detsiled plans and engineering
zre nearly complete for the firit phase to be buift In non-jurisdictionsl sreas
of the projact. Since lhe beginnings of Playa, wall over eight years ago,
prograss has occurred staadily toward s altimate development,

Tive Plays lands included in the 1982 CBRS designation total 1,887 acres.
The proposed expansion of Unit T-1) adds another 3,572 acres for a total
of 5,454 scres of Playa iand in the CBRS, Table 1 displays the acreage of
the various land use types in Plays del Rio included I the CBRS and gives
the percant which each land use 1ype comprises of the Playa acreage included.
Figure 2 shows the focations of these areas.

Land use types which contain either terrestriat or aguatic habitat and, as
suth, o not preciude use of the ares by fish and wildlife include the despwater
marina, presarves, public or open space, and waterways, These cat ies
comprise 52.1% (983 acres) of the original T-t2 desigration, 68.6% (2,451
acras} of the proposed addition to T-11, and 63.0% {3,434 acres} of the tolal
existing and propased acresge of Piaya del Ric 1o be inciuded in the CBRS.
Therefore, over 3% would be available for fish and wildlife habitat,
Additionally, much of the preserve area listed on Table 1 is comprised of
dry sand flats which are slated for mitigation activities to create shallow
bay bottom habitat planted in seagrasses and surrounded by mangroves and
Gulf cordgrass. These areas will ultimately be far more biologicafly productive
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than they are at present. The natwral presarves of the project proposed
for inclusion in the CBRS inciude ail the primary dunes where nro building
is to gccur. Furthermors, ail existing cordgrass marsh aress and rmangrove
areas of the project are airaady in the preserve system a5 wail, R
Playa def Ric has sncrmous socizl and sconomic benefits asspciated with
its deveiopment. Attachment | - Information Package, Project Economics,
presents economic projections for Playa del Rig, Attachment Il - "Preliminary
Estimate of Employment Impacts of an International Industrisl and Resort
Complex" describes the importance of Playa det Rlo to the overall
developmant and revitalizatlon of the Cameron County ares. Attachment
i~ “PFotential Ecomomic Effects 1o Texas Associated with the Proposed
Expansion of the Coastal Barrier Resources Systam™ defines the effecy of
the CBRS on the Texas coastal area. The majority of the projected losses
in {ameron County would be associated with activifies possibly prevented
at Playa del Rio due to the CBRS.

The curtallment of growth in the Texas coastal area due to CBRA would
impact the State of Texas when the sconommy is aiready depressed. Secondly,
tourisir is the second-ranking indusiry in Texas at presant. Therefore, CB3RA
sizikes at the heart of ecomomic viability amd revitalization in Texas by
virtually ruling out development In coastal areas so important to the tourism
industry. The effect of the expanded CBRS on the State of Texas from
1935~ 2000is summarized as follows:

1} Average annual employment loss of 26,300 jobs.

2} Experience a reduction of construction monies of H.| biltion dotlars
{not including the land costs)h,

3} Loss of 6.2 dillion dollars in associated income,

&} 3.1 bitlion doliars lost in fax revenues ta local, State and Federal

govarnments,

| have a sumbar of guestions regarding CBRA and the expansion of the TBRS.
I would grestly appreciate written akswers to these questions as the CHRA
has potentially significant impacts on the Playa del Rio profect which
reprasent,

1} Has the DOI factored fost jobs, revanyes and income into the calculations
which indicate the estimated savings to the Federal goversment of from
5.5 to 1§ hillion dolfars over the next 20 years?

I} Since Taxas alone wiil lose more in income and revenues than the
1otak program is expected 10 save, why should roughly cre-third of the land
included in CBRS be iocated in Texas?

3} Given our sagging economy, especially in south Texas, why should
Texas be disproportionately penalized by directiy affecting a major industry?

4} Why are the coastal areas singled out for such land controls when
over the past i% or more years, infand flooding has averaged between 1 and
4 biftion: doliars in darnages annuatly?
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5) Why has the DI not published a supplernental EIS to cover the expansion
areas when, considering the farge acreage involved which affects many more
citixens, new input data must certainly have to be considered?

&} Since developers and industries are nearly atways required 1o sequire
permits or approvals in coastal areas and since the applicant must provide
detailed analyses of their project which are avaliable for considerabie pubtic
scrutiny, how can the government impose such severe restrictions on fandowners
without & detaiied accounting of the reasens, beyend general comments
regarding the environmentat value, Federal expendituras and safety aspects
of their proposed development?

7] Was the actual environmaentai value of each srea inciuded in CBRS
assessad or was it simply that an aras met certain lack of devalopment or
location criteriz which caused inclusion into CBRS?

B) Is it true that an area's inclusion into CBRS is basically dependent
an the level of development present at the titne of inclusion, rather than
consideration or permils acquired or extant land pians indicating future
deveiapment can be accomplished?

9} Why are there no provisions or mechanisms proposed whereby a praject
could be exempled From the CBRS if it meets accopiable criteriz regarding
environmental and safety considerations?

10} What areas have been removed or will be removed from the current
expansion proposal and what were the reasons for removing them?

15} What s the procedure and who makes the decision 43 1o exempting
property from the CBRST

12} Can it be denied that CBRA Is & land use control mechanism when
ane of the basic raasons given for implementing CBRA was protection of
coastal environments?

13} 3houkd land use control not be administered by State or local authorities
most directly affected by such sctions?

+4) Wilt the CBRS areas in Yexas be expanded beyond the proposed boundaries?

15) For the Playa del Rig/Linit T~12 area included in the CBRS, were
the following items considered?

a) Economic benefits which could accrize to the surrounding area
bl Datailed scological analyses of the area

b Effect of lost jobs and income

d} Cost to regional infrastructure plans

e} Location in logical and reasohable growth patterns

If the answer i3 yes to the above, please provide a copy of 1he analysis.

If further documentation, notices or written materials are produced relative
to the expanded CBRS by the Department of the Interior, ! would greathy
appraciate receiving copies. Additionally, ! request the list of Congressionai
Commiiteas to whom the Secretary of the interior's CBRS recommendations
will be submitted.

ESPEY CHLSTUIN S AT T N

It is the desire of Playa del Rig, Inc. that the expanded T-12 area be modified
to exclude iands associated with Playa. If this is not accomplished at’ihe
DO levet, please detail for me the process by which an appeal of the decision
can be made and (o whom the appeal must be presanted.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincersly,

\ ‘
James M., Wiersema
Associate

Manager, Ecotogy Section
AMW:djh

anel




DONALD L. HOCKADAY
P.O. BOX 2684
SOUTH PADRE ISLARD, X 78597

June 19, 1987

The Coastal Barriers Study Group
nepartment of the Interior
National Park Service

P.0. Box 37127

Washington, DC  20013~7127

RE:  COMMENTS ON CRRS IN SOUTH TEXAS

bDear Study Group:

Thank yoo for the opportunity to attend your meeting in
Brownsviiie, Texas on June 1, 1987. I support the retention of
a2il desigrered area of the South Texas coast (ie, T-11 § T=12) in
the (oastal Barriers Resources System {(CBRS}, inclusion of al:
preposed additiens to  rhese units, and expansion to  inciude
certain other areas rot presently tagged for inclusion.

I have & masters degree and bjology and work at a rarine
field stavion on South Padre Island. T also have a Texas real
estate crokers licenge and have worked in real gstate
developrent, sales and rentals on Scuth Padre Island, Texas. I
am a lifelong resident of Cameron County, Texas.

The meetinyg &t Brownsville was something of a waste. I
attended to ask questions and hear answers Lo gquestions, but
found anp unooentfolled shouring festival refereed py an  avowed
supporter of che more vocal faction ir attendance. I lefr afrer
about an heour, I think that I have had all of my «uestions
answered oy leocal individuals since the meeting.

"FISE, WILDLIFE AND OTHER NATURAL RESQURCES™

One of my planned questions for the meeting was concerned
with whether wildlife issues were to be copsidered and [ learned
at the meeting that they were absolutely not. However, ! find
that Sec. 10 {cji{l) of the CBRA clearly specifies the contrary.

do not see much peint in providing arqguments for “fish,
wildlife and other natural resources of the System.* These
considerations are obvious. I will forwazd an addendum 1o ny
comments that may serve to provide some documentation fer your
office in this area.

JOGBS AND LOCAL ECONOMY

X 1 do not find in the Coastal Barrier Rescurces Acc {CBRAJ &
directive for the Secretary of the Intericr {Secretary! o
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provide recommendations concerning *Jobs" and "Local economy.”
The responses to guestions at the meeting confirmed thacr rthese
wouid not be <considered in the recommendations. I fully
understand that such considerations as “jobs® and "local economic
impact® are not germane to the guestion of whether areas meet rhe
guidelines. 1 alsoc understand that a large tract of land further
north on  the Texas coast was excluded from the original ¢BRS
because of rhese types of concerns. It is rather disconcerting
that congress and the Department of the Interier established
rules and guidelines and then condescended to viplate the
guidelines when pressured by local powers. Since you (Inverior
and/or  Congress) have apparently established that you are not
planning to follow the existing guidelines, and tend to make up
new ones as you go aiong, it is rather near impossible for me o
prepare speclfic comments. I have ro assume that you wili give
credence to the orchestrated protest inm Cameron County centering
argund *Jobs* and "lccal economy® simply because of <the loud
vDices in which these concerns have been expressed. I have no
choice but to include them in my comments. In Falt, Decause -

guidelines and reasons for the guidelines are so Clear-cut a

urarguable, I will devote nearly all of py comments to "jobs" an
the "iocal econory.* I find that these concerns stronaly Support
inciusion of all recommaended areas into CBRS.

WETLANDS

In passing the Clean Water Act 1nto iaw, COARYLess was ver
clear in 8tating that wetlands are to be unimpacted except unde
speciiic, stated exceptions, Congress would be capricicus 1t 1t
actiong  if, on one hand, its policy demands provection o
weriands and on the other hand its specific actions fail ¢
foliow this policy. FPurther, one of the purposes of the CBRA i
provection of the watlands by protection of the barriers, Ther
i no peint in failing to include the wet)ands, such  faxl
would onily reduce clarxty in the policy and purposes of both
Clean Water Act and the CBRA,

BROWNSVILLE HARBOR CANAL

There has been a question raised concerning the potential
impact o©f expansion of T-12 on the ability for the Brownsvilie
Navigation ©District to deepen and widen its channel. The north
boundary of the proposed addition to T~12 is in the channel. It
is obvious to me that it was not the purpose of Longress in
enacting CBRA to prevent this type of expansgion of existing port
facilities. It is alsec obvious that the Secretary had ne
intention of incliuding this channel, otherwise the entire channel
would bhave been included in the proposed expansion instead of
only the southern half, splitting the channel lengthwise. It
shopld be obvious to anyone that the Secretary has ne inteption
of recommending inclusion of the Brownsviile Ship Channel.
please mover your notrthern boundary & few feet to the south to
clarify your intentions and deflate the pelitical football.
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COMMENTS ON EXISTING CBRA UNITS IN SCUTH TEXAS
Teil

Given your guidelines, it would be jmpossible to  Justify
reducing this unit ©r not including the wetlands to the east.

1 doubt that anyone will find themselves wanting for & iob
that could be created in subtidal land lecated miles from
civilization. The only jobs at stake here are the jobs created
by the ptoductivity of the wetlands in sports and commercial
fisheries and the tourist industry that is supported Dby sports
fishing in both Cameron and Wilacy Counties.

tne uwpiand portion of this tract is not only important for
the general reasons understood by the Secretary and Congress buyc
it i§ alsc important because this area i& a valusble tourist
amenity for the South Padre Island economy. Puring all months of
the year, but especially the winver, many tourists and “winter
rexans™ utilize tne beach from Andy Bowie park to the Hansfield
Cut for sutf fishing. The guestion of why pecople fish where they
do 15 difficulr to angwer. It is only partially answered by

nouing where f:sh are caught, 1 worked for one year collecting
data for the National Marine Fisheries Service on fishing
activity on South Padre Isiand. One Gr two days each week

drove this Bbeach ané talked to fishermen. I no longer have mnmy
data, but T tan assure you that, with Some exCceprions, catching
figh was not the primary reason that people surf fish on  the
northern reaches of Souch Padre Island, In general, they Sipply
did not catch encugh fish to Justify it. 1 suspect that cthey
were fishing in that area because of the solitude and the feeling
that this great and peausiful beach belonged to them a.one §or
one day. Even one gueiling per mile would change the entize
corplexicn of the beach fer rthese people, These pecple
contribute to the logal economy.

T~1i

Again, given your guidelines, it would ve impossible to
justify failure to inciude all of the land you have tagged for
inclusion in T-12. The peripheral issues only support inclusien.

Rere we have an exception to most of the situatlons you
encounter in other patts of the coastal United States, placed in
Your lap you have a concrete worst Case soenario eﬁ what cquld
happen if you do not recommend that all the un-inhabited porcions
of the barrier isiand complexes be piaced in the CBRS.
specificalily, Army Corps of Engineers permic application number
17714 ({Galvesten District) proposes vo develep this area, My
comments on this application are on file w?th the ACE. The
complexities of "economy” and "jobs® surrounding this gppl;catlcn
are explored to some extent in my comments to the application, §0
1 will not repeat them.
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rlease enter a copy of ACE permit application number 17714
and copies of all comments to that application i1nto your record.

Using ACE permit application number 17714 as an exarple of
what 1ig possible in this area, please note that 8000 acres of
wetland will Bbe destroyed (including 2000 acres that will bpe
completely modified; and anovher 3,800 acres of upland wWill be
leveled, filled or dredged to below MSL.

the filling of land under ACE permit application 17714 ig to
be done to an average of +6 feer M3L, Noting the word “average,”
half of ¢the filling will be to less than +6 fealb, Hutrricane
hilen produced flooding to +7 feet; over half of this lang,
including the means of egress, would have been flooded by thiis
storm. Asguming hurricane flooding to maximum expected level of
+12 feet, al: or nearly all of this will be submerged. With a
proposed 75,0006 living units in the project and with only one
road  out, the potential cost in human lives may place T-12 as
one of the most dangerous locarions on any cpastal area of cthe
United Stares for development. With an esrimated by
appiicant eventual eigat Billion Dollar physical planc, g
area w.:il also be one of the most expensive locations in  tn
United Staves for Comgress Lo prop-up with tax money,

! should point out that, alithough it is not part <f the
application, the applicant’s agents have mentioned on BeVveral
coeasions that a ferry will be run across Brazos  Santiago  Pass
which will alliow escape from a hurricane. 7 should alsc point
st that  the nurricane escape plan noted was menctioned by the
applicant’s agents as a means of escape from South pPadre Island
-- alliowing residents of SPI to avoid a direct roube our if they
desired and escape across miles of near-coast, near sea-ievel]
road afier Cro$sSiLng Lhe hurricane swollen seas of #razog pasg in
& ferry. 1 assume that the future residents of T~1Z could escape
te SPI by tak:ing the ferry back on each Crossing.

Please review Morton & Pieper {1975} to see that he area
qust  gouth of the end of Hignway 4 has eroded 900 feetr :in the
periog between 1937 and 1974, I would assume that by continuing
vhe curve obtained by plotting erosicn/accretion rates from
prazos Pass to the mouth of the Rio Grande, the erosion rate
south of this peint would pe proportiovnally more staggering than
this. 1s this land that the United States would like ro
underwrite? How scon will future residents petition the Unived
States to save them from this erogion? part of this land of
staggetring erosion rate is not presfently included in the UBRS,
but is proposed for inclusion. Also note that the point of 900
foot erosien in 37 years was not directly affected by migration
of the Rie Grande during the period in guestion, apd alse that
some of the land to the south of that point is in real danger of
peing affected by future river migration.

The area between the end of highway 4 and Brazos Pass is, on
the average, accreting. Some of Lt is acecreving rapidly, as
would be expected pecause of the jerties, puildings are not
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planned for the primary dunes in this azea. However, plenty of
construyction is planned behind them. How long will these dynamig
dunes be able to survive association with fixed structures? This
section of beach is particularly important because it proteces
the valuable South pay and marshes.

"Jobs® and Tlocal economy® are ar risk with the impact on
South Bay by elimination of ecological support to the bay. Ampie
criticism of the project’s impact on the South Bay system can be
found on file in the numerous comments by Federal agencies and
private citizens on the ACE permit application, “Jobs* and
“local eceonomy® of the Town of South Padre Island and City of
Port Isabel 4aze at risk from loss of rourist dollars to a new
major resort. “Jobs" of fishermen will be potesntially impacted.
The sports fishing industry will be potentially impacted.

As the Dapartment of the Interiocr and {ongress learn pore
about T-12 and the alternates for its future they may begin to
shudder at even looking at it on a map.

I trust that neither the Secretary or Congress will follow
the timid foousteps of the Texas Genera) Land Office and the
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department by whining away the probler
while waiting for the US Army Corps of Engineers to take the hear
on  permit application (7714, Whether this specific applicatiorn
is approved or denied, the directives ¢f CBRA remain the same.

Pleage hold to the position that the eastetn portion of T-1%

is truly & barvier island. It cervainly functions as & lbarrier
igiand.

{ am sure that you will £ind trhat the permir application
that I have discussed will serve you as an example of tne worst
possible conseguences of failure to protect coastal barriers and
wetlands, for instance, ewven though there is nothing I know of
that is planned for section T-11, the proposal for development of
T-12 shows that the imagination of one day often pales at the
reality of the nexr, If T-11 is§ reduced, it would be only a
matter of time before we see a proposal to build & causeway
between Port Mansfield and the northern part of South Padre
island for the purpose of developing T-1il. What could happen to
the the northern reaches of our beach?  What could it 4o to the
*iobg* and "local economy* of the Town of South Padre Island?

CTHERWISE PROTECTED

The Department of Interior was particularly ascute in
evaluating the lack of security afforded to coastal barriersz and
wetland owned by the State of Texas. The concept that the State
of Texas wants these lands to be considered "otherwise protected”
80 that they can be developed seems rather insulting to common
Bense. including the #razos Jsiand State Recreation Ares
political shuffle, the State of Texas has a rather podr recent
record of protecting its barrier isiands and wetlands in  South
Texas. The Texas General Land Office seemed more than
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accommedating in  planning to sell out & nice size chunk of
valuable island and wetland to the before-menticned applicant for
an ACE permit. The moderatot of your Brownsville meeting and the
Texas Land Commissioner have recently offered apother large chunk
of county and state land for development, much of which is
valuable werland. Cameron County and the Town of South Padre
island plan to convert part of Andy Bowie County Park, all of
which is barrier island and much of which i3 wetland, into a gelt

Course, If anyone wants to¢ know the level of “otherwise
protected” status of state oy county land, just make them an
wffert Nov even federal land is otherwise protected. In 1978,

part of T-11 was taken out of the padre Island National Seashore.
Had this occurred after the CBRA of 1987, would a1t
antpmaticaily and instantly been included in the CBAS?
stress that I am not, on principal, opposed to seiling, leasing
or developing publiic lands. My point is, there is no such thking
is *otherwise protected" barrier island or wetland in  South
Texas.

THE 7~1/2 MILE STRETCH

The Town of South Padre Isiand has & realistic concern
rejayive to the land immediately north of the Andy Rowie wounty
pPark. Presently, there remains many undeveloped lots within uhe
Town limits. Howgver, there is very iitvie avalflable land for a
hotel-size building on the beach and no available Land for a
large condominium or hotel complex. This places the Town of
South Padre Island in a2 poor position to expand with gualivy. In
my mind, the question 15 not whether the Town needs to expand,
but whethet the town needs to be able to expand with additiorai,
high-quality prolecrs. I pelieve that rthe inability to aturace
one or mere large, first class developments will place the Town
ar  a disadvantage in the relatively near future in compezing for
thé growing touristy marker,

©n  the other hand, [ would be hard put to come up with a
ratienale thar would require ail 7~1/Z mileg south of T-11 for
such expansion., The prospect of more than doubling the deveioped
porvion  of South Padre Island, particularly when the expansion
places the future residents further and further from the oR.Y
escape route, leaves me with concern for the future of our area.

