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TEXAS (SOUTH 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 south
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 period 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,

(c) Report Content.--The report re-

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 Jocal 