Unlimited opportunity for expansien will eventually work o
the detriment of the Town of Socuth Padre Island. South Miam:i
#each suffered from the availability of beachfront land to its
notth ih the 1950s and 1%60s5. Developers declined to renovate or
replace existing, aging buildings in South Miami Beach and
instead just built on the available land to the north, I iived
on South Miami Beach in 1968+69% and found it to be a dilapidated
*old felks home* just south of opulent luxury. As land ran oux,
finally south Miami Beach is being rensewed.

The Town of South padre Islangd needs the opportunity to
gxpand with guality and developers need the motivation to
increase the gquality of the existing land in the Town by
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replacing obsolete structures. goth of these are logically
obtainable by securing the availability and a reasonable lirit to
nerthward expansion.

I question the sincerity of public officials who, when
cffered & partial monopoly of Darrier island land, choose o
expound on *Jobs* and *local econemy” of vheir constityents and
say, "Hell, no. For gconomif reasons we wani as much competition
as possible.”

EROSION

The northern portion of the Town of Sguth padre Island is
eroging. wrhe land Just north of the Town is eroding at an even

more rapid rate, There are developing technologies that promise
to alleviate =esrosion and even promote accretlon on  barrier
iglands. seme of these technologies may be ecoromically

feasible rvogay on South Padre Island because the value of tne
land hete is sufficientliy high. However, no method that I know of
has shown any promise unless ii procecis a continuous stretch of
beach. If development is scartered along the norchern part  of
the South Padre Isiand beach, north of Andy Bowie Parx, it would
ne probibitively expensive to protect these areas {rom erosion or
storm damage. As long as development ¢an be contained, and &8
long as this development is of the highest guality, it may be
possible to alleviate the problem of erosion on South Padre
Igland.

In evaluysting erosion rates in South Texas, consider the
rates after vthe 19Ms. After the construction ¢f cne Brazos
Santiagoe Pass etties and the dams on the Ry Grande, the
grosionsaccresion patterns were modified.

LOCAL INITIATIVES

the Secretary includes consideration of logal iritiatives in
evaluating expansions and deletions from the CBRS. In sorme areds
municipalities have taken the initiative to protect the valuve of
cheir bparrier island land. § fully support the <concept that
Congress will werk with and support local governments who accept

their responsibilities. 1 suppor:t the exclusion @f jand from
C8RS that has been otherwise protected to the practical extent
possible by logal government. Federal fax dolilars should

rightfclly go to help subgidize land controlled by communities
that expend avery reascnable effort to insure the future value of
the land uynder thneir control by 2zoning and setback ordinances and
by wetland management.

Pursuant to this concept, on June 17, 1987 I suggested to
the Board of Altermen of the Town of South Padre Island that they
consider negotiating with Cameron County to sSolve some  COmMon
preblems, secure property valugs, protect the beach and stimulate

guality development, My suggestion was that the Town negotlate
with the Coupty to seil andy gowie Park -- which has limited
northern expansion of the 'fown -- and buy land slightly further

¥
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north  for a unew Andy Bowie Park, Because the value o¢f the
present Andy Bowie Park is higher than land further north, there
wouid be excess funds available to develiop the park for the
henefit of county residents {eq. public¢ showers, picnic areas).
With deed restricrions placed on the land and with Town btullding
codes and zoning in place before the land is sold, the Town could
assure quality and protect this area of high erosion rate. Thers
was no discussion on the issue and no alternate proposals
suggested. The bottem line here is that for Sourh Texas the
Secretary might as well file "local initiative® in the same
folder as "otherwise protected,*
PRIVATE OWNERSHIP

There were a few statements at the Brownsville meezing
about impacting the value of privately owned land to the owners
of this iand. I see this as a reascnable concern, particularly
for those who purchased barrier island land prior o 1981.
However, to point out the obvious, these purchases would best be
categorized as long term land speculations, a field of accepred

high risk. Anyone purcehasing uninhabited barrier island land
afrer 198z had eirther the risk or the reality of not receiving
federal assistance more clearly spelled out for them. It is

nardly incumbent upon the United Scates to assure success in long
rerm land speculations.

Notwithstanding my opinion that CBRA established the rules
in 1982, placing all purchasers of uninhabited barriers cleariy
at  higher econemic risk, [ Sympathize with whar seems parcially
to he condemnation of private land without compensation, Berween
the Clean Water Act and CBRA, the owners of these lands have
lirtlie oppertunity to revover udse of their own land.

NATIORAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM

rlease evaluate under Section 10 (ciil) of C(8RA ~he
pessibility of including 7T~1! and T-12 in the Naticna, wiidlife
Refuge System {(HNWRS!), wuech of T-11 was originally parz of padre
Island Natjonal Seashore. Apparently "loeal sconcmy™ took 1t out
in 1%78 for the purpose of deveioping it. A1l of .7-12 was
recommended for inclusion in the NWRS by the National Marine
Sanctuary Study Group and was considered by the Nat}cqal
Estuarine Program Syudy Group. It would likely have been included

in the MWRS if either of thesge ptograms had gone anywhere. part
of T-12 (Loma Wildlife Sanctuary) is currently in the NWRS. ALY
of it has been recommended for inclusion inte the Rio Grande
valley Nsticnal Wildlife Banciusry. it is hardly a radical

suggestion that the Department of the Interior take both T-11 and
T-12 into the NWRS,

It seens advisable to me for the Secretary to evaluare the
economics of the inclusion of these two units in the NWRS. It
may be cheaper in the Iong run to stop dickering with this law
and that, hoping for protection while leaving these Aareas
sugceptible to eventual development, Inclusion intc the NWRS

Hockaday, pags &
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would also solve the problem of the property owners of these
areas, as tchey would be paid for their iand. gooner or iater,
congress i& going &9 pe faced with & proposal fof compensat ing
these property owners to some ekt ent. sooner or later, CONgress
is qoing to be faced with pressures to remove these ataas from
the CHRS. In the long term. gongress may be much betrer off ro
simply sgive the problems instead of passing them on to future
congresslonai sessions.

the market value of T-11 is probably bejow S$100 million.
gsing vhe figures provided at the arowngville meeting on the cost
ro the federal government for private enterprlse vo develop each
acre of Darrier islang and the €Ost to the federal goveInment
from the passage of jusy oné hurrigane over each of these acres,
it would pe cheaper for Congress to DUy the entipe block than =@
allow developnent on only three pPercént of it.

tnciuding ail of this unit in padre Island national Seashore
wouid De an £normous windfail for owners south cof this un:z and
shoyld almost immediately stimulate coptrolied gevelopment and
increase the land value for property cwners in snd near tné Town
of gsouth Padre -slang and the TiTY of port isab@i. the overall
gain .o fameron county would be gifficult o gygrestimate.

mhere appears to be less than 106,000 acres in T-12 that has
any markel yalue at all.

1 am fully aware tnat CBRA does not gpecifically prohibit
development on coastal Larriers. 1y does not sServe gir=her the
cpderal government Or private speculators to leave jand in iimbo.
If the iand is worthy of protection, then identify iz, pay ot
ie, angd protect it. AGaiD, it would be cheaper in the long ruh,

CONCLUSION

Fromw every conceivable pergpective it is tvo the best
interest of the cnited grates and Cameron founty to inciude all
of the existing and proposed land Gf T-1l and T-1Z in the CHRS.
The only excepllion is the slight modification of the north
poundary of T-1Z to exciude the Brownsville darbor Canal. n
addivion, T-11 should be extended scuth to a line that allows the
town of South Padre Isiang limited expansion. The land of T-1
apd T~12 would be petter serveqd 1f it wele inciluded in the NWRE.

s trply,
B i

- [
ponald L. Hockaday

RICHARD F. PEARCY

1126

JERAN ANNE PEARCY
Ri. 1, Box 376 §an Benito, Texan 78588 G12-399-5566

June 21, 1887

Coantal Barriers Study Seoup

4.8, Dspt. of Interior, Matignal Park Service-498
p,0. Box B7i27

washingion, D.C. 20843-7127

SUBJECT: Proposed changes to the Coastsl Barriers Rasource Syatem
Bant lonsn:

1 would Liks Yo encourags the sddition of more tand to tho Comsial
Barrisr Resource Systen. A Lot of thess areas can best ba
protacted this way. Thay are definitaly nome of our most valusble
natural rassurces.

Onn spacific point~—It assend incongrusus that taxpaynrs’ money can
he usad to provide roteral flood insursnce and provide funds for
road tmprovesants, #3C., than provide disesier raliaf in Li5 nany
forms whan the inavitabla happene. When devalopmant occurs, iat
1t bear its own risks.

Thank you and kesp ug the good wWork.

Gsnceraly,

QQL:M,[ ‘P £ CIL xcﬁ(

Richard F. Pearcy

Aprii 6, 1987

My. Harold E. Rawiings
3703 CR 79
Resharon, TX 77883

{nterior Secretary
Donald P. Hedell
washington, D.C. 30242

Dear §ir;

1 agree with the Interior Department’s Propesal to morae than
ﬁauc;e_?exas Coastal agresge whereas making said coasisl acreage
insliginle for Federal Aid and Flood Insurance.

Texas does not need development slong our precicus ceast and marsh
lands. Lets give the wildlife and marine life a chance, Unzoid
thousands of ducks, geese, and all tvpes of shore birdse inhibit
thase sarsh lands twelve months out of the year.

Defelopers do net give a damn for paople, wildiife, ar marine 1ife.
Al.':hey give a damn about is fattening their pocket books. They
don't give a damn about our future generarions either. ’

I've seen what devastation the 1983 storm did to Galveston and
8razoria County Coast Lines, Millions of dollars worch of lumber
nome furnishing ang etc. lay strewn back in the marsh lands, itens
were hardly worth salvaging. 1 know, because T went and looked .
?n;aihzgrdeveiopers have the nerve to push for development,

I wowld hope, Mr. Hedell, when you send your recomyendatrions to
Congress this year that said recommendations wiil be in favor of
protecting our precious coast and matshk lands and denying Federal
Aid and Flood Insurance to fhoas who wiuld screw up out coast and
marsh lands,

Yours truly,

Ao
A A
et “r
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may &8, 1987

Coasta) Barriwrs Study Group

U. . Department of the Interior
Naticnei Park Service-498

. 0. Box I71ET

Waskington, D.C. 2o¢13-7187

Dear Sir or Madam:

Bning one nha_il ronmitted to the protection and praservation
oFf the Nation's barrier islands, wetlands ang peachss. I would like

regimter My rong suasort for the rermwal of th
e ncc?x riaat+] » Coautal Barriers

. 'lh my u?rk I am cornstantiy invelwed with issues CONCRT B
(2T coasta, areas, itm beaches angd wetlands. Mot a4 ocay poes by
whare 1 am not reminded of the inoveasingly intense develoomert
pressure levimd on our cosstal resources. fAg the nation's popular
tien cortinues te move to our coastal aress we are in descérate need
of wvery strong cosstal protection peligy, The final draft of the
Cosatal Barrie~s Rescurces Ret has the potential of being the typ
of preotection tnat is msssntial for the preservation of our uctlaiﬁ.
and coastal areas for genarations o COM#. *

I urge you to wheliehaartedly support this fct and haold strong
:gasnut Ariy wWRaANSNITNG  ANENTRENtS. I am concernms that the great
EUILD‘ TEXAS? thrust for ecoromic development jnitiated to pull
the state out of Lte financial problems will add #ven more preéssure
to cevelis our coastal ar@eas st grest Cost to the mrvironmant 5c
please rep-pient ne at the Nation's Capitel ang actively suapor; the
renewal of the Coastal Barriers fescurges Ac%.

Sincerely,

St Zgﬂ”é‘

Seatt Roy
1R212 Amtlinwtte Flace
Austin, TX 78727

PR Pieasp reéject ary move to celete any military and Coast Guard
;a:ds ard Federal roads fromthe Coastal Barriar fAssources
S

get  Congrassran Jake Pickle
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Erika L Brand
23306 Dew Streer
Hufirman, Texas 77336

Coastal Barriers Study Group
Matwona] Park Service

P.O. Box 37427

Washington, D.C. 26013.7§27

0} June 1987
Re: Controj Barriers Resource Act{CBRA} of 1982
Ladigs and Gentlemen:

I understand the above ;s now up for renewal and 2 considerable expansion
of the amount 31 shoreline covered under the act is proposed by the
Department of Interior.

Please take note of my fullhearted support of such a proposal as this is
extremely important for Texas o iight of the [act thal we have so httle
state or local protective legislation for our shoreiine and werlands.

Thank vou very much for your involvement and help.

Sincerely yours,

cc: The Honorabie Jack Fields
{-5, House of Representatives
Washungton, D.C, 20515

Folbrae: omeil 7 ANIHE oo
A’f\// GITour QZ%W m&y“gf :
R e [oddadly LA Cpanter ‘

& M Bl :

¥ SULEAT SraThers

T 2o B 5
F A5 Y/=RE T3 W JX Z753]

2705 Hunters Crossing
Harlingen, Tx, 780550

June 14, 1987

Dear Dept. Interior,

Please keep the entire proposal for the Coastal Barrier
Resource Act. It makes no sense for the taxpayer to undervwrite
construction on such risky land., The money to be lost to
storms must be aw’ully high. Wwhy should we encourage the risk
of loss of life Yo hurricanes” Keop the proposal intact.

Thark you,

e ié(/ﬁ
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“euns 15, 1987

Deur Sirs:

I was unable %o attend the mesting in Brownaville
concerning the Coastel Barrier Rsgsurces Act, sc let me
make myssifl heard,

According to the news socounts, Departwent & the
Interior ofiicla.s were _sslege_ by angry devslopers snd
ecnatruction ofrficials who moaned about the impact this
would have on the alrsady depressed esoncmy,

These people ars only looking cut for their salfish
interests and not for the welfars of all the pecpis who
anjoy the miles of uncongested beaches snd undeveloped
comstline we enjoy here in Texas, There ia alresdy acres
and scres of vaeant real satute inaide the town of South
Padre Ialand on which they can build their tasteloss
condominiums, As for the sffect on the sconomy, many of theae
eocnira:tory hire undocumented iilegal alliens anyway, negating
mioh of ita poaitive impacs,

I am a formsr resldsnt of Florida and ssw almoat svery
ineh o coastline in that state aold to devsiopsrs, Though
Iy sure the Federsl government is more concerned with saving
money In the fedsrally-insured programs, I think prsssrvation
of the nation's rapldly-dwindling coastline should sliso be done
for snvirommental reasons, I support your stand on snlargsning
the arsas not covered by Fadsral flrod insurasdcs,

Slncerely youra,

Jlud izt

1127

231 Rosehud
Coroun Uheistf, Texas THIO4
Jupe 18, 007

Le 1, &

7.0, Bax &30
#to Bondo, TX 783523
19 June 1987

Coastal Barviers Study Group

Y.8. Pept, of ifnterior, Hational Park Servige - 498
P.G., Box 37i27

Waghingtona, D.C, Zo0p3-7127

Dear Study Group:

I am wriltiag to express my support for the propesed additions to
the Cpastal Barriers Resturces Systesm. 1 think it is a wise
decision to nor provide federal insurance to high risk sareas
where peaple should net be putting up structures in the firsg
place, Thede barriers are lmportant to provide a buffer to the
mainland and to protect marshes and estuartes, 1 am in favor of
protecting these barriers as well as saving taxdollaras. 1 feel
these addicisns would help do both and [ strongly enceurage you
to add these additlons to the present system.

Sinceraly,

Londa. Hdack

Linda Laack



R, 1, Box 37§
San Benito, TX 78586
June 17, 1987

Conastal Barriers Study Group

4. 3, Dept. of Intericr, National Park Service - 498
P, 0. Box INN27

Washington, D. ¢, 20013.7127

Degr Sirs:

Thank you for the proposed additions to the Cosstal
Barriers Rescyrces System, | believe that enlarging
the area included in the Systew will save lives by dis.
couraging buiTding fn the coastasl areas, The lgss
building, the ltess people tb be in the wey when 2 des-
tructive hurricane hits,

Do not de swayed by the pleas of those who stand
to Tose money if this plan succeeds. Someday even they
will have to thank you.

My only request might be that you try to make the
area included in the Coastal Barriers Resources System
even Targer,

With genuine appreciation,

Jean Anne Pearcy
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131 Roesebud 767

vorpus Christi, Texas 75404
February 25, 19688

Mr. Wiiliam Penn Mozt

Directoy, Narienal Park Sepvice
Y. S. Departeent of the interior
P, 0. Box 37127

Washingtan, B. €. 20033

Dear Mr., Motu:

Last June I wrote to the Coastal Rarriers Study Croup
of the Department of the Interior, BIpressing amsrement at
the withdrawal of area T9 on the Tesas cosast from the Coastal
RBarrier Resources Svstem. A copy of the letter i5 en-
clesed, and. as you can see, I reguested z definite answer
&5 to the rationale for the exclusion, I have not been ex-
tended the courtesy of a reply. Furthermore, area TU is seulil
exciuded on the latest draft reports.

My concern is not based on s whim. Area T9 includes
onhe of the major storm washover &reas on the Texas coast,
and your own published classification criteria have been
ignored, Every #ajor hurricane passing this segment of cha
ccest has caused flooding in this area. {(S%ee enclossd copy
ef & photograph that covers the southern part of area T9
and was taken following Hurricane HBeulah.) No knovledge-
able person would classify this high velocity danger zone
as develeped and., therefore, eligible for publically financed
FEMA flood insurance. For a Federal agency to do sp is the
height of irresponsibility.

Withdrawal of this area from inclusion in the CBRS
invelved a deliberate decision, Consequently, I Tepeat my
original request -~ what specific rationale was used in
withdraving T%? [ am a research marine geologisy with I¢
years of professicnal experience, ircluding 15 vears studye
ing sedimentary processes along the Texas coast. Fesl
fres, therefore, to use technical terwinology in replying.
I ghall expect a prompt shswer, Otherwise, I shall ask
Senator Lloyd Bencsen's office to assist me in getting a
responsa to my ingairy.

(% £
A
Henry A. Berryhnill,

Consulting Geclogisc

cc: Senator Lioyd Bentsen
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Port Lavaca-Calhoun County
Chamber of Commerce and Agriculture

June 9, 1987

Cosstal Barviers Study Group
Nationmal Park Service

U.5. Deparcment of rhe Iancerior
P.0. Box 37127

Washington, D.C. 20013-7127

Prank B, MoGilvrew
Coastal Barriere Coordinator
Fiah and wildlife Service

Pear Sir:

We have reviewed the "Report to Congress: Cosstal Barrier Resources
Svsten,” the executive summary, and maps coutained in volume 19 for
the north Texas coast.

¥hile we commend anv effort to preserve wildlife habirat eruicial to
our hunting, spsrt and commsrcial Fishing, and tourism éndustries in
Calhcun County, we are concetned mbout the boundaries showm on map 33,
Port 'Conner Nuadrangle.

In our view the southwesterly beusdary following the old I'. %, aAlr
Force ferrv channel to Matagerda Tsland should be ghifted sastward
#o that the ares designated as 7-11 does MOT inelude the ferev chasnel.

The ferry charne! {s our enly access to Matagords Island State Park
and Wildlife Management Area, a unit of the ¥ational Wildlife Refupe
Svater,

By agresment, access to the island {5 limited te psssenger boats,
Ineluding the channel in the Cosatal Barrier Resource Syster would
seer to endstger our ab{lity to obtain federa! funding to dredge and
maintain the channel.

We protest any action that would restrict access to Matagorda Islaps.

"Surely access is aisc & concarn of the Department of Interisr {U.S.
Pish and Wildlife) when they are a party to the 100-vesr arreement
with the State of Texas {Texas Parks and Wildiife} and the General land
office soncerning manspesent of the jsiand.

That mAnagewent sgrespent notes that the island 1a “a significanc
retreational and hismtoerieal area, both to the cicirens of Texas and to
the Xation.”

The agresment aise notes that Zone B--an ares that i only sccessible
by the ferry channel--is to be adminiatered as “a wildlife conservation
and park area, providing compatible public ume opportunities." & rask
that would be defficult or fwposaible if the ferry chazmel 4is not
=riperly maintained and dredped.

P.C. Box 528 Port Lavaca. Texas “™979 {812} 352.2954

We underatand that therye is some disagreement berwesn state and
faderal officisle as to who should be responaible for maintaining
the channel. To include the chamnel in the CBRS might wnfairly place
the burden upon a state vhose Financisl mituation is straimed as it
seeks o shift ity ecoboewy based on gas and oil to & mors diversified
economic bame. Like many arsss, Calhown Countv is lookimg te tourfsm
to eage that shift,

We trust that using the channel as a boundary for the area de-
signated as TX-1! was an “oversight” and that the Department of In-
terior does nct inzend to restrict access to the ialand.

The remedy appears to be simple. We only ask that vou shift the
boundary so that it does not include the ferry channel,

Sincerely,
M
. J )

/s ; 2.
Kf/df:kq}h }/,21“' ﬁ?‘fﬂil%%
Sandy Pusteloveky - v

President

Port Lavaca-Calhoun County
Chamber of Commerce & Agri.
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The {bastal Barriers Study Group
Department of the Incerior
Navional Park Service

P. 0. Box 37127

Washington, D. €. 200137427

Gentlemen:

On June 13, 1987, I atrended & Coastal Bsrrier Resource Sverem maiting
concerning the proposed changes of this system., One of the proposed
changes is the inclusion of Blackberry Island jnto the &ystem, aleng
with the army channel ieading to Mactagorda lsland.

1 am strongly opposed to the inclusion of Blackberry Isiand and the
#rmy channel in the new expansion. I am a marine biolegist warking
with the Texas AsM Marine advisory Service, 1 have worked with the
flihing public and the citizens of Caihoun Cownty for 1} years. I'wve
weathered the recreational versus commercial fishing fighz. Both
sides have given and taken from our bay systems.

I try to represent the marine rescurces point of view to both sides—-
facts concerning improved production and comservarions of our kotal
bay sysrems and the resources thev conttel. Regulations by state and
federal agencies have put manv Tescraints (fome good, some bady on
the commercial fishing populace (approximately 1,500} in this county,
Economic times are hard for evervone right now, especially alrer last
year's wajor red tide outbresk In this ares.

The economy of Czlhoun County depends heavilv on both Che commercial
and recreational fisheries indestries located is Calhoun County., A
major portion comes from recreation and tourism. The whole county
is seriocusly lacking in facilities to pyoperly handle fhe tourists
we 3o badly need.

The inclusion of Blackberry island would pPut ancther unjust restraint
on our recréation and tourist perential for the Port O'Connor area.
We need this area to grow en -« marina, bait stands, fish housss and
boat docking facilitdes, using fedevally-based monies to assist wich
these projects. These faderal monies would include SBA, Lorp of
Engineers, Sea Grant, Federal Lasnd Bank, NMF§, FefiA, Veterans Land
Frogram and other support agencies,

{continued...)
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1 realize that the inclusion of these new areas wss to prevent develpp-
ment it areas that would reswlt in the destruction or alteration of sur
valuad estuarine aress and wetland arezs. This is very good, and I
wholehenrtedly support the conservation of these aress, bul the area

of Blackberry Island iz 2 man-made spofl dump island with incermitcent
private Jand holdings of outcropping land masses cut off by the dredging
of the Intercoastal Water Wav, Az the meeting, we were teold that the
reason it was included was to simpiify che delineation of the boundary.
The inclusion of Blackberry Tsland and the restraines imposed would pre-
vent the development of propased seafpod houses, marinas, and boat
doeking facilicies that are so badly needed For ocur area’s econnmy,

Lf vou need assistance in delinesting a sore suitable and just-as—
efficient boundary, ! SUpRest moving the line immediacely to the south
of Blackberry Island to che normal high-tide ling and inside the army
channel leading to Matagorda Island State Park. This boundary would
serve the best interests of all concerned.

Sinceredy,

e //},‘V,wué

be T. Suravik
County Extension Agent-Marine
Calhoun County, Texas

JT5/mrt
-
LS

x¢ - Congressman Mac Sweeny

Jure 9, 1987

Coastal Barriers Study Group
National Park Service

U.%. Department of the Interior
P.0. Box 37127

Washington, o.C. 20013-7327

Frank B. McGilvrey
Coastal Barriers Coordinator
Fish and Wildlife Service

Deay Sir: .

We have raviewed the "Report ro Congress: Coaseal Barrier Pefcur:es
System,” The exscutive summry, angd maps conzained in velure 13 fcr <he
north fexas coast.

While we commend ary effort to preserve wildlife habizax cruicial
to our hunting, sport and commercial fishing, and tourism ind ries
in Calhoun County, we are sonterned about the boundaries shown on map
33, Port ©,Conner Quadrangle,

In our view the scutiwesterly boundry fcllowing the old U.3. Air
Force ferry channel to Matagorda lsland should be shifted eastward .
so that the arsa deslygnatved as TX-ll does NOT include the ferry channel.
frave park

2

The ferry channel is our only access to Matagorda islard &
and Wildlife Mapagement Area, a unit of the Kational Wildli
Refuge System,

By agreemgnt, access to the island is limited to passengaer bo§§s.
Including the channsel in the Coastal Barrier Rescure System wold
seem to endanger our ability to obtain federal funding to dredge
and maintain the channel. .

We protest any action that would restrict access to Matagorda
Taland. . o

Surely access is also & concern of the Deparument of Interior {U.5.
Fish and wildlife; When they are a party to the 100-year agreement
with the State of Texas (Texas Parks and Wildlife} and the General
Land Cffice concerning management of the island, o

That management agreement notes that the island is "a significant
recrestional and historical area, both to the citizens of Texas
and to the natien."

The agreement alsoc noted that Zone B--an area that is only accessxblg
by the ferry channel--is to be administerad as “"a wildlife sonsarvation
and park area, providing compatible public use opportunities,” a task
that would be difficult or impossible if the ferry channel is not
properly maintained and dredged.

£

Page 2 of 2

We underszand that there is some disagreement between state and
federal officials as to whe should be responsible for maintaining the
thannel. To include the channel in the CBRS might unfairly place the
burden upon a state whose financial SitRatien is strained as it seeks
to shift its economy pased on gas and oil to a more diversified
economic base. Like many areas, Port OfConner is logking to tourism
to ease that shift,

We trust that usiag the channel as a boundary for the area desigrated
a5 TX--11 was an "cversight® and that the Department of Interior doas
not intend to restrict access te the islang.

Whe remedy appears to be simple. We only ask that you shift the
poundary §0 that it does not include the ferry channel.

gin Y

Z_ T

Ron Claibor
President

Por: 4" Connar
Chamber of Commerce

Fo. By o
pWO'OM“/ Tx 19582,
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512.575- 384!
PRESTON A STOFER

June 16, 1987

THE COASTAL BARRIERS STUDY GROUP
Department of the Interior
Natvional Park Service

P, Q. Box 37127

Washington, D,.C. 20013-7127

fear Sirss

I avvanded a meating in Port Lavaca, Texas, on Jure 13, 1987,
concarning the proposed changes to the Coastal Barrier Ressurces
System, One of the proposed changes is the inclusion of Blackberry
Island. I object vo this iaclusion for several reasons, One is
that the igland was formed Ly the construction of the Intercoastal
Waterway and therefore by definition i not a barrier island. Also,
I was told at the meeting that the reascen it was inciuded was to
simplify the definition of the boundary, This arbitrary choosing
of a boundary has a definite economic impact on my property that
is included within the additicon of the Coastal Barrier Resources
System.,

Sihcegely,
(”'/4. e

o wd':z%_ ,.,,,>-/4. ;

Preston A, Btofer

4

PAS:4f

Copy to: Longressman David "Mac® Sweeney

i A CALHOUN COUNTY

YANIMAL HOSPITAL

June 16, 1987

The Coastal Barriers Study Group
Department of the Interiof
National Park Service

P. 0. Bex 37127

washington, D,C., 20013-7127

Dear Sirsy

In reviewing the proposed additicns to the CBRS, one very
important thing occurred to me. On the western boundary of the
proposed addition referred to as TX-1l, the existing ferzy
channel appears to have been used as the boundary. i am very
concerned about the possibility of being barred, without applying
for an exception, from being considered for federal funds for the
raintenance of this channel. While I recognize the convenience
of having a marked boundary line, I woeuld like ro see the
poundary set east of the ferry channel, Lo obviocusly exclude it
from the proposed addition, Setting the boundary 100 yards east
of the marked ferry channe) would suffice,

Thank you for having your representatives iravel to Port lLavaca
this past Saturday to speak wicth us,

Stephen ¥, Wilson D.V,H,

1015 N, Hwy. 35Bypass  Port Lavaca, Texas 77979 (512) 552-4526

ALEX R, MERNANDEZ
County Judge, Cathoun County
Counthouse, 211 S. Ann Street, Phone 512/552-7967
Port Lavaca, Texas 77979

June 23, 1987

The Coastal Barriers Study Growp
Departent of the Interior
Rational Park Service

P,0, Box 37127

Washington, D.C. 200137127

Dear Six:

I support the geheral intant of the Coastal Barriers Resources Sysbem,
With respect to the Calhown Jounty, Tx-ll, Map 13 of the report to Cungress,
Volure 19, dated February 19, 1987, I would respectfully request that the
ferry channel not be included in the system within Tw-1l. T would also re-
commend that the ferry channel not be included within Tx-12,

1 support the Fort Lavaca-Calhoun County (harber of Commerce in their intent
to eliminate the ferry channel from the Coastal Parviers Resources System.

AREmlp /,/’

[1367]

DR "Tom™ Uher

State of Texas

“House of Representative$

U‘wuz Chairmar,

Budge: & Overught,
HMigher Education
Cammiriee

Marriber,
Appropriaripns

May 25, 1987

The Hororable Donald P. Hodel

United States Secretary of the Intericr
Department ©f the Interiox

C Street between 18th and 19th Streets, Ny
Washington, D. T, 20240

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Please note my opposition to the proposes extension of more
Texas ccastal land to come within the Coastal Barriers
Resources system,

My legislative district includes three counties, two of
which are coastal countiesn. Both of these coastal counties
have a very nigh potential for both population and
industrial growth. Planned development is not only in
place, but prodjected for the future. The proposed inclusgion
of large undeveloped mainland areas within the restyictions
of the Coastal Barriers Respurces Aot not enly would destrov
future economi¢ development, but weould also harshly effect
logal government revenues and infrastructure.

I respectfully request that mainland areas of c¢oastal Texas
lands not be inciuded in any extension of the Coastal
Barriers Resources system.

Singerelv yours,

. R, “Tom" Uher
State Representative
District 2%

DRU/bK]

ey Senator Lloyd Bentsen
Senator Phil Gramm
Congressman Mac Sweeney
The Hen. John Gayle, Brazoria County fCommissioner
The Hen. Burt ¢*Connell, Matagerda County Judge
the Hon. John Damon, Brazovia County Judge
Mr. Dan Tucker

PG Box 2910+ Aumin TE169 v (518463078 PO Box 1590 « Bop City 7741 v 409 M50
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August 4, 1987

The Heonorable Donald Hodel
Department of the Interior

lBth & C Sts.

N.W.

Washington, 0.C. 206240

Dear Mr, Secretary:

i am writing to express my concern about the Department
of Interior's propused changes in the Coastal Barrier Resources
System. I believe that the addition of several hundred thousand
acres of srate-owned land is unnecessary, These lands are
already under the Jurisdictional protestion 6f the School Land
Board of Texas, and are protaected by the laws of the State of

Texas.

while I understand and applaud the intent of the Coastal
Barrier Resources Act, I do not believe that the imposition of
redundant jurisdiction through a second iaver of bureaucracy is
necessary t¢ ensure preservation of our barrier resourges. I hope
that yeu will resonsider this proposal.

MF tkbm

Sincerely,

Pt Font

MARTIN FROST
Member of Congress
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USER NOTE: To locate the map(s) of each existing and
proposed CBRS unit In this volume, consult the table on
the following page.

INDEX TO EXISTING AND PROPOSED
CBRS UNITS IN TEXAS (NORTH COAST)




MAPS DEPICTING EXISTING AND PROPOSED CBRS UNITS

Unit
ID USGS Topographic Map
Code Unit Name or Map Composite Page
TO1* Sea Rim Sabine Pass 35
Clam Lake 36
TO2A* High Island Mud Lake 43
High Istand 44
TO3A* Bolivar Peninsula Frozen Point 45
Flake 46
Port Bolivar 47
To4* Follets Island Christmas Point 55
Freeport 57
Tos* Brazos River Complex Freeport 57
Cedar Lakes East 58
TO6 Sargent Beach Cedar Lakes West 65
TO7* Matagorda Peninsula Brown Cedar Cut 66
Dressing Point 67
Matagorda 68
Patacios SE 69
Patacios Point 70
Decros Point 71
Port O'Connor 72
T08 San Jose Island Complex Panther Point 88
Mesquite Bay 89
St. Charles Bay SE 90
$t. Charles Bay 91
5t. Charles Bay SW g2
Allyns Bight 93
Estes 94
Port Aransas 95
TX-04 Swan Lake Virginia Point 52
TX-09* Coon Island Bay Palacios 84
TX~10% Shell Beach Turtle Bay 85

*public comment summaries and DOI responses follow unit maps.




MAPS DEPICTING OTHERWISE PROTECTED, MILITARY,

AND

COAST GUARD LANDS ON UNDEVELOPED COASTAL BARRIERS*

USGS Topographic Map Coastal Barrier

or Map Composite Status Page
Texas Point Federal 34
Sabine Pass Federal, State 35
Clam Lake Federal, State 36
Big Hi11 Bayou Federal, State 41
Star Lake Federal 42
Mud Lake Federal 43
Flake State 46
Galveston State, Military 51
Virginia Point State 52
l.ake Como State 53
Sea Isle State 54
Christmas Point Federal, State, Private 55
Freeport Federal, State 57
Cedar Lakes East Federal, State 58
Cedar Lakes West Federal, State 65
Brown Cedar Cut State 66
Dressing Point State 67
Matagorda S5tate 68
Palacios SE State 69
Palacios Point State 70
Decros Point State 7l
Port O'Connor Federal, State 12
Long Island Federal, State 81
Mosquito Point Federal, State 82
Panther Point NE Federal 83
Panther Point Federal 88
Mesquite Bay Federal, State 89
St. Charles Bay 5E State 90
St. Chariles Bay Federal, State 91
St. Charles Bay SW State 92
Allyns Bight State 93
Estes State 94
Port Aransas State 95

*These maps are provided for information purposes only.

BOI is not recom-

mending the addition of these areas to the CBRS unless they are made avail-
able for development that is inconsistent with the CBRA purposes.
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ADD

DELETE

EXCLUDED

FEDERAL

STATE

LOCAL

PRIVATE

MILITARY

COAST GUARD

MAP KEY
Existing CBRS units

Recommended additions to or dele-
tions from the CBRS

Mititary, Coast Guard, or otherwise
protected, undeveloped coastal
barrier

Area recommended for addition to
the CBRS

Area recommended for deletion from
the CBRS

Area excluded from an existing or
proposed CBRS unit because it is
developed

federally protected, undeveloped
coastal barrier; for information
only

State protected, undeveloped
coastal barrier; for information
only

Locally protected, undeveloped
coastal barrier; for information
only

Privately protected, undeveloped
coastal barrier; for information
only

Undeveloped coastal barrier owned
by the military; for information
only

Undeveloped coastal barrier owned
by the Coast Guard; for information
only

Maps are arranged in geographic order from north

to south.




Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources Sys

UNITED STATES

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR TE;«’EZD;";E?IN?
TEXAS
SCA
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by the Coastal Barriers Study Group e e o et 3
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Solid lines depict recSmmendations for additions 10 or defations from
the Coastal Bawier Resowces Systom, {Bection 10 of P.L. 87 - 348

Dash fnes depict approxmats boundaries of eaigting units in the
Goastal Harrier Hosources Systam, for ralerence purposes only.

Dotted lines depict approximaie boundagies of an undeveloped coastal
barrier that is “otherwise protected’ or a military or coast guard
property.

Base Map is the 115, Grologios Survey 124,000 seale quadrangle.
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Solid lines depict recommendations for additions to or delstions from
the Coastal Barrier Resources System. (Section 10 of P.L. 97 - 348}

Dash linas depict approximate boundaries of existing units in the
Coastal Barrier Resources System, for reference purposes only.

Dotted lines depict approximate boundaries of an undaveloped coastal
narrier that is “otherwise protected’’ or a military or coast guard

property.

Bage Map is the .8, Geological Survey 1:24,000 scafe quadrangie.
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T01 - SEA RIM

State Position: The state of Texag supports
the deletion of the Port Arthur 5hip Channel
from the CBRS.

other Comments: Eight letters and 95 peti-
tion signatures concerning TOl were received,
including one from the Mayor of Port Arthur
and several from his supporters. All the
letters requested the deietion of one or more
of the following areas: the Port Arthur Ship
Channel, the spoil areas adjacent to the Ship
Channel, and a developed area on the chenier
ridge north of Highway 87. The letters are
reprinted below.

Response: The p0I has carefully reexamined
CBRS unit TO1 and finds that much of the area
north of Highway 87 and esast of Knight Lake
does not qualify as a coastal barrier under
n0I criteria. The TO0l area is composed of a

series of strandplain or chenier ridges with
associated intervening wetlands. The most
seaward chenier functions as & coa§tal
barrier by buffering wind, wave, and t1d§1
energies and protecting associated aqgat1c
habitats. This chenier and its associated
wetlands are included in DOl's delineations
of the CBRS unit. The chenier ridges behind
the primary chenier at present do not func-
tion as coastal barriers and, therefore, do
not qualify for inclusion in the CBRS under
Dol criteria.

nOI Recommendation: The DO1  recommends
deleting that portion of T01L that does not
qualify as a coastal barrier from the CBRS.
This deletion would remove the Port Arthur
Ship Channel, the adjacent spoil area, and
the developed area on the chenier ridge from
the CBRS.

[ ] Agsay e
T remeand wing b
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‘3;'m4 CITY of PORT ARTHUR

VW PO BOX DAY W PORT ARTHUR. TENAS Yresl- W08 & AdDK LO0E 40 vE3-312Y

April 27, 1587

Codstal Barriers Study Group
kational Park Servite

U, 5. Gepartment of Interior
P, 0. Box 37127

Washington, D. . 20013-11%7

Bear Strs:

We are in receipt of your proposed recommendations 1o {ongress concerning
the Cnastal Barrier Resource System.

We wish Lo again express our strong epposition to the inclusion of certain
areas within the City of Pert Arthur, Texas, &s part of the foastal Barrier
System, We have attached 8 copy of your map covering ynit T01-Ses Rim
fJefferson) and have marked our recommended changes trereon.

In particular, the area immediately north of tne Sapine Pass Townsitz a-
tong the ship channe) on the Texas side s almest ermtirely spoil material
from the continuous dredging of the ship channel. Much of this area is
st [levation =14 m.s.1, Practicatly none of this ares couln be called &
'_‘naturai” parrier or natural marsh, These are man-made improvements that,
in fact, make this tand very valuable for marine ov ingustrisl development,
A 40-Fgot dredged channel exists adjacent to all of this property. Mast
of the citizens of Part Arthur are protected by 4 levee syitem and €o not
need 4 “natural” coastal barrier for their protection. We feel strosgly
that tne designation of the land area shown as 2 "coastal barrier” is not
justified and not in keeping with the intent of the CBRS Act. We ask again
that this section be removed from the designation.

The City of Port Arthur recognizes the importance of the Chenier Ridge
in Sabine Pass and the sensitive ecosystem that exists nere. [ have attach-
ed our adopted Land Use Plan for thg Sabine Pass Ares,

Coastal Barriers Study Group
April 27, 1987
Page 2

This plan was prepared by our Planning Staff and, I believe, indicates a
thorough ungerstanding of the problems associated with development in coast-
2l areas. The City $s in the regular flood insurance program. Buiidings
must meet elevation and/or floodproofing requirements and the zoning ré-
quirements of the attached plan.

Thare is a small additional area about three miles west of Sabine Pass on
the Chenier Ridge that we feel shouid be excluded from the coastal barrier
gesignation by virtue of existing development. This developmeni has occur-
reg since your hase maps were prepared. We have expressed our opposition
to this area being included before and we do 5o again. e feel this area
gualifies for an gxclusion due to the number of structures presently exist-

ing. We have alse indicated an area that propably should be added to the
coastal barrier area.

We hope you will ltook favorably upon our reguest and exclude the areas
mantioned when your final report goes to Congress. Wwe support the goals
and onjectives of the act. We feel, however, that our ob jections are
valid For the areas described. We believe that if you look closely at the
land in question, you will agree with us

Sincerely,
ffwézw Chak.
1eod

m Clark
Mayor

kW /mak
Attacnments




Jetterson County !
RICHARD P LE BLANC JR
COUNTY UDGE

P. 0 20X 02
BEAUMONT., TEXAS 708
(400} B34-B4BE

June 16, 1987

/

Mr. Frank B. McGilvrey

Coastal Barriers Coordinstor
The Department of the Interior
U, §. Fish and Wildiife Service
P, 0. Box 37127

washingtoen, D. L. 200137127

Dear Mr. McGilvreys

Qn July 8, L1983, Jeiferson County Commisgionars’ Court passed an
srder oppesing the additionsl designation of lands in Jefferson
County wnder the Coastasl Barriers Act. On June 20, 1985, the Ciry
of Port Atrthur sent correspondence to the Coastal Barrviers Study
Group objecting to the designation of certaln areas within the cicy
limits as ceoastal barriers.

On Jfume 15, 1987, Jefferson County Commissleners’ Court reaffirmed
its oppesition to additional designation of 1snds in Jefferson
County under Lhe Coastal Barriers Act. However, at this HeELING,
Commissioners' Court limiced ie opposition to those areas outlined
by the lune 20, 1985, City of Fort Archur sorrespondence. it is
the consensus of the Court that these areas are prime industrial
areas &nd should mot be included im the Coastal Barriers. The
toss af these areas cowld not only effect Jefferson County’s attempt
rs expand its tax base dut aieo diversify its industries. The area
atong the ship channel has an elavation of L5' nas been spollied
and always considered industrial.

Please advise Commissloners’ Court as to any additional steps that
are raquirsd to stop the inelusion of areas iato the Coastal Barw

riers.
Yours tyuly,
A PL B
R. P. LeBLANC, JR.
Coungy Judge

RFLIr:ss

s N W ASHINGTEN TELEPHONE 449, 3434730

ROOM §
SOUTH TEXAS LAND CERTIFICATES

KOUNTIE AND COUCH TRUSTEES
WILLIAM & ZIEGENHALS
# 0 Bax 430
£ Campo. TERAS 77437

June 18, 1987

Coastal Barrier Study Group
National Park Service
pepartment of the Interior
post Office Box 37127
washington, D.C. 20013-7127

Gentlemen:

This is to comment oOn & porticn of the area designated
as Coastal Barrier in the City of Port Arthur, Texas,
near Sabine Pass, 1 have marked on the attached maps
an area within the area which you have designated as
Coastal Barrier which does not, in my opinion, meet the
criteria for designation. The area is the site of an
oid spoil disposal area. It 1S quite high relative to
ghe surrounding area.

1t is not in a natural condition and has not been in a
natural condition #ince spoil disposal began many years
ago. The spoil has now stabilized into solid, dry, high
ground.

1 believe that your process of deciding on the coastal
barrier boundaries, which has the potential to impact
individuals significantly, reguires detailed pn-the-ground
inspection of the areas involved.

sincerely,
Gliln. 1)
william w. 2gégehhals
WWZ 1wy

Enclosure
Copy to Congressman Jack Brooks

MYESTMENTS

C. DOORNBOS, INC.

NEDERLANG

June 19, 1937

The Coastal Barriers Study Group
Departaent of the Interior
National Park Service

P. 0, Box 37:27

wWashington, DC 200137127

fle: Coastal Barrier Resources
$za Rim Unig, T-01
Jefterson County, Texas

Dear Siv{s):

As a result of the information bearing atrended by Represencacives of tha
Dgparement of the Incerior and held at the {ity Hall of Port Arthur, Texas,
we respectfully submic che fellowing recommendations rvegarding the above
referenced Coastal Barrier Resources.

Mast of the land froncing om the Port Archur Shipping Channel becween Keith
take and Sabiwe Pass is high land which has been built up over many vears
with spoil material. Alsc, much of the land om the south end of the above
referenced Sea Rim Unit avea, but morch of and adjacent to Highway 87, is
on a high ridge running parallel to said highway. We own or gontrel
approximately one-third of this Sea Rim Unit and would recommend that these
arsss mentioned above be removed from the Coszstal Barrfer Resources and
accordingly remain eligible for develppment and Federal subsidies., We feel
the devalopment of these high areas is extremely important to the economy of
this area. ’

We appreciate the opportunity to make these recomendacions and we hope the
Coastal Barrier Study Group wili give due consideratiom to chis avea.

Yours truly,
C. DUOORNBOS, INC.
[T K\thwila_.

Billy &t Dootabos
President

REF/db

¢e: The Honorable Jack Brooks
The Honorable Phil Gramm

M LM 7 o4
BOAT STORE OF TEXAS

DRIGHMATORS {F WD-STBEAU
FUELNG

PO BOX 4158 » PORT ARTHUR, TEXAS 77640
PHONE. 4099836525

June 22, 1987

¥r, Framk B, Mo Gilvrey
Coastal Barriers Coordinater
U.5. Fish & Witdlife Service
Deparment of the Interior
1375 K. Street Morthwest
foom 400

Washington, DC 20805

figar ¥r. Mc Gilvrey:

We in Port Avthur ang Sabing Pass need your hetp, We believe that
you @ave incorrectly included some of our lands in the Coastal
Barrier Resource System.

The ¢ity of Port Arthur made a request to you personally on June 20,
1985 to exlude several tracts from the Coastal Barrier Resource

System [copy enclosed). Their justification for exclusion was sound.
Yet your preposed recormendations to fongress of February and March
1987 does not exclude these properties. The city has again requested
{letter dated April 27, 1587 included) the exclusion of these properties,
These 835005 for exclusion are again seund. Your criteria for either
including or excluding are vague. They offer you the ability to make
judgemental decisions. Your arial photo {Sea Rim {701}, Texas Frame
536 shows concentrated development from its east edge westerly along
Highway g7, The cities' regugst for extlusion in this area §s just

an integrated extensign of that development.

Albeit the trailing edge of develepment, it is sti7l part of owr

developed ares of Port Arthur. In addifion, the structure per acre

criteria could skppert exclusion if you take into cangideration the

46 structure tract adjacent to our requested exclusion. It's just

:Um:§ter how you play semantics with the structure/acre criteria
rding,




sr. Frank B, Mc Gilvrey
Page 2

Using the same “gtructurg per acre criteria® a section of property North
east of the above (to be called Back Ridge requast) should he extiuded.
This section has been rasidentiatly developed since rivil war days.
There has never been flood water aver this Back Ridge area. The
snsurable structure per five acre criteriz should have excliuded this
area in the original proposal, 1t's just a matter of how you interprel
sae insurable strycture per ¢ive agres. In addition the exclysion of
this area would better accompiish Congress’ mandate to protect Fish,
witdiife and natrual resources assaciated with the barrie;s. four photo
Sea Rim (7031} Texas Frame 91§ shows mymerous borrow pits in this area.
These borrow pits and future pits will damage the wel lands and

fresh water table by aiding salt water intrusion. (See reference 1.)

1f this area is included in the CBAS the valug of this property will

be worth only what you cen get for the sand. Thereby encouraging the
property owners to recover fneir investments by mining the sang. Your
inciusion of this Sack Ridge cection would thus be counter 10 your
congressicral mandate.

in addition, your exclysion of this section could encourage present ang
new land guwners to rehabilitate land arpund abandoned borrow pits by
treg planting and revegetation. This wiuld stabalize Borrow Pit Banks
and help restore the shallow mature af the sound water table. )
(referance 1) Gn page 126 of Referance 1 under conclusion "Gabine Pass
paraqraph five states: excavaption of sand pits increases the rate af
detarioration of Chemier Ridges. paragraph seven states: revegatation
by tree cover appears to be 4 guick and @nexpensive mgans To beqin
rostoring the integrity of the Chenier Ridge around gxcavations.,

We do honestiy believe that the spirit of the Coastal Barriers Act

is sound and much needed. The guitelines and criteria for either
incluging or excluding land are somewnat vague to allow 1ngerpretat€un
of many varied types aof 1and from Maine to Tgxas. e bg31eye bur
requests don't ask you to stretoh your guidelines and ¢riteria past
reasonable interprative standards. Surely not +o the point of
criticism by your superiors. You presonally will not fep} the brunt
gither financially or emotipnaily of your actiens with respect 1o
these specific requests, but we do believe you care.

Please assist us by exciuding the two repuests made above. They are
reasonabie ang correct within the spirit of the Coastat Barriers Act.

Sincerely,

Edward H., Grime 111
Generat Manager
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enclosures {SEE ENCLOSED SIGNATURES)
[{and 68 additional signatures)|
1652 [1651]

Congress of the Tnited Htates
Fouge of Bepresentatives
BHashington, B.L. 20515

september 18, 1987

Mr. Frank Dunkle

Birector

Fish & Wildlife Sérvice 1
i8th & C Street, N.W, !
Washington, D.C. 20240 :

Dear HMr. Dunkley !

State Senatior Carl Parker df Texas has contacted me
concerning land to be included as well as excluded from the
recommendation {cr the Coastal Bébﬁ&sr Resource System.

i ——

In particutar the ares pointed out 1;H£ﬁey
Arthur Mayor Malcolm Clark. I fully support the Major and
believe that hibs objections and suggestions are valid,

: Sincerely,

CARL A PARKER CAPTOL ORPICE
DETHiCT 4 mh! smlit of Pot DiTicn es 12088

Atls Yeue TR7YE
B1Arad 50104
Commicumns Tiye State of Vexue
EDUCATION, Chskman Dg:.n;ﬁ':.i:zl'ii
Ao
R Enanch Pam Asthyr Tamss TT6A2
TSR profv ety

August 11, 1387

Honoerable Eligio De La Garza
1461 Longwerth HOB
wWashington, D. €. 20515

Dear Kika:

It has recently been brought to my attention that the Depariment of
the Interior i in the process of making its final recommendations to
the Congress regarding the Cosstal Barriers Att. As you can imagine,
many people in my district are very concerned about the specific
recommendations, particularly those outlining which properties are
inciuded or exciuded from the Coastal Barrier System, [ awm enclosing
a letter from the Honorable Malcolm Clark, Mayor of Port Arshur, which
elogquently expresses my cOncerns as well as those of our city and the
gurrounding ares.

3 would sincerely appreciate any help you ¢ould give us with this
vital matter. Please do not hesitate to call if you have any
questions.

Sincerely,

lr

Car) A. Parker
CAP/eke

snclosare

CHAMBERS, GALVESTOR, RARRS, JEFFERSON, LIBERTY, MONTCOMERY, GRANGE
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¥ay 15, 1987

Mp. Willism P. Hown, Aguistant Secretary
1.8, Fiah snd wildlife Service

l.S. Department of the Jaterior
Washingron, D.C. 20260

Daar Mr. Horn:

gnelosed f8 a copy of a latter I have recetved from the
Mayor of Port Afthur, Texas, the Honorable Haleola
Clark, espressing nis concerns about the tnclustion of
certaln arsas within the City of Port Aethur 1o the
Cosstal Barrier Remeurce Syaten.

There are asny walld polints ralaed in this letter, and
L wownld appreciate recelviang s thorough response oq
theaa issuyes so that T can preperly respond to Mayor
Clark.

Thank you for your assigtance.

Sincerely,

Benifjaen
Enclosure
PLEASE REPLY TO:

961 Fedaral Building
Austin, Texas 73701
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TO2A - HIGH ISLAND; TO3A - BOLIVAR PENINSULA

State Position: The State of Texas opposes
all additions to the CBRS.

Other Comments: The Galveston County Commis-
sioner's Court and the Bolivar Peninsula
Chamber of Commerce wrote requesting the
deletion of those portions of T02A and TO3A
south of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway. The
two letters claimed the areas are partially
developed and that their continued inclusion
in the CBRS will cause economic hardship to
the County. The Chamber of Commerce letter
included 650 petition signatures supporting
the Chamber’s positions.

One landowner in T02A and one in TO3A also
wrote requesting the deletion of their land
from the CBRS claiming the CBRA represented a
taking of property without compensation. One

letter of support for additions to TO2A and
TO3A was received. Substantive comment
letters are reprinted below. See also letter
number 1483 in the General Comment Letters
section.

Response: A1l of existing CBRS units TO2A
and TO3A fully qualified for inclusion in the
CBRS in 1982. The CBRA does not affect the
rights of landowners to do what they wish
with their property; therefore, it cannot be
considered a taking and compensation would
not be appropriate. The proposed additions
to TO2A and TO3A are also fully qualified
under DOI criteria. None of these areas is
developed.

DOl Recommendation: The DOI recommends add-

ing the new areas to CBRS units TO2A and TO3A
as delineated. No deletions from the exist-
ing CBRS units are recommended.

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS COURY
HAY HOLBROOK

CORMTY AKNE
EDOHE BARK

T T
FRANK CARMONA
PN ELICT

THE COUNTY OF GALVESTON

T e CaCT COUNTY CQURTHOUSE
BliLY J PEGUES
POLIFIN PR GALVESTON. TEXAS 77850

May 26, 1987

Coastal Barrier Study Group

U. 5. Bepartment of the Interior
Natigral Park Services -~ 498

P, 0. Box 37127

washington, DC 20013-73127

Dear Sirs:

The enclosed Resolution, passed by the Galveston County Commissioners
Court an Monday, May 11, 1987, concerning the {pasta) Barriers Resources Act
of 1982 is being sent o our representalives in Washington. We knew that you
would be interested in cur position on the Act and its affect on Galveston
Courty landowners located pn Bolivar Peninsula,

Sincerely, //
T

et ot F s

EDDIE BARR

County Commissioner Pct, 1

$am

BLAKK
CBRA RES

THE COUNTY OF GALVESTON

Or thia the lith day of May, 1387, the Commispicners’ Courl of
Galvesten County, Tewss convened in speciel meeting with the following
members thereol present:

RAY HOLBROOX, County Judge;

EDDIE BARR, Commissioner Precinct No. 1:

FRAXK CARMONA, Commissionet Precinet No. I,

ROX LROWDER, Commissioner Precinct No. 3;

BILLY JACK PEGUES, Comnissioner Precingt No. 4 and
JESSIE G. RIBKEXDALL, County Clerk

wheh the following proceedings, among others, were had, to-wit:

WHEREAS, pursuent 1o Sectioh 16 of the Coasta) Barriers Ressurces
Act of 1983, the Secretary of the Interlor is required to provide
recommencations 1o the United States Congress for additions to o¥
deintons from the Cosstel Barvier Reasurces Svatems: and

WHEREAS, these recommendativne were sdvertisad in the Fegera:
Register dsted March 25, 1987 and

WHEREAS, existing units TOTA and TOIA locted or Beliver
Peninpule between the Guil of Mexice snd the Gull Inmtracoasis Waterway
are inciydeti within the Cosstal Barrier Resvurces Systerm: and

WHEREAS, due 1o lack of previeus publicity  and  information
Avulisble to the gereral public 4T the Lime these unite were rvated. [
landowners locsted or Balivar Perinsuls wete urawsre thal their lend was
going to be included: eng

WHEREAS . the unemplovment rete in Galveston Caumty is cUrreny
ubeottionstly nlgh al 12.3% with selected pockets of up to 16%; ang

WHEREAR . jnclutior. of these arear heve deprived Galvestorn Caunty
=f precious tax revenues And heve stymied the local eeonomy which is
targeiy dependent on recreational and reser! cevelopment; and

WHEREAS. the Commissionsrs’ Court of Galvesten County feeis that
ingeruch se unemployment in Cwiveston County uw so high. that 1t 1s
essartis that governmenta] tegulelions be kapt to 5 minivur sc es 1o help
telieve our overbutdenes pitizenry: and

WHEREAS, the Commiasioners’ Court of (aiveston Louniy, Texas
feels that inclusion of Urate TEIA and TOIA within the Coasta! Barrier
Besources Syste:m acds an obercus burden to the lives of its nany
chiitens who are aiready auffering fros severs economic deprivation.

HOW, THEREFORE, BE !T RESOLVED 1hst the Commissioners Court
of Geiveston County., Texss of behai! of its more ther 260,008 citizens
and texpayers hersby requests the deletlon of Units TO2A and TO03A from
the Cosntal Barrier Rescurces System, In the alternacive. recognizing
the neec for protection of our natural regources a5 4 compromise lo full
deietion of TOIA and TOIA. the Counly hereby requests that or'y thise
arens incated within those proposed units nerth of the Guil Intracosrial
Waterway on Bolivar Peninguls be included lnammuch s these aress are
isceted in truly ordeveloped, | 147 d snvi y sensitive
areas.

BE T FURTHER RESOLVED thst » copy of this Resolution e
apeeat upon the Minutes of thip Court snd that Originus hereo! be
farnished 1o UNITED STATES SENATOR LLOYD BENTSON. UKITED
STATES SENATDR FHIL GRAMM, CONGRESSMAN JACK BRUOKS and the
COASTAL BARRIER STUDY GROUP.



UPON MOTION DULY MADE, SECONDED AND CARRIED the above
Resolution was unanimously passed on the abave date.

COUNTY OF GALVESTON

“HKY BUTEROOK, Tounty Judge
i’ o
£

el -
/’ .
P Y ’fj—"_/a—:a»--.:

FRAWK TARMONA | Tomfn. Pet.No/..;
4

BOLIVAR PENINSULA
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

PO BOX 1170
CRYSTAL BEALH, TEXAS 77450

June 21, 1987

Coastzl Barriers Study Group
National Park Service

U.3, Department of Interior
P.O. Bex 37127

Washington, D.0, 200G13-7127

Gentlemen:

The Bolivar Peninsula Chamber of Commeres respectfully and rightfullv reguests
that the Uoastal Barrier Respurce Svsrem Act excluge those areas south of the
Interceastal Waterway in Sections T024 and TOIA.

The current ipclusion of these areas in this act threateng the welfare, safety
and econcwic well being of zhe citizens of four communities, primarily; High
Island, Cilerist, Crvsral Beach and Fort Belivar. Secondarlly, it threatens the
safecy of wany Galveston residents and tour{sts because Highway 87 vis the ferry
is one of enly three evacuarion routes in an emergency,

While we understand che need to control development on yndeveloped coasta) barriers,
we feel rhat sections TO2A4 and TCIA south of the Intercoastal Waterway de not
qualify because thevy are an fntegral part of developed land and because thely
inclusion will sericusly threaten the lives and well being of several thousand
people.

Your consideration and assistance in removing this threat will be appreciated.

Very truly vours,

7 E e
M. E. Smith
Prasident,

Bolivar Feninsula Chamber of Commerce

MES/Im

Enclosures
€C:  Countv Judge Ray Holbrook
Lounty Commissioner Eddie Barr

W, LM LARTFEIQRNd MG Terigants ardior Aropari, terary of Bolivar Pencnsuia,

R

raquett Tha Tollowing:

WHEREAS, pursuant to Jaction 10 of the Copstal Sarrisrs Masourca et of T¥E, chu

Sacretary of the Intarior Ty raquired 10 provida recommsnistion to the United Szanus Cos-

$reis Tor addiiions o or deletions from the Conatal Wrrler fapouree Fystem;, sed

WEATAS, the mnincing wnity T8 2A end TO 3A located wn Boliver Pealnsvla Feallin

ludeds in the Constal Barrlur Syscem: and

VRLALAS, sccording 1o thw Coasté! Rarrier Resource Aty tha tee 1ifehloms of Solivgr

Funirsuly Migheay 87, and the Boltver Paainkcis Nitar System are pronibited fres recsiving

Fedurn fundy for wxpanston as wail a5 the unavellahility oF Zaoeraily Subsidized fiooe

inguranca; and

WHEREAS, similar fand masses ave axclucer Fram the Svitah such as Wast Sefveston

{41and dng Sthard,

WM, THIREFORE, wt resoetiful’y and rigntfully rocuasdl that Sections 70 14 and

Sucpions YO A, wizh Ihs encevtion of (ng peopoted inclubion of the land North of che

intracoartal Watereay, be totaily delsted from the Constaf Barsler Resowrce Syitem.
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(and 629 additional signatures)

5527 LAWNDALE
HOUSTON, TEXAS 77023
PHONE 213 - $23-9413

June 17, 1887

Coastal Barrier Study froup
National Park Service

F. 0, Box 37127

Vashington D.C. 200137127

Gentiemen:

! have B70 acres of iand facing the Gulf! of Mexico near the
town of Beiivar on Bolivar Peninsula. i do not want my land
included in the Cocastal Barrier Act or any other act that
affects the use of my |and.

fSeing under this act 1s taking land withoul ¢ompensation and
denying ae my property rights, and | want you to know | awm
absolutely opposed tc this Act.

Please lezve my land out of your jurisdiction.

Yours very truly,
i
7 . - K
NG LA o Nt
Lewis . Tyra ¢
LT/stt



Meanis &5 Wéggina
75 Jugu;au.q Cerels
HMourton, Teras TTORG
June 21, 1487

Coastal Barriers Study Group
Naticnal Park Service
Deparcment of Interior

P. 0. Box 37127

Washingron, . C. 20013-7127

Re: CUpastal Barriers act

Dear Sirs:

Recently at a public hearing in Cilchrist, Texas, concerning
the proposed additions to the Coastal Bavrier lands | requested
your maps for the Bolivar Peninsula area, as we are owners of
12,500 acres of land in thar vicinity., The sections east of
High Island were not sent, and I am anxicus to see them to Find
out whether you propose to include rhe 1,200 acres we own five
miles east of High Island. Have tequested these from your
cifice.

I was unaware that the Knoll Ponds section, comprising 4,000
acres had been placed under the Coastal Barvier Act earlier.
¥e were not norifed when this was done.

The "protecrionisp” of the federal government is grossly
debilitating the use of private land. Our family has owned the
High Island acreage for aver 2 hundred vears, and we find now

that continued ownership is completely unjustifiable economically.
To find a buver is almost impossible, as well. Our yearly tare
of return is about one per cent, becauss we are limited to such
activities as tvapping, hunting. and cattle grazing. How doss
the povernment expect people to pay the taxes and huge expenses
on land when there {s no way to use it? No mention has been made
of compengation or govetnment assistance.

Thtee major usurpations of rights have taken place on our land:

L. The Corps of Engineers in 1934 purchased the right-of-way for

the Intracoastal Canal, which runs several miles through out
proparty, cutting off parts of it totally and meking it useless.

The width of the canal is now 750 feet, and the otiginal right-of-way
calls for 300 feet. Continuous dredging and the passage of huge
barges have been eroding the banks for %ifty ¥ears, so that the

caral {5 mote than double in size, and we have received RO
COMPENSATION WHATEVER for land loss, The Corps of Epginesrs will

Melanic 5. Wiggina
78 Jngmﬁxuy Civela
Haouston, Teeas TrOo28

not even discuss the marter.

2. Every inch of our marsh lands. which is the vast mzjority of
the property, was declared to be a "Wetlands” area under the
Wetlands Act, meaning that our ability and Tight to use this
land, for which WE ARE PAYING TAXES, was restricted so as to
prohibit any and all development, digging of canals, creation

of new toads, and many other major limirations. In ordet to even
make repairs we are forced to obtain permicrs:

3. The Department of Interior wants to add insult to injury by
placing futther limitacions on the land under the "Coastal
Barrier” Act. Where is it all to end?

As we see it, the United States government is in fact taking
private property Ip create procected park-like areas

WITHOUT COMPENSATION. Sueh an ace completely defies the
Constitution of this country, as recently reflecred in the
Supreme Court's decision that property owners be paid when
government regulations bar them from using their own property.

AL this point, we, as private land owners are entaged over the
removal of all our rights. The government is supposed to protsct
CuT Tights, notr take rhewm away. If they want £o create ecanomically
dead places, let them buy the land.

435 family land manager ! ®ow Intend to consulf with our attorneys
to see how we can fight back. 1 fmplore those who are reading
this letter to come to our aid with supportive legislation.

Te the Comgress, who will be investigating this matter, I

ask you pur vourself in the place of the ones whe are here
fighting the battles of ownership, and do net increase the coastal
barrier lands. Nature has its own way of changing coastlines,

and no acts of Conpress are poing to alter that!

Sincerely yours,
Melanie Wigginsg
Cade Estate Land Manager

cc: President Ronald Reapan
Senator Llovd Senzsen
Senator Phil Gramm
Representative Jack Brooks
Covernor William P. Clements
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TO4 - FOLLETS ISLAND

State Position: The State of Texas opposes
all additions to the CBRS.

Other Comment: Brazoria County wrote
stating that the proposed addition to T04
adjacent to Hideaway on the Gulf (in the 1987
Draft Report) is developed and should not be
included in DOI's final recommendations.
The County also said that the beaches
between San Luis Pass and the mouth of the
Brazos River are popular recreational areas
and should be considered otherwise protected
and deleted from the CBRS. State Senator
Buster Brown wrote supporting the County's
position. Both letters are reprinted under
T05 (letters number 1410 and 1199).

Response: The area adjacent to Hideaway on
the Guif is, in fact, developed and is not

included in the DOI's final delineations of
TO4. The beaches between San Luis Pass and
the mouth of the Brazos River do not meet
the requirements to be considered otherwise
protected. They are privately owned; they
are not held by the Federal, State, or local
government or a qualified Section 170 (h)(3)
organization primarily for wildlife refuge,
sanctuary, recreational, or conservation pur-
poses. They fully qualify for continued
inclusion in the CBRS.

DOI Recommendation: The DOI  recommends
adding the associated aquatic habitat to
T04. These proposed additions do hot
include the area adjacent to Hideaway on the
Gulf. The beaches south of San Luis Pass
are not otherwise protected and the [OI
recommends they remain in the CBRS.
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TO5 - BRAZOS RIVER COMPLEX

State Position: The State of Texas supports
excluding the New River and Freeport Ship
Channels from the CBRS. The State opposes
all additions to the CBRS.

Other Comments: Seven letters concerning
TO5 were received, all but one requesting
deletions from the existing CBRS unit or the
additions proposed in the 1987 Draft Report.
The following arguments were used to support
the requests: (1) TO05 is a mainland beach
and not a coastal barrier; (2) including the
New River and Freeport Ship Channels,
associated spoil areas, and mitigation lands
in the CBRS will inhibit port expansion; (3)
parts of the proposed additions are otherwise
protected; and (4) parts of the upit and the
proposed additions are developed. The
letters requesting deletions are reprinted
below. The supportive letter appears in the
General Comment Letters section {letter
number 1483).

Response: The argument about whether TO05
qualifies as a coastal barrier has been
ongoing since 1982. Opponents have argued
that the unit is a headland, separated from
the mainland artificially by the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW). The DOI has
carefully reexamined the unit and determined
that it does fully meet DOI's definitions of
a coastal barrier. The GIWW was dredged
through a natural wetland that exists behind
the barrier beach.

The Freeport Ship Channel 1is not included
in either the existing CBRS unit or the

proposed additions to the unit. The DOI is
recommending that all existing Federal
navigation channels be excluded from the CBRS
(see Volume 1). This recommendation includes
the New River Ship Channel. The spoil area
on the west bank of the New River north of
the Intracoastal Waterway is heavily modified
upland and DOI agrees it should not be added
to the CBRS. An approximately 2,300-acre
area included in the proposed additions to
T05 in the 1987 Draft Report has been made
into a State Wildlife Refuge as mitigation
for spoil areas associated with port expan-
sion projects. This Refuge meets the defini-
tions of an otherwise protected area and is
not included in DOI's final delineations of
TO5.

The DOI  has reviewed the 1982 aerial
photographs of T05 and determined that none
of the existing unit, including the areas
adjacent to Freeport Harbor, was developed
at that time. In addition, none of the
areas proposed for addition to the unit,
including Bryan Lake and Stringfellow Ranch,
are currently developed. A1l fully qualify
for addition to the CBRS.

DOI Recommendation: The DOI recommends

adding the associated aquatic habitat to the
existing CBRS unit. The recommended addi-
tions do not include the New River Ship
Channel, the adjacent spoil areas, or the
State Wildlife Refuge. The DOI does not
recommend any deletions from the existing
unit.



BRAZORIA COUNTY

ANGLETOMN. TEXAS 77515
May 13, 1587

The Honorakle Secretary Donald P, Hodsl

Secretary of the Interior

The Department of the Interior

C Street Between Zighteenth and Ninetsenth Streets NW
Washingten, D.C. 20240

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Brazoria County is in vital need of your help! I fael
the citizens of our district are about te suffer a bureau-
cratic injustice as are the people at large.

As you know the Cpastal Barrier Resources Act of 1582 has
impacted the Atlantic Seaboard and coastline of the Gulf
States and Texas. The U.§5. Department of Interior is charged
with enforcement of this Act and under Section 10 requires
the Secretary of Interior to provide recommendations to
congress for {1} the conservation of the fish, wildlife and
other natural resources of the Coastal Barrier Resources
System (CERG} (2) additions to, or deletions from the CBRS
and modifications to the boundaries of the units in the CBRS
and {3) a summary of comments received from Governsrs and
other government officials.

The Texas Coast comprises 367 miles of barrier islands
and deita shorelines. Brazoria County fronts for 2% miles on
the Gulf, The Interior Department's afforts to protect sur
coastline for pesterity is quite correct and we in county
government concur in and support that effort.

The fact that 31,5635 additiona) acres have besen added,
by a Washington committee, to the alrveady designated 7,830
acres in CHRS is not our major ceoncern. What does concern us
whiether elected official, environpmentalist, sportsman,
business, private, civie, corporate person or ordinarcy
citizen is that we have gone forward these last fiva years

with our lonyg planned use of a critical portion of the now
ra-evaluated land ayrea., If you will look at the enclosed map
and consider tha facts presented, I believe you will see the
rightness of cur preject.

A tremendous amount of coordinated planning, thought,
concern, time and money have been expended. All of this, of
course, could be sacrificed for the common good of pressnt
and future generations without a whimper-«if found to be
necessary!

A® you are aware, Brazoris County has an historical
background second to nens and indeed its citizens were
foremost in the forging of what is knewn throughout the world
today as Texas,

Protection of the health, safety and welfare of the
people of Brazoria County is my obligation as County Judge.
Preservation and enhancement of the bountiful natural
resourceg that caused our ancestors to settle here im my duty
as a citizen. Those of ug who inherited this land have had
the good fertuns te be joined by some of the most talented,
intelligent and cencerned pesple from around the worid., We
do not take our heritage for granted nor our responsibilities
lightly.

We assume there nmust be a legle to Washingten's
reassessment of the Coastal Barrier System. After 5 vears,
we expecied a review but are svervhelmed by the reality of
the proposal of the committes.

Qur sincere prayer is that you will use your influence
an our behalf so that the Department of Interiecr will not
close its eyes and esars to the facts and merits of our
particulay situation, I know your time is limited but I feel
it is imperative we obtain your conterned agsistance

Jehn ¥, Damon
razoria County Judge

IHD/3p
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UNITED STATES DEPAATMENT OF INTERIODR
COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES SYSTEM
PUBLIC MEETING

FREEPORT, TIXAS
JUNE 8, 1987
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COMMENTS
OF
BRAZOS RIVER HARBOR RAVIGATION DISTRICT

ROBERT M. MecADA
CHAIRMAN
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TO THE HONORASLE SECRETARY OF INYEXIQR:

Brazos River Harbovr Navigation Diserict of Brazoria County,
Texas (District} is & political subdivision of the Scace of Texas,
created in 1927 under authority of Article XV1, Section 59, of
the Lonstituction of the Scate of Texas.

The geographical territory of the Biscrict includes the
Westerly approximately two-thirds of Brazoria County, including
ail of the coastiine of che County. The Natural channel of the
Brazos River, the Diversion channel (a man-mace improvement) of
the Brazes River, as well as che channel of the San Bernard River,
all enter the Guif of Mexico within cthe Discricc.

8y authority of the Texas Constitution and the laws of che
Sraze of Texas, the Discrics is charged with development and
conservation of "navigation of its iniand and coastal waters,”
with authority to acquire and own iand ag may be nhecessary or
reguired for any and all purposes incident te or necessary for
development and operation of the navigable waters or ports within
the District, or may be necessary or required for or in aid of
the development of industries on the land.

The United States Congress has vested the Department of the

Army, under the direction of the Becretary of cthe Army and the



supervision of the Chief of Engineers, with jurisdiction over
investigation and improvement of rivers, hardors and other water-
ways (33 U.5.C.A. Sect. 540)., The Congress has also required
that such improvesents be accomplished on a cost-sharing basis
between che United States and the local non.federal sponsor of
such projects based on 4 Local Covperstion Agzeement {Public Law
99-662, 1968).

The District is the local non-federal sponser for such projects
within irs boundaries, which, as noted, inciude the entire goast-
line of Brazoriz Couniy. The United States, mcting through the
Beparzment of the Armvy and the District, are currently engaged in
an inprovement project at an estimated toral cost of approximarely
$8% million on a 25% local, 75% Federal cost-sharing basis, for
general navigation feasures of the proiect, with the District
providing land and ocher amenities of an additional approximate

value of 512 million.

LONG RANGE AREA PLANNING

* In 1928, when silcting in the Brazos River harbor became an
alpost insurmountable problem, local interest formed &
plan to divert the River some § 1/2 miles Southwestc of
its original bed, thus eliminating the siit problen fros
the main navigation channel and diverting it through the new
channel. The COE ilmplemented this plan but local interest
supplied 66 2/3% of the entire cosc.

" In 1957 the area Planning Commission forzed a master
thoroughfare plan to fort a highway bwypass loop around
the Brazosport area. This loop would divert che heavy
industrial traffi¢ from the port area around che residen-
tial and commercial areas and north Co Houston or westerly
ke norch and central Texas. The last link in this plan
will be completed later this year.

* in 1961, soon after Hurricane Carla, logal plannecs and
the Velasco Drainage District srarted working with the
COE to form a hurricane protection levee around most of
the Brazosport ares. This plan was completed in 1985 at
& cost of some 48 million dollars.

Cur 65 foor channel improvement project approved by
Congress in 1970, has now been funded through local/
federal cost-sharing. This project will increase the
width of the channel from 200° to 400', increase the
depth from 36' to 45 and include three turning basins.
A contract has been signed for construction of the first
phase of the project, and construction will start within
a few weeks at a projected cost of #9 million dollars.

® From these examples you can see Brazoria County has a
history of planning ahead and working with the Federal
Government to carry out plans for che betterment of all.
However, the inclusion of a substantial portion of our
future developument land in CBRS effectively changes the
rules of play after the game has started., The local port
aucheriry has committed to approximately 531 million of
local fund expenditure te improve our port and find now
that our partner, the Federal Govermment, is acting to
strangle the same project the Congress committed to help
us accomplish,

FREEPORT HARBOR AREA

* The Brazosport area is unique in being the oglz section
of the Texas coast that is frontal mainland, this coastal
areg whers the continencal mainlend and the open s¢a meet

T Conments and authorities cited in Cowments of Brazos River
Harbor Navigation District on the Draftc Report to Congress on the
Cosstal Barrier Resources System, Document No., 1, attached.

directly without incterceding bays, estuaries, or macsh
aystems is recognized as lrouignal headiands rather than
4 barrier island or peninsula.

* The Nation's need for & system of desp-warer ports has
recently been recognized and reaffirmed oy the U.S. 3
Congress by the passage in 1986 of Public Law 99-6562.

® Tthe U. 5. Govermment and the Brazos River Harbor Ravigacion
Discrict are jolntly financing and constructing improvements
to Freepor: Harbor ar an eszinaced coat of 589 aillion on
a 75/25 cost-sharing basis.

* Enthusiastic support by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
personnel for thg development of Freeport Harber as a
major Guif Port # and the almost toral absence of objec«
tion vo that project from che environmental community in
geteral, grow out of che undispurad fact that deep water
port facilities of the Euality necessary £o Suppori our
Nation's economy and defense can be developed at Freeport:

(a) with less construction cost;

(b} with minipum damage to the environment;
{¢) with less maintenance cost;

{d) with greater benefit/cost racio.®

* The above Ls true for rhe very opvious reasons thart belng

located on frontal wainland, che navigacion channel con-
necting Freepert Harbor to the world's oceans:

2. Longley, Wiliiam L., Barrier 1slands, Peninsulas and Deltaic
Headlands in the Bay Cicy - Freeport area, p. 3, DOCUmEnt No.

T, attached.

4. Public Law 99-662, 99th Congress of U. 5.

4. Local Cooperation Agreement Berween Asxzistant Secretary CH
the Army (Civil Works) and Brazos River Harbor Navigation Disrricc,

dated June 26, 1986,

5. Letter, Kegional Director, U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service,
Albuguergue, N.M., dated October 13, 1986, Document No. %, attached.

6. Stated by COE in EIS to be 6.3/1.

&

(a8) is one of the Nation's shortest channels (3 1/2
wmiles o cpen sea);

(b} does not traverse any bay, esfuary or oCher
environmentally sensitvive avea.

* The national interest and common sense suggest that future
growth and development of the Nation's system of deep-
water ports should be encouraged to occur where:

{#) that growth and development can take place in
hammony with che conservation of fish, wiidlife,
and eother natural resources.

(B} providing and maintaining these essential facilities
can be acgemplished at minimal cost to the Federal
Govermment and non-fedeval local sponsor,

* The channels of the 0id Brazos River and the Brazos River
Piversion <hannel and the aress adjacent to each side of
both channels, as well as the area between the two channels,
extanding from the shoreline inland to the inland conversion
peint of the cwo channels, including that portion of the
Intracpascal Wacerway (IWW) connecting the twe channels,
are absclutely essential rto the optimum development of
this ayea 4s a major deep.water port of national signifis
cance.

® Widening and deepening the IWW South of Freeport is the
most logical and economical method of expanding our deep
water port facilities in the future. The 45' channel is
reiatively short and is blocked upsiream by U.8. Corps of
Engineers’ tide gare. For years the Port has had plans
to expand its deep water channel west along the IWW. Inas~
wuech as all navigation-related dredging project contracts
ave under the control of the Corps of Engineers, any
future channel expansion will invelve Government partgat»
pation (COE dredging) and federai/local cost-sharing.

*  The Diversion Channel river frontage area West of the
Brazns channel and South of Highway 36 has also been in
the pian for years to be developed for marine oriented

7. The area teferred to is shown on section of map of port area
attached hereto as Map No. 1.

8. See sketeh actached, Map No. 2, and Document No. 8.




industry, including crew boar and offshore oil supply
facilicies, BReiocation of the shrimp fleet port to the
Diversion Channel should noc be foreclosed, Presencly,
the COE iy studving plans to dredge the mourh of the
Diversion Chasnel te give quick access from the river fo
the open sea.

The aress proposed to be added £o the UBRS chat are located
adjacent to the Diversion Channel West of the Port, as
well a3z the area adjacent to the IWW Soutnh of the Porc,
are in the very heart of the proposed induscrial expansion
area and are also lands being promoted for development by
Braros For:t Industrial Development Corporation and the
?or:dog)Frtepart. should be removed. (See Map “A," Nos,

#n

With minor exceptions, all of the land in the Freeport
Harbor area now requested by iocal interest ro be excluded
from the {BRS, is cwned by Brazos River Harbor Navigation
District, & political subdivision pf the State of Texas,
charged by State law with the power ané respomsidiliry,

in copperacion with the United Stares Govermmenr, for the
development and maintensnce of navigatipn cnannels and
related facilicies within the area :ha; includes all of
the land proposed to pe added to CBRS.1D

In excess of 2,300 acres of the land proposed to be added
te the CBRS, which is now owned in fee by the Navigation
District, are the subject matter of & contract between
the Navigation District as owner and U. 5. Department of
the Incerior Fish and Wildiife Service, U. 5. Department
of Commerce National Marine Fisheries Service, Texas
Parks and Wildlife Deparcment, and Texas Nature Conservancy,
by the terms of which the Navigstion District has agreed
to convey the surfece of 1,252.228 acres in fee and to
grant a perpetual conservation easement on 1,065.54 acres
to Texas Parks and Wildlife Department for wildiife
conservation areas, with the express understanding that
all adjacent land fronting on either the West margin of

9. See Map "A."

10. See Qunership Map, Brazos River Harbor Navigation Districe,
actached as Map No. &,

the Brazos River Diversion Channel or the South margin of
the IWW could be used by the Navigatio? pistrict for
development for port-related purposes.'!

The attached map of the Brazoria County Coascline and
adjacent inland ares is keyed to identify the ewo river
channels, the connecting IWW, major developments and
"otherwise protecred" areas, and the relation of rhat ?gea
to Freeport Harbor as & necessary Harbor SUppoOTt area.

CONCLUSION

Iticiuding within the CBRS land owned and held by che Distriet
for future development of the Port and support of its infrastructure,
wil]l severely rescricc the District in the accompiishment of izs
purpose for existence.

The strip of land ares extending back 2,3%80 feer from the
West margin of the Brazos River Diversion Channel and all land
area on either side of the IWW between the Biversion Channel and
the Main Channel of the Old Brazos River comprise vital parts of
the Port complex. The District has ressonable expectations that
those areas will be used to support the Port and its infrastructure.

Improvement of general navigation festures of any project
undertaken in the future within this area will be, under present
Law, a cost-sharing undercaking between the United Scates and the
District based on a Local Cooperation Agreement after compliance
with all presently existing safeguazds and afrer prior approval of
seores of State and Federal agencies (including the Department of

1. Decwwent No. 11, sctached,

12. Map Bo. 7 and Map Key, atrached.

Interior). The difficulty of accomplishing such projecrcs ahould
not be further complicated by including these areas in CBRS.

Raapeccfully submitted,

BRAZOS RIVER HARBOR MAVIGATION DISTRICY
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June 14, 1987

Mr. Allan Fitzsimmons

Coastal Barriers Study Group
National Park Service

2., 8. Department of the Interior
P. 0. Box 37127

Washington, D.C. 20613-7127

Dear Mr. Fitzsimmons:

We certainly appreciated the opportunity to present our
views on the CBRS to you a2t the meeting on Juhe 8.

During the tour, Mr. Reinhardt and I discussed the Barrier
island formations vs. the Delta formations guite extensively.
He and Dr. Longly of the University of Texas certainly had
different concepts. The one point that Mr. Reinhardt stressed
that it really didn't matter whether it was Barrier or Delta,
as elther would form the same protection level for the mal
Land, either would erade and inlets would bhe cut further
the mainland. A copy of Dr. Longley's report will »e included
in ocur comments to you lster this month.

Y want to stress that the %30 acre tract, South of the Port
and adjacent to the ICC is backed by a 21 foot protecisn levee
along 1ts entire length., The levee was constructed by the CCE
and designed to protect the Brazosport Area from 137 tides
(100 ysar frequency storm). This leves would also further
protect any errcsion or inlets from progressing inland. The
%310 acres would be developed industrially and industry would
be responsible for its own protectien by driving piling for
errasion proteciion and leveess for water protection. It seems
to me that this would be far the best use of this property as
industry would solve the errosicn problem.

Local environmentalists have examined the Bryan Lake that

is located on the property and found that its value as an
environmental habitat is Juestionable because of its location
s0 close to the Gulf Intracoastal Canal.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
R
- g’*—w(&

Kramig, P/E.
Chairman, CHBRE Task Force




. Committees; Hr. Donald P. Houel
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“tate Representarive = District 28 & iherughi
Cultueat & Historicad

I would hope that since the Texas economy is such that we need
June 17, 1987 help instead of hindrance in our effort to get back on our feet
sconomically, that you would use whatever influense you would
have to cause the Department of the Interior to reconsider the
inclusion of additicnal lands in Brazoria County under this act.

Mr. Donald P. Hodel I have agked Governocr Clements and the coastal representatives
Secretary of the Interior and congressmen to contact you in this vegard in hopes that you
Department of the Interior will understand the vieas from the people of the State of Texas
C Street between 13th & i9%th, N.W. teo reconsider the proposal as it now stands.

Washington, D, C. 20243
The people of Brazoria Lfounty are willing to take whatever stens

Dear Sir: are necessary to achlieve the goals that you are trying to achieve
under the Act, but I think that you will agree that Texas and

the Deparcment of the Interior recently releasad for public review local government can best be served by handling it's own

and comment bhe "DRAFT REPORT TO CONGRESS ON THE QQABTAL BARRIER problems and not depending unon federal govermment and people

RESOURCES SYSTEM AS REQUINED BY 3ECTION 10 OF P.L. 97«348: THE whno have never lived in this area, or further, do not understand

COASZAL BARRIER RESOURCES ACT OF 1982%. The Department included the gulf coast area. to make our decisions.

draft maps showing proposed additions and deletions to the systen

and hat extended the comment period Lo Septenber 30, 1585, Thank you vary much for your conslderation in this matter.

We, in Braizoria County, are shocked and amazed at the proposed
inglusion of additional lands in Brazoria County within the system.
As you will recall, the sysrem was originally referred to as

The Coastal Barrier Island Respurces Act of 1982, Brazoria County
i precominantiy a mainlanc coastal area Lronting on the Sulf of
Mexico. The inglusion of the mainland portion of the State of
Texas, as well as that of many other arezas in the Ynited States,
wag brought into the system by virtue of the rule changes and name
changes made by the Department,

In 1982, when the Act went into effect, over 180,300 acres on

the Texas coast were taken out of produstion by virtue of the
inclusion imto the system. Now, in 1987, the proposal is to increass
that number up to 426,000 acres. It amazes me, and the people of
grazoria County, why the government insists on orotecting us from
surselves, at our expense, by broadening it's definition and stretch-
ing the intent of the Act in order to take more of Brazoria County
and the Texas gulf coast out of a productive posture. Brazoria
County already has adeguate protection of it's ecological areas
through our own gelf~help efforts and working with the “exas Parks
and Wildlife Department and the U, $, Department of the Interior,
Fish and Wildlife Services, as well as the U, §. Department of
Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service and the Texas Nature
Congervacy. Our county has taken the initiative of controlling our
ceastline and protecting the environment of wildlife in this area.

We do not want, or need, the federal government determining the
destiny of this area fer purposes which are not altogether ciear.

I have noted that other areas of the gyulf coast, with perhaps
more poliitical pull than Brazoriz County, has been exliuded from
the system, although the areas noted are truly barrier island areas.

e ' Congress of the Mnited PHiates
it 'I:E‘;;unm mwmm:::"‘"‘“ Pouse of Representatives
ASRAGEA D ENC

£ o
AT BORITOERT PARERFAY BUMCOMMITTLE ON WA TER #astington, BE 20313

it 170
HOUSTON TERAS IIPA-1401 uEwmcn
TERTIE AL IMTERGOVEARMEMTAL SLLATIONE June 17 . 1987
RATRAL HESOLRCED

AT The Trexas Fenate

LA 1iu o TEALS Tt June 16, 1987
il fhe Honorable Donald P. Hodel

m.,:‘::‘;’s,;,:?m ggzgegig of the Interior

18th and ¢ Streets, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20240

The Honorable Penald P. Hodel

Secretary of the Intetior Dear Don:

Deparcwent of the Iaterior . . L . .\ X

¢ Sctreet Becween 18th & 19th Streets, N.W. T raguest your aupport in removing specific inclusions from
Washington, D. C. 20240 ' the Coastal Barrier Resource System propogals. The lands in

gquestion are located in my district in Brazoria County, Texas.

Dear Mr. 4 . ‘ :
¥ Mr. Secretary As we discussed in our meeting last month, I feel that

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1982 han impacted nor only the Arlantic specific lands in Brazoria Caunttheye ;rr9m’-‘°‘1515’ ;ncé‘;ged in
seaboard, but siso the coastline of the Gulf states, and parcicularly Texas. new Coas?“% Barrier proposals. The inc usu?ns_to tfe taiea'
Of that coastiine, Texas comprises 367 miles of barrier islands and deita in my opinion, lack the necessary characteristics of coasta
shorslinas. barrier land. My cnnst}tuents and tpe Bragaspor@ Authority have
submitted supporting evidence regarding this claim and I feel
It is my sincere hope that the Department of the Interier will take incto "gg?é’{ie“tl;hat Y?gegfe fam’-l1‘3;1”;;“1::31;Ozgizsm:"tiéximately
accpunt the lomg range gosls of Brazorla County regarding this Act. The '; 3 }‘9?5 Y, 2 d m':r:ﬁ;;; in the proposals algﬁcu h it is
county has a history of planning ahesd and working with the federal govermment 1:“ |l :T lgzarre:as ;nbaiieva tnat tgisparea i ge S ved
to implement plans for coastal projects. Please do not overlock the facts :2 w:l;.le an a -

and merits of Brazoria County's particular sleuatien.

Both the residests of Brazoria Counsy and avself apprectate your efforts Tht :orgs ot Eg?égeel'—ilig nowc?zgtnnlgge:hgr‘érzggggg of

in obtsining = mutually satisfiable aolutfon. Your consideration in obtalning i.reegc’; Eghar' i p ’:31 a‘; ?gng in"?axas !’is the idei':ll amot
this solution will be very much appreciated by ail those affected. Please ogated on the °g ¥ ;‘m :, = 1“ Cunifi Gith minimat P
feel free to contact me should you need any further I{nformation. to develop a harbor of nationa Bignilicance Wi minimal
envircmental damage. It seems ludicrous to invest in this harbor
and then turn around and restrict its maximum potential. The
areas along the Brazos River Diversion Channel and the
Intercoastal Waterway are essential to this development.

Brazoria County has an excellent record of consistently
’if encouraging wildlife conservation while simultaneously supporting
~ vital development. Only in Brazoria County can one find one of

the largest petrochemical complexes in the natien coexisting
harmoniously with one of the largest bird sanctuaries. Over
42,000 acres have been dedicated to wildlife conservation. With
such excellent local management, Braroria County neither needs
JEB:ss nor desires additional federal oversight.

Sinecerely,

From an economic point of view, inclusion of the lands in
guestion would result in a severe tax loss to Brazeria County.
These taxes are vital to the continuation of a guality education
program for our children.

e ¥ o an it ¢ b o) fenreea. For Ring pnd Hema Gautrive




The llonorable Donald P. Hodel
Page 2
June 17, 1987

I appreciate the attention you have givan to this matter.
Hunsrous constituents have submitted latters, petitions, and
factual data to you during the public comment period. Please
give our requests careful consideration as you reevaluate the
proposals for inclusion in the Coastal Barrisr Resource Bysten.

I anxisusly awailt your decision.

Sincerely,

Tom Delay
Menber af Congre

TRisTe




Report to Congress on the Coastal Bawler Resources System

UNITED STATES
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UNITED STATES QUADRANGLE
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Report to Congress on the Coastat Barrier Resources System
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TG7 - MATAGORDA PENINSULA

State Position: The State of Texas opposes
all additions to the CBRS.

Other Comments: Twenty-six Tletters and 144
petition signatures opposing additions to 107
were received. Almost al) of these responses
were based on a misinterpretation of the 1987
Praft Report maps. These commenters
erroneously thought the DOI was proposing the
addition of the Colorado River and adjacent
upland developed areas to the CBRS, and all
strenuously opposed these additions. Some
commenters also requested the deletion of
other developed areas from the proposed addi-
tions. Three commenters requested that the
Matagorda Ship Channel and Jetties be deleted
from the existing CBRS unit. Representative
comment letters are reprinted below.

Response: Neither the Colorado River nor the
upland adjacent to it qualify for addition

to the CBRS. These areas were not included
in the draft delineations of TO7 in 1987 and
are not included now. A portion of the
proposed additions of associated aquatic
habitat near Carancahua Bend were found to be
upland and are not included in DOI's final
delineations of TO07. All of the proposed
additions are undeveloped according to DOI
criteria.

The DOI is recommending that all existing
Federal navigation channels be excluded from
the CBRS by reference (see Volume 1). This
recommendation includes the Matagorda Ship
Channel.

DOI Recommendation: The DOI  recommends
adding the associated aquatic habitat to the
existing CBRS unit, These proposed

additions do not include the Colorado River
or the adjacent upland developed areas.
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SUDGLS CHAMBERR
HATAGO DA COUNTY CAURT HOUST
BAY CHTY, TEXAD Frdia

June 18, 198/

BURT OEAMNELL
Jupak

Coastal Barriers Study Group
Department of interipr
National Parks Service

P, 0., Box 37127

washingten, D.C. 200137127

Gentlemen:

Gn benalf of the Commissioners' Court of Matagorda County, formal
opposition to the additions to the (oastal Barriers Ressurces System mow being
proghsed by the D01 for Texas, is offered through this document and the
enciosed Resoiution, These actions are seen 25 capricicus and arbitrary moves
Sy the federal government to geny the citizens of this state, and their heirs,
che right to use and enjoy the berefits of their langs.

This oppositica is base¢ on the following facts:

* The very process by which the (BRS additions were studied and proposed
Facks the candor and openmess a democretic society demands. Little
notification of these pending reforms and their potential impacts was
given the pyblic; and, therefore, there was little chance for the
impacted citizens to snalyze, act or react to these broadranging
changes,

¥ Agriculture and energy extracticns have historically been the two
major industries in the state. Witn the crippiiag of these ¢rants
came an acute swareness that Texas must diversify ar continue to
suffer economical ly for many, many years, One emerging industry ts
recregtion/tourism, of which the coastal commuaities ciesrly stand to
benefit the most, [f the {BRS addittons for Matagorda County are
appraved by Congress, this county will have been denied the right to
participate in this growth and diversification,

* The primary objective of the CURS appears mot to protect human 1ife or
conserve our natursl respurces as stated in the "Report to {ongress
but to reduce wastefu! federal expenditures resulting from the federa)
flaod insurance program. Wnile this 1s 3 comsendable gosl, it tacks
equitable treatment under the law, It 15 respectfyl 1y suggested that
other Yess onergus and restrictive measures should be considered and
brought to bear on this task.

As to conservation of pur resources, there appear to be more than
sdecuate safeguards in our local, state and federal laws, Better
menitoring and enforcement at all fevels of government may better
serve this goal. 2 %o humen safely, it is believed this 7r best left
to local and state imterpst,

}

In comperison, no one questions the nead to fnsure a dependable supply
af energy for our county., For this reason, no all encompassing
federal initistives have been proposed which would curtail the
development of energy reserves or their distributian and storage {ie.
salt dome storage, pipeline easement and offshore leasing programs -
211 of which depend to some extent on federa! funds and often operate
in the very voastal lands the CBRS has earmarked). Yet, the CBRS and
its proposed additions severely limit the possibility of other viable
mechanisms for aconomic diversification and growth which is essential
to the health amd wellbeing of cur Texas Gulf region.

A suggested altternative to deal with the substantial amounts of money
reeded to restore developed areas after a disaster may be to
reasonably raise fTederal floed insurance rates in at¥l barrier lasdg
{not just CBRS lands), additional revenues tp create an interest-
bearing cosstal emergency fund {similar to the oil spitl contingency
fund), While it is true the federal flpod insurance program sets
artificially low coverane rates through federal subsidization, it must
be remeshered that gver JO% of the natien’s populatien resides along
the coastal rim of the country, not in its hearttand {395 of Texas'
population is in the coastal zone), Therefore, it §s clearly not a
tase of the country's majority subsidizing a privileged minority
inhabiting our hinterlands,

* TYne CBRS Act, although it does not prohibit federally fynded
activities covering (1) oil and gas exploration {Z} military
operations {3} conservation, or {4} research, it doss not specifically
atlowspecial case expenditures sech 25 exist in Matagorda County.
These include Corps of £ngingers sponsared protection of the Gulf
Intraceastal Waterway, which is essential for the welibeing of the
county, state, regign and nation, if erosiom contral measures are not
fnacted in the near future at Sargent Beach (which is in the CBRS
tands), the intracoastal Waterway will be $ntruded ypon by the Gulf of
Mexito and $40,000,000,000 & year in maritime commerce will be
interrupted.

Agditionatly, the halted development and assessment of privately
donated dredge disposal sites and disposa) methodology by the U, 5.
Corps of Engingars in the Sargent srea whuld ciuse the reinstatement
of the snvironmentally undesirabie practice of open water disposal in
the sensitive East Matagorda Bay complex.

Sincerely,
.
Burt ('Connell
County Judge
BO:ps

cc:  Conigressman Mac Sweaney
Serator Lioyd HBentsen
Senatar Phil Gramm



THE STATE OF TEXAS | A RESOLUTION 1N DPPOSITION TO THE
H COASTAL BARAIER RESOURCE SYSTEM
I RESDURCES ACT OF 1982, PUBLIC LAW
COUNTY OF MATAGDRDA 1} 97 - 3a8.

ON THIS the 15th dey of June, 1387, the Commissioners’ Court
of Matagords Courty, Texas, met in Special Session, and ameng other

pr g8, the following Resolution was pessed Dy unanimous vole of

said Coury, 10-wi:

WHEREAS, the Commissioners' Court of Matagorda County does
harsby oppose the expansion of the Constai Barrisr Resqurce Systam,
which would include additionai parcels of the coasial area of Mavagords
County; and

WHEREAS, the Commissioners' Court of Matsgorda County is of
1he opinion 1hat .més sxpansion wauid have a2 detrimenial impact on the
prasant and future development of Matagords County:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE 17 RESOLVED: That the Commissioners’®
Court of Matagords County dows hareby go on record in spposition to the
sxpansion of the Coastal Barriar Resourcs Systom Resources Act of 1987,
Public {aw 97 - 34, for the ressons staied hereinabove,

SIGNED this 15th day of June, 1987,

Mnlgordu Cwmy , Taxay

ATTEST:

§£i§§ Vkﬁéﬁ%, amty é;eri

Malagords County, Tenss

o sans v o -
T MRENER s corn S AN DICKERSON 1 BAMUEL L. UATA
_oE mw_ﬂng e BULANME § KUCERA SAYL HATEHETT
L NI MRELIR, sk Tk THOMAS STUNSLERLLD SAMES HOTYLIER
L3 -‘ VACEN. le-;l:u mwgmm:o

Matagorda County

BAY LITY TENAS 77414
June 17, L3I0

Tre Zoaitel 3er
Dea;sr,. meny &7

gy Soezial Farrler Resourse:

ansewsers of soms of tnir

I undersiand that residents
g rothing of this sct that was
"‘his saems t¢ me that this act is unfair and unjuge

Firsi, they are beling da.scriﬂw.ateu ag,ains-, by not being sble to
purchase ingurance or help in development of this land as their nelighbors
Just a short disvance awey were permitted to dos

Second, we here in Matagords Counly are in an economically depressed
condit.on BS oWr agriculture and mingral values have diminishsd consider—
n%:;,. we want to "look down the rosd™ and leave this courty as pooc or
Selter <han we found il

I was born and rzlzed in Matagerda County and 83 one of its resicenis
would like ic keep it az viadble 23 possibls for future generstionse I
foel we RV snuuph restrictions placed on us without adding more that
AT NOY HECHYBATYe

Page 2

June 17, 1987
The Coastal Barriers 3twly Group
Deparioant of the Interior

We are one of the few, il not the only, last frontier on the Texas Gulf
Conste Thero are several thousand acres belng taken off the tax rolls in
thie precinct alones 7The landowner is swapping land here for land ir west
Texas with the Parks & Wildlife Department.

We have in the past and will in the future work with agenciss to better
owr state snd county, but we fgel this apquisition would be detrimental to
our areg now and in the futures

I would ike 0 ask you not to inclinde the &res in Matagerds Jounyy on
the Coastal Garrier Pesources Aot for these reasens.

Trank you o your sonsiderstion of thds request. T am losking fomaerd
to working with you in the fulure.

Yery tru...,/ TR,

T _{),.///
Fa Fs "So-m.,"‘ Cb
Comnissioner Precincet #1

cg:  Senator Lloyd Bentsen
Senater PRil Jramm
bepresanidtive Mac Sweesney
Speanar Jim Weight

CITY OF PALACIOS

POST OFFIGE BOX 845 TELEPHONE 512/972-3608
PALACIOS, TEXAS 77485

June 24, 1287

Coastal Barrtiers Study Sroup
bepartment of the Interior
National Parks Service

P.0. Box 37127

Washingten, .G, 200137127

Gentlemen:

1 attendad the town meeting in Palacios, Texas on June 12, 1987, which
was chalred by Congressman Mac Sweeney. &frer listening to all the
dignitaries, che property owners, and concerned citizens, I found that
1 was not the oniy one uninformed about the addiziecns to the Coastal
Barriers Resources System, .. ..

T met with our City Council and we are in agreement that these
additions should be cpposed and encourage everyone sffacted, dirvectly
or indirsezly, to joiln us in our opposition.

The Honerable Bert C'Connell, County Judge of Hatagorda County, wrote
an axcelient lecter of apposivion ro the espansion of the Coastal
Barriers Rescurces System and the County Commissioners passed a
resolution oppesing it.

1 support these feelings asnd I hope that, just becwuse this section of
the Tex#y Cosst has not Been developed, we can arill be free with
certain laws to govern development of these lands, such as FEMA,

Siprerely,

Leonard Lamar
Mayor

Enclosure
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June 131, 1887

The Coastal Barriers Study Group
Department of the Interior
Natignal Park Service

P. O. Box 37127

Washington, D.0. 20073-7127

Re: Proposed additions to the
Coastal Barriers Resources
Svstem « Matagords County,
TeExss.

Gentlemen:

The Port of Bay City Authority, by unanimous vote of its
Compisgioners, joins with the Stare of Texas, zhe County of
Maragorda and others in strongly opposing the proposed addivions

o she Coastal Barriers Resources Sysvem ["CBRS") in Matageors:
County, Texas 3% suggested in Volume 19 of your Report To
Congress daved February, 1987,

There are obviously many reassns why the CBRS should not ke
expanded that have and will be raised by others; however, this
letrer will deal in summary form only with the paramount reasons
peculiar toc the undersigned, which are as follows:

i,

The presently existing CHRF encompasses virtually the entire
beachfront and barrier island portion ¢f Matagordas County, thereby
effectively preventing any development of this County's greatest
asset no matter how necessary, desirvable or ecologically sound
such development may be.

As a result of the existing CBRS, our tax base has not only
been diminished and is ¢ontinuing to be diminished, but we have
been deprived of any hope of meaningfu) financial benefit of this
asset in the future. Accordingly it may properly be sajid that
Matagorda Qounty has already withstcood more than its share of
the burden of meeting the goals of the CHRS.

To add to that burden by axtending the CBRS te thousands of
acres mileg behind the barrier islands (in some instances even

The Coastal Barriers Study
Croup - June 171, 1987

noreh of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway) and further ancumbering
the County with unnecessary federal regulation is confiscatory
and would work a particular hardship on our County.

2.

Public projects which are urgently needed and are unguestion-
ably for the public good are presently delayed for years by the
presently existing layer upon layer of federal, state and leocal
rules and requlations. Most of which are properly designed to
give every level of govarnment and every aroup, no matter how
diverse or sven misguided thev may be, ample opportunity to inter-
vene in the provess to protect whitever interest should be prow
tected. In short, the layer upon laver of governmental and agency
rules and regulations adeguately protect all interests and allow
for an in~depth study an a case-by-case method of any project.

To add the "broad-brush" prohibitive provisions of the CBRS
18 not only cessary but will prohibit the exercise of the
Judgrent and authoricy of the existing governmental bodies to
meet their responsibilities and the needs of the publiec on &
case-py~case nmechod.

3

The Mouth of thne Colorade River Froject as authorized by
Congress includes, among other things, jetties at the mouth of
the Colorado River, the diversion of the Colorado River, a
small boat harbor, and navigational and recveational featuras.
Congtruction of some ¢f these features hag been completed
and others are to commence shortly. The navigational and
recreational Ieatures of this project were designed tb enhance
the future of not only Matagorda County but the entire surrounde
irng area, Millicns of dcllars of both Ffederal and local ‘unds
have gone into this 2roject to make this a reality. We assune
that the extension of the CHRE wiil in no way affact that which
Congress has already autnorized: however, the anticipated future
benefics will 0 a4 large extent be non-existent with the imposition
of the additional areas proposed to be added tc the CBRS in
Matagorda County. Surely a waste of millions and the prevention
of future benefits is not reasonable and is surely contrary to
the intent of our representatives in Congress.

For these reasons ancd others we urgently reguest that
Matagorda County be exempted from any addition to the CBRS,

Respectfully submitred
Port of Bay cth@
By: i /i e,

Tly/W. f. Denn :
Chalfman

¢c: Sen. Lloyd Bentsen

en. Phil Gramm
ohg. Mac Sweeney

2409 7th Strest
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Real Estate

Carol Allen
Brokes-Cwner
April B, 19€7

To: fThe Coagtal Barriers Study Group
~epartment of the Interlor
Natlonal Fark Service
naghington, D.C. 2001 3-7127

Dear Sirs:

I am a Realtor in Matpgorda County, Texas, and reside in

the town of Matagorda. Ky office is 20 miles away in Bay Clty.
For the past sever years, I have sold land in Natagorda on the
river and beach., There has never been such a struggle as nas
been in the last two years to sell this propertg. because ol
governmental regulations, environmental protection lawe, {locd
zoning and varlous other factors, it hag hecome practically
impogsitle to sell the land you are ghowing as a proposed coastal
barrier.

Ky lively-haod depends upon the sales on the river and the
veach., These are homes that are ranging in a price of 330,000

to 3150,000, we are not in an area whers an agent can sell

a home for 300,000 to $3500,000. That is an agente dream. ..e

are not in = get rich gquick area where we gell one house a week.
S5eiling one house a month is still a reality and mlmost a dream.
Flacing this land ints a Coagtal Barrier will limit these sales
even more. That the land sells, In itself, is a factor that
showg that the land is desirable. we could sell more land,

Lif the laws were not so strict in the limitation and requirements.
The request for the land is there. It is the regulations that
hurt. Granted you have gome land that should not be Included,
but not 3 miles either side of the river nor on the river, iiself.

Wiy was the Dunes aren and Sterling Shores excluded tron’thi_s
maz and why wag the land above 5t. Xary's Bayou excluded? T?ia .
land is no more different than soze of the land you have excluded.

iz

1 am enclosing a Texsz Coastal Shoerelineg program that the

County area has put together. This should show you the interest

in saving and developing our beaches and the potential that the

{eopln hers feel Matagorda Beach and the river hae. We need this
and for gurvival.

1 am greatly opposed to the Department of Interior or any other
Government Agency namin§ the adove area into the Coastal Harrier
Area. ‘'This map and my feelings extend to the other nen-develeped
areas that are not now in used for a Wildlife Area ms declared
by the State.




This area is undeveloped now because of the rules and reguiation
of the State and Unlited States Governpent. This area has s¢ nuch
to offer, Yes..,we do need wildlife areas and environmental
protection, But.,,.what about the needs of the people wha live
hers. Are we to continye to make the most valuable land a no use
area. Shall the town die? Alssady we cannot sell the land because
of certaln grasses. How much more must the geoplt give up?
Enclesed ls a quality prograx that Hay “ity in Ketagoerda County

ip sponsoring along with numerous groupe. This workshop shouid
toll you what the geople want and need,...The people must te oo ie
to do some developing. We need to survive, also. we are Jocx.ng
to this coaptal area and waterway for this economic revitalization.
This workshep, 1 hope will tell usg how %o overcome these govern-
nental regulptions, s¢ that thie county can get on a road back ¢
ezenomic stability., This is what lg needed ¢ help us overcoms

the regulations that have Deen put upon us.

This area c¢ould be develaped and the landowner's are now fighting
the State in a certain area because later they want developdent
of thelr land., At this time there are few landowner's and they
are leaving thig land tc their children or they are wajting for
the time it can be developed.

To declare thls ares » cossial barrier will kill the exhisting
town, we are having this workshor to find out now we can develop
this aren. we want %o devalop this area.

"his sres has great potemtial for g toupist area. with a tourist
area, we wan$t guallty shops, guality metels. If we can Tind a way
te ehange legiglatieon, whieh ls what I understand we must do, and
get arcund these rules, then I assure you. you will see this erea
gETow,

ke have had only 9¢ days %o answer your letters - this information
Nas not reached our ares anc it has yeally Leer secretative.

Faps were not available tc the General land (ffice when this news
it. Inle le Aprll Eth and there was no way knowsn 26 ug ¢f ob-
tainin% this infersation before now. 1 really fesl that tize ix
short for angwering this.

Fieass Torgive me, but I feel that it iz #0 easy for someone ¢
be in Washington and control aur lives here on the coaat, .culd
you want kashington declared a snow barrier? Any place it snows
excessively is not a good risk because of the freeting weather
and freezing pipeg; L1t may leave you gtranded at times betzuse

of the snow; the roads are dengercus for travel: so, for your own
good, we declare Wnshin{ton 4 place where ne more bullding can
take place, I7 you build here, we will not insure you against
freeping (when the show meits, you floed, toc) or heavy mnow

with roofs sollapsing. Bo, you would not like this. we do not

(&)

1like your proposal. Your own area is just as dangerous as ours
bat in a different way. 1In fact, washington is dangerous in gne
nGre Way.....o1% iz dangerous to the econcmic, growith, and sur-
vival of the pecple in Mata§arda County. Nateh out,,.think...

how would you like ue to call the shots for your tounty....or lock

at 1t another way....when we run out of jobs here....we can always

Bove to Washingion and apply for yours.....

Yes, I am angry cover this propesal, but I would appreclate your
attention to not place this land in a Coastal Barrier. we need
your help. HELF US to live in our sounty.

In fact, your department was invited to attend this workshop and
we had no responge. Thip workshop would answer many questions
and we did need somecns from your office here. In Jact, 1
consider your proposal a direct pppesition to ocur workshop.
Thank you for your censideration in this matier.

Sincerely.
Z{iu«fﬁbﬂﬁeJ

AU YPTO
(507807

MHATAGORIDA AREA TN PROPOSED COASTAL BARRIER

T The Coastal Barriers Study Grouo Froom m"_
Department of the interior eulale
207 -
Mational Fark Service A

P.0. Boox 37127 /b“? C"ﬁ[‘ TX f)’)&}’#

washington. 0,0, 20043-7127

On March 2urd.. 1987 the U.5. Department of Intarioe ofticialiv released
for public comment the revised drafi report to Congress on tha expansion of
the Upastal Barrier Respored Sveten. Attachaed to this jetter 55 4 map
showing the parcel of {ang that mav be eligible for inclusion in the

BYBtRm.

The Department wantsd specific reasons whv this lTand should or sheouig not

be inciuded.

This ietter is OPPOSING this arsa ag increased coastal barrier jand. At
this time the oressnt land in the coastal barrier s an a dotted line.
Recently a coastai iassues aanng! and goasial workshop was held in Matasorda
Countv where we where trving Lo $ind out the prooer chanels for removindg
soae oF the present barrier aspeciallv three miles @ither side ofF the south
of the river, when thig inforaation was relsased, The orewsent barrier
almost Timits any future for the development ot the coastiine 1nte guality
businessns. shops, hoteis. homes. The ares iz orimerilyv unosvetoned in

cartain araas Now LBecause oF gsovernment reoulations. This fetter is alsc

OFPOSING COASTAL BARKIERS

opposing the present barrier system and the proposed svetem.

At this time thev are callina this an undeveloped arfa. This arga s not
ungeveloped. There are homes and business along the Cotorado River and
nomes alono one side of the coastline, There have been reauest for aore
lang for more Dusinesses and homes. There is a supply and demand herse and
this demand cannot be met, With tha coastal barrier there will be even
Twss shortage. This area serves as ong of the wost promising for the

ecanpmic recovery for Matasorda County because of its future ootential .

In talicing with an inswrance company, [ find that this area has not paid
off in any maior flond claims. There has not been a hurricane in 20 vears.
Must this Jand be denied floed insuwrance because the Department of
Interior thinks it is. The insurance company stated they had not pasd off
in 20 or more vears, actually they had not paid off to 3 major flood
disaster. Therefore fioodina cannot be in their reasoning, The countv
airgady has certain requirements that must be met in order to acauvire thins

FELT T o LTI

‘The Departesent of Interior is proposing placine approdimataely 7.8 miliion
acras into this coastal barrier, HWe do not want Matagorda County inclugded.
Granted, we da nesd a balance between nature and man, but it the
government continues o Qive way to nature, taking awav a prospective
Future, then the government may be supporting man becawse of the lack of

Jobs and revenus thev have haultes.

L)




OFPOLING CORASTAL BABRIERS

The <o) loming people oppose this caswtal barrier and the present barrigr.,
It 13 thess belieé that the 1and owner has a rioht Lo ows his and, have
The sav over his land, $811 1t to wnom ne withes Lo 58171 and to develop his

B BT o omeRn frr L tr lomg 3T it o4 30 Ro Sangar to T30 OF man,
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WE OFFOSE THE FRESENT AN PROFOSED COASTAL BARKIER:

NAME  ADDRESS  BOMEDWNER/RUSINESS /L ANGOHHER /O THER

(and 132 additional signatures)]

MATAGORDA COUNTY BOARD OF REALTORS®INC.

P O OHOX 1824 - 1409 2452871
BAY CITY TEXAS 77414-1624

April 9, 1387

The Coastal Barriers Study Group
Deparement of the interior

Hationel Park Secvice, $.0, Bou 37127
Waghington, ™ O, 20013-7i7

Re: Cosgeal Barrter Hesources Act in refersnce to Hatagorda Couaty, Texns
Ceng lawmen:

Ax 8 rustdant of Macagorda County, Texas, | wish ro comnest on the Coastsl
Barrier Resowrces Acr [CBRA) 1982, {Public law 37-348) ewcablishing tae
Cosstal darriers Remourses System (C3RS), 4 systew of UNDEVELOPED coascal
barriers along the Atlancic and Gulf of Mexico Coasts,

Ac present, we kre strangling on govermmertsl regulatione, flood ronlng,
snvivonmental procection lave and ecc, We are experiencing & kevere econonit
crunch slong che Terss Sulf Coset snd we are depending on the furure devielop-
want of cur roaszal sreas to revitallratton of our econamle growth, Witheut
furcher developwenr of our cossts! annrelines, this area may go down the fude,
We arg st chir tiwe, planing shoreling recvestlona' facliitfes in orger to
promete Lourise and fudultry to our ares. Certainly {t la fwportanc ro sains
tain the werisnds, lsyoons and vetuertes for the pratection of the fiah and
wild Life feeding and’or breeding grounds; 'owever, the llvalihood of ares
Tenidants, such am serchancs, landosmers, and resliors, should be considered
high prioerizy.

In reference to The Coastal Ressurses Systema, the word UNDEVELOPED scands

out. Accordiag to the Coastal Barvier Maps you have included land thres oiles
on efther side of the Colovade River and the land on the river ltself, at
Macagorda, T wish co eall your atzention to the fact that chis tand is parcielly
Lf nor mostly BDEVELOPED, The land along our ahoreline and Colorsdo River are

$§. 2 The Coastal Sarriars Scudy Group

neaded and have grasc porential for tourist sress. Ye naed oyr lands,
please constdar excluding tur srens from the Coastal Barsisy,

Your consfderacion und assistasce will be grearly sppreaciated,

Sincersly,
l;hﬁm f d:;i&xm
President

Matagorda County Board of REALTORS

e/ David Welse

Government Affairs Diviston
HATIORAL ASSOCIATION OF RZALTORS
TIT léth Serast, NV,
Waahingten, D. €, 2000%

At 1

‘ s AEALTOR®

PORT LAVACA-CALHOUN COUNTY BOARD OF REALTORS

PO BOX 1034
PORT LAVACA TEXAS 77479

15121 582-5981

The Coastal Barriers Study Grousg

Desartment of the Interior June 1%, 1947
Mational Park Bervice

P.O. Box 37127

Washington, DC

Dear 8irs:

The Port lavaca Calhoun County Board of Realtors received a
copy of the {opastal Barriers System Report and appointed a
coment tter to look inth making recommendations concerning  the
BYGtam.

After reading and discussing the report, we conferred with the
local Coast Guard Station and determined which of the baus
invoived actually affected our County and limited our review
£ this area since we felt this ares was most familar to us
and directly inpacted our community.

Gur group tame to the following conclasions?

We voted not to support ang  changes in the system or  any
turther additions of iand to  the system within our county
Jurisdiction for the following reasons.

1. We feei that establishment of such a sustem is prohibitive
to private property ownership rights on such lands. In our pun
county we have seen land taken huy the Federal Government to
the detriment of the propertdy owners in the casze of Matagorda
Island.

2. The restrictions of development of coastal property  limits
the future development of our founty for fourism. Oer counly
i currently a depressed area and such development is
awpressary for the future financial well-being af our area.

J. Lontrary to vegent siatements made by President -Reaagen
about  disposing of "Public Lands” the Parks and Wildlife and
other agencies are adding to their inventories.

4. We have alread seen the }!mitina #ffect on develossent
caused by the Flood ?one Hegulations., egardless if the land
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is actually teken by the Governmeont pawncies or develosment
control ind by the Coastal Bareiers Swystems, the interference
of the Fedaral Governmant is an infringement on the rights ef
Frivate property cwershis insured by our Constitution,

Carcl K, Webster,Committee Chairperson
Part Lavacs Calhoun Countu Bosrd of Real tors

PALACIOS REAL ESTATE AGENCY
# O BOX 844 P 92-3727
PALACIOS, TEXAS 77465

June 2, 1987

The Hanorsble Donatd P, Hodei

United State Secretary of the Interior
Bepartment of the interior-C Street NW
¥ashington, D.C. 20240

Desar Mr. Secretary:
154 arrier Ressurces tom

1 strangly oppome the propesed additions to the vesstal Barrisr Resources
System aa included in the "Report to Congrean: Coaktal Barrier Resources
System. Volume 10, Texan. (North Coast).” [ alac feel there is a need to
delece cortain aress of Matagerds Peninsuis which werg included in the
CBRS in 1982,

T would Ilke to outifine my reasons for oppoaing the sdditions and for
suggesting woms deietions. S$hould the present recomsendations be adopted,
A very real probjem is created by having » lega! encumberance placeé en “a
tract of land” by & line drawn on a map frow an aerial photo.  There iy no
legal description of the boundaries of the "included”. therafore
encumbered lands. A perfect example of thia probiem is Unit TX-1¢ (Shell
Beach) which is a portion of a large tract of Isnd I have responsihiiity
for managing. At what polnt within this tract can there be government
sasisted deveiopment of rosds, sewer iines, utilities,. dralnage or other
isprovementa? Where does the CBRS teally begin?

1 am alse opposed to the way the CBRS was set up lajtially. There was no
real notice to the iandowners In $982. This is really ancansclonable in
this age of communication and wass media coverage. it flys in the face of
democracy ftself,

Further, the land 2 and taxp s of Matagorda County, Texas ars being
untairly byrdened since such s high percentoge of the tots) ¢BHRS lands
natianwide stre in Matagorda Connty. Inclusion $n the CBRS could #top all
orderly and savironmentslly ssfe development of our ares. The people of
Matugorda County, who have not exploited nor sbused their land are now
being penalized for that preservation!

While the concept of CBRS soundm good, thers has besn no Environmental
Impact Study made to prove thet proper and orderly development is worse
thar fnclusion in & CORS. The environment sil around us ia in = constant
state of change. Alst, ap one knows what effect the sddition of Matagords
Bzy water mreas to the CHAS mill have o owr flshing. oystering.
comsercial shipping, the GIWW, driliing, and other related sctivities.

The effects could be economically devastating to the people of Matagorda
County.

The Honorable Donald P. Hodel
Fuge 3
June 33, 19aY

Puther. the private landownsr hes loat contral of and use of hie
property.  The right of private ownership has baen sxploited to the
extrowe. Then there is the very resl devalustion of the property. Also,
whan the tacluded tracts are so 111 defined. whers doss the devalustion
sffect atap?

Finally, the inclusion £ 1982 of the entirety of Matagorda Peninwuls took
in the Matagorda Ship Channel wnd Jettisa. These Jotties are the spsrancs
to and therefore. the iifablood of ¢he $hip Channels to Palacios and Pory
Lavaca. If these Jetties can be “maintsined only”. and not deepaned and
widened, futurs growth for these cossunities could be styeiad.

My specific objectlions are to the inclusion of Unlt ID Code TX-08% {Caon
iuland} and Unit iD Code TX-I0 iShel] Beachi. Along with the reasons for
opposition etated above. these tracts sre not “coustal barriers* at alj.
k% are main land tracts (ifteen wiles from the Guif of Mexico.

My further specific objection is to the imclusion of the Matagords Ship
Channel Jetties, as stated shove, 1 feel thewe shjsctions sunt be
sddressed as the action taken by Congress of these “Recomsendstions™ will
vitally effect the economic well being 2 wll Watagorda County citizens.

Your thorcugh and criticgal exsmination of the Deparwsent of the [nterior
"Recosmendations” in requested.

Sincarely.

: = .
S -
1

ban R. Tucker. Jr.

1/.
L

Ipe

ec: Commissioner F, P, Braltk
Rapreseatative Tom Gher
Representative Mac Sweeney

BAER CATTLE COMPANY

BERT L MUEBNER, Manager
BOX 568
BAY CITY TEXAS 17414

June 17, 1987

The Coastal Barriers Study Group
Departmant of the Interior
Natienal Park Service

P. ¢, Box 37127

Washington, D. €. 208013-7127

Re: Proposed additions to the
Coastal Barriers Resources
System - Matagorda County,
Texas.

Gentleman:

We STRONGLY OPPOSE including the lands owned by the under-
signed north of the intracsastal waterway as an addition to the
Coastal Barriers Resources System [“CHRS"). These lands are
highlighted on the attached plat.

1. AS owners of the subjegt property we entered into an agreement
with the V. 8. Corps of Engineers, U. $. Fish L WitdliZe, L, -
Department of Fisheries, Naticnal Marine Fisheries and various
Gther state and local agencies whereby an experimental program

for disposing of maintenance spoil from the Gulf Intracoastal
Waterway would be conducted on this land. This was done to
alleviate the necessity of pumping the spoil into East Matagerda
Bay, a past practice of the Corps which was strongly opposed by

the named agencies of the United States and variocus environmental
groups.  Hepefully the results of this program will demenstrate

to landowners adjoining the GIWW from Brownsville, Texas o Florida
that spoil can be deposited on their lands in such a manner as to
actually bengfit rather than injure the lands.

Of necessity "federal menies” were spent, and are w be
spent, on this experimental program. Being experimental in
nature, it gannot be said where the results will lead and should
such spending run afoul of the prohibitions contained in the
Coastal Barriers Resource Act, then I am sure the euperimegt
would be terminated. At present the results are very promising .
and it would be a shame to lose this unigue appertunity to benefit
the environment of the Gulf Coast,

1 know you were not aware of this program when you proposed
including this area. Hopefully this information in this letter




The Coastal Barriers
Study Group -2- June 17, 1987

is sufficient to allow you to delete these lands: however, if
you need further informstion please do not hesitate to ConRtact me.

2. Our environment concerns aside, we stili oppose your pian.
To us it is an "overkill"™ that does not take insto consideration
the needs of the public that will from time to time arise nor the
respensibiiities and the duties of various governmental bodies

to meet those needs. ‘Thers are numercus rules, regulations and
permit reguirements in place that adequately protect varving
interests, particularly at the interface of the lands and coastal
waters. These allow for a case~by-case study of any proposed
groject as it should ke, whereas yoeurs {(snd I'm sure you were
pressed for time! appaars to have been a broad brush approach
with a markge~a«lot,

3. FPinally, as the owners of the land, we fesl this proposal
lowers, if not destroys, the fair market value of our land withe
out ¢ompensation of any nature. AS such it is confiscanory.

1 underseand that you included this land to be "consistent™,
whieh is laudable; however, in light of the stated reasons, we
urge you to reevaluste your propesal as to these lands are con-
cerned and reguest that you let us Xnow your thoughts.

Yours very truly,

G. Bagpy Estate

Dopizhy cgaer
CO*TQustne

t I

\ g/
By P T

Bert L. Huebner

Co~Trustee

cc: Hon. Llovd Bentsen
Hon. Phil Gramm
Hon. Magc Sweeney
Cffice cf the Governor
of the State of Texas
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D, A CULWELL
CHITIFIED FUBLIC ALCOUNTANT
THI) Riawatua
HOUITON, TRXAS 77834

The Coastal Barriers Study Group
Department of the Interior
Rational Park Service

P.O. Box 37117

Washington, D. C. 20013-7127

Gentlemen:

I attended the meeting in Palacios, Texas regarding
your raecent proposal to include additional selected
property in Matagorda County, Texas. Aafter listening
to the discussion I am opposed to adding any additional
land inte the system, particularly land not bordering
the Gulf of Mexico.

Surely a more equiptable and congistent pian can be
implemanted to accomplish the same ebiective.

The discriminatory provisons of the plan readers it's
congtitutisnalicy doubtful, im view of the recest Supreme
Court decision making govermentai and ragularory bodies
acgountable to property owners when itposing regulattory
restrictions on property. It is certain that if this plan
is implamenzed legal confortations wiil result and endure
for years.

I wrge you te abandon these panding proposals until some
other plan can be devised.

Yours truly,

G /
‘ /5/ 0
D. A. Culwell

DAC/ 3¢

cc:  Congrassman Mac Sweeney
Senator Lioyd Bentaen
Senator Phil Gramm

932

3 CROSS CATTLE CO., INC.
LEGNARD N. COANELIUS
?. 0. Box 1608
Bay City. Teuns 77414-1608
Phons 408.246-3430

June 16, 1987

The Coastal Barriers Study Group
Department of the Interior
National Park Service

P.C. Box 37127

washington. B.C. 200137127

Gentlemen:

As a landowner on the Gulf Coast in Matagorda County., Texas,
I am writing to express ny opposition regarding the addicion
of my land into the Coastal Barrier Act. (page 27, volume 1%,
of the propesed recommendations for additions $0 the Coastal
Barrier Rasources System)

My land lies west of Cangy CreeXx, in the M. Wightman League.
Abstract 102; in the B. Wightman League, Abstract 100; in the
A, 8. Wondard League, Abstract 406; and, in the Samuel Holt
League, Abstract 48. Enclosed herewith is a copy of your map
with my land marked.

The sast bank of Caney Creek is solidly developed with houses,
those being permanent residences, and alsc weekend and summer
homes. My proparty does nat have any development on it at this
time, but could certainly be developed at any time. Your pro-
posal to include my property into the Coastal Barrier would
certainly devalue my land, and restrict the use of my land to
cattle grazing only. The Coastal Barrier Act is an intrusion
on my valuable property rights. All of my property on Caney
Creek is suitable for development for homesites, summer homes,
or weekend homes.

Mr. Frank McGilvrey, Coastsl Barrier Coordinator, stated on
June 13, 1987, at a meeting held in Palacios, Texas, that
landowners are still free to do what they want with their
land, including developing it. This statement is falase in
that such a designation would prohibit me from cbtaining the
following: 1} federal flood insurance: 2} FmHA loans for
water and wastewater systems; 13} commercial development
and rural disaster relief; 4} Rural Electrification loans
tor new electric systems designed to encourage development:
and, 5 loans from banks to build houses. Banks are not going
to loan money on uninsured houses.

The Coastal Barriers Study Group
June 16, 1987
Page 2

In my opinion, the Coastal Barrier Act is nothing more than
a land use yestriction act.

Sincerely,

= . \
el P e
Leonard H. Cornelius
President

LHC/njc
Enclosures

¢¢ The Honorable Llioyd Bentsen
United States Senate
Washingten, D.C. 20510

The Honorable Phil Gramm
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

The Honorable David "Mac" Sweeney
House of Representatives
Washington, D.¢, 20515

The Legislative and Tax Committee

Texas and Southwestern Cattle
Raisers Association

1301 W. Seventh St.

Fort Worth, TX 76102-2860




Bruce G. Herlin

Bax 6%
PALATIOS, TEXAS 22455

June 3. 1987

The Conste] Barriers Study Group
Dapartaent of the Iaterlar
Nationsl Park Service

P.0. Box 3T{27

¥nshington, 0.0, 20013-73127

Desr People:

Consta) Buarrier Resourcey Syaten

I strongiy oppose the progosed additiens to the Cosstal Barrier Resvurces
Systes an inciuded in the “Report to Congrese: Coastal Barrier Resources
Systes. Volume 19. Texas. {North Coasv}.* | aisc feel there [z & nved to
delete certain aress of Matagords Peninsuls which were included in the
CBRS in 1982.

Ny major ressons for eppoming the additions and for wuggesting some
delecions 4 that inclowion createy & tegnl encusberance on a tract of
land by & line drown on a wap. There is no legal description of the
boundaries of the ~"included” lands. 4 parfect sxasple of thin probles is
Unit IX-10 [Shell Beach) which is » portion of a large tract of land !
have an intersst in. At what pelat within this tract can thers be
Bovernuent sasisted developsest of ronds. sewer Jinen, utilities. drainage

. Or other improvements? Where dos the CHRS really begin® By just drswing
4 line no one will wver know for sure whether they can or cannot do
something .

1 am aiso opposed to the way the CBES was met up inttislly. There was no
toR] notice to the landowners fn [982. This Ia renlly unconscionable in
this age of communication snd ssas sedis coverage, It fiyw in the face of
desocracy ftaell.

Further. the landowners and taxpeysrs of Mutagords County. Texas are being
unfalrly burdened eince such o high parcentage of the total CBAS lands
nationwide are in Malagords County. Inciusion s the CBRS could stop all
crderly and environmantally safe development of gur sres. The people of
Natagords County who have not #xploited nor abused their jand are now
being pansiized for that sressrvetipn!

While the concept of CBRS woynds good, thare has baen oo Environsental
Ispact Statement made to show that propar and orderly developeent 1s bad
and inclusion in & CBAS is good. Our coastal snvironment is slnayn in »
constant state of change. Also. so one knows what wffect the addition of
Matagords Bay water aress to the CBRS wil) have on our finhing, oystering,
compercisl shipping. the GIW. drilling. and other relared activition,
The effscts could be scononically devantating to the geople of Mutagords
County. An KIS seews to be needed before & CBRS §s sat .

The Coastal Barriers Study Group
Page 2
June 22, 1647

Finnlly. the inclustion in 1082 of the entirety of Natagords Peninsula took
in the Natagorda Ship Channel and Jetties, Thess Jetties are the entrance
to and thersfore. the lifeblood of the skip channeis to Palacios and Port
Lavech. I thewe Jetties cen be "waintaised only”, and mot deepened and
widened, future growtk for these communitien tould be stymied,

Yaur thorough snd criticel exsmination of the Department of the Interior
TRecosmendntions” s requested.

Sinceraly,

- e .
AT ST B T Y
lpe

¢c: Commissioner F. P, Brhjik
Repressntative Mac Sweensy
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4 Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System )
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Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System

Solid lines depict recommendations for additions o or deletions from
the Goastal Barrier Resources Systam. (Section 10 of P.L. 97 - 348))

Dash fines deplel approximats boundaries of axisting units in the
Coastal Barrier Resources System, for mference purposes only.

Detted lines depict approximate boundaries of an undeveloped coastal
barrier that is “otherwise protacted” or a military or coast guard
property.

Base Map is the U.5. Geological Survey 1:24,000 scaie quadrangle.
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Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System
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Solid lines depict recommendations for additions to or deletions from
the Coastal Barrier Resources System. {Section 10 of P.L. 97 - 348}

Dash lines depict approximate boundaries of existing units in the
Coastal Barrier Resources System, for reference purposes only,

Dottad fines depict approximale boundaries of an undeveloped coastal
barder that is “otherwise protested” or a military or coast guard

Base Map is the 1L.5. Geologitat Survey 1.24,000 scals quadrangle.
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TX-09 - COON ISLAND BAY;

State Position: The State of Texas opposes
all additions to the CBRS.

Other Comments: Seven letters were received
opposing the addition of TX-09 and/or TX-10
to the CBRS, claiming they are not qualified
coastal barriers. Three of these letters
are reprinted below; the others appear under

TX-10 - SHELL BEACH

T07 (letters number 1147, 1283, 1431, and
1618).

Response: Both TX-09 and TX-10 are fully
qualified secondary barriers,

POI Recommendation: The Do1
adding TX-09 and TX-10 to the CBRS.

recommends

@ @PaLACIOS GPUBLIC @SCHOOLS

WILLIAM E. REAVES. SUPERINTENDENT

THAICE GF THE 1200 Twarhn Sirngt
BUMRINTINCINT

Faincion. Yexss 77485
15421 725481

June 22, 1987

The Coastal Barriers Study Group
Department of the Interier
¥ational Park Service

P, O, Box 37327

Washington, D.C.  20013-7127

Dear Sirm:

This correspondence is submitted on behalf of the boazd of
trustees ¢f the Palacics Independant School District o convey
cur oppesition to proposals developed by the Coastal Barriers
Study Group for inclusion of additional properties in the Coastal
Barrier Resocurces System. The subject properties for inclusion
inte the system are described in maps TX-0% and TX-14, and are
known as Coon Island Bay and Shell Beach, respectively, These
properties are “inland® properties (some 15 miles from the Gulf}
and do not serve as "barriers®™ in any fashion,

We obiect to these additiong to the system since inclusions of
thege properties in the Ccastal Barrier Resources System inhibits
future development of +this area, thereby reducing property
values. This reducticn in wvalue, of course, results in
commensurate reduction in tax resources available to our school
district.

We s#leo wish to convey our concerns regarding the Department's
process for notifying landowners and taxing entities of proposed
land addizions. We were never directly notified of these
proposais by the study growp and learned of the general proposals
through newspaper articles, Based upon these news accounts, we
purasued the specific plans through our Congresaman's office, In
the course of our research, we became aware that cther properties
in our district were incorporated inte the System in 1985 WITHOUT
direct notice given to landowners or taxing jurisdictions. while
we understand that notice was provided in the Federal Reglster,
we feel this bureaucratic device is hardly an appropriate form of
notice for "regular® citizens. wWe respectfully recommnend that
future proposals ke conveyed through direct correspondence to
those individuals and local governmental entities which are
immediately aflected,

Thank you for your willingness to come to Palacios to explain
these proposals in more depth. While we obiect to the proposals

as offered, we do appreciate the opportunity to be fully informed
on this matter,

We hope that the group will consider deleting its proposals
regarding Shell Beach and Coon Island. Further, we encourage you
to consider a wore direct mode of communication in future studies
on this or similar matters.

Thank you for your consideration of these mpatters,

Sincerely,

William E. Reaves v
Superintendent

cC: Congressman Sweeney
Senator Bentsen
Senator Gramm
Repraesenhtative TUher
Judge Q*Connell
Commisgioner Brhiik
Herlin, President, Board of Trustees



R. B. TRULL POST OFHICK 30X W, FALACICH, TEXAS 77488 - ($12 9784857

June 4, 1987

foastal Barrier Study Group
Y. 8, Dept, of Interior
National Park Service-498

Bax 3I7127

Washington, D. C. 20912-7127

Drar People:

1 own land, part of which is incluged in what is known as
Shell Beach: Matagords Countw, Tewss. The designation on
HOUr mapgs 1R TX-1Q),

it is my understanding that the area TX-18 iu tn he
incluged a8 part of the Coastal Barrier Act.

I woule like to vigerously oppose this inglusion. The lang
being considered is some 19 miles trom Matagorda Peninsuls
ang the Gulf af Mexico. It 1s part of the maintand of
Matagorda Countu. Thers is no reason thaet I can think of
to irclude 1t 1n the Coastal Barrier Act.

Yours sincerely,
A P s
e 2
/v, Pl (,.;».ig//
R. B, Trull
rel
ccd Mac Sweaney

Phil Gramm
Liowd Bentsen

ABEIL H. PIERCE
CONSTRUCTION CONSULTANT

ROUTE 1, BOX 8¢ PHONE (5:21972.2808
PALACIOS, TEXAS Trabh

June 16, 1987

Coastal Barrier Study Group
Separtment of the interiocr
National Park Service

Po O, Bow 3TL27

washingeon, D¢ Z0013-%137

This is to register a protest of proposed CBRS units INO and TXID.
I also feel that some wav shouid be found to help the propersy
owners in the Sargent ares with their sresion proklem,

After attending the CBRS hearing at Palacios High School on June 12,
L9EY, 1 came away with no explasatica of why thase additions are
proposed, other than generaiities.

I hope that in the futura, Nearings such as these can be scheduled
early enough, and sufficiently publicized to sllow residents time
to study the proposals.

Sincerely,

Y A9

Abel M. Pierce

AHP/cdb
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Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resocurces System
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Solid lines depict recommendations for additions 1o or deletions from
the Goastal Rarrier Basources System. (Section 10 of P.L. §7 - 348.)

Dash lines depict approximate houndartes of existing units in the
Coastat Barrier Resources System, for reference purposes only.

Dotted iines depict approximate boundaries of an undeveloped coastal

barrier that }s “otherwise protected” or & military or toast guard
property. B

Base Map is the U.5. Geological Survey 1:24 000 scale quadrangs.
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Sofid lines depict recommendations for additions to or deletions from
the Coastal Barrier Resources System. (Section 10 of P.L. 97 - 348.)

Dash lines depict approximate beundaries of existing units in the
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Dotted lines depict approximate boundaries of an undeveloped coastat
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Solid lines depict recommendations for additions to or deletions from
the Coastal Barrier Resources System. (Section 16 of P.L, 97 - 348.)

Dash tnes dapict approximate boundaries of existing units in the
Coastal Barrier Resources System, 1or reference purposes onty.

Dotted lines depict approximate boundaries of an undevetoped coastst

barrier that is “otherwise protectad” or a military of coast guard
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Base Map is the 1.3, Geological Survey 1:24,000 scale quadrangle.




e %;éél\

Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources Sysiem

UNITED STATES

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Q‘gg;_‘égg
TEXAS
Mapped, edited and published SCALE

by the Coastal Barriers Study Group j— 2 - g

LS. Pepartment of the Interior 0 1000 2000 3500 4008

Washingten, D.C. 20240 i 5 o

Bolid lines depict recommendations for additions to or deletions from
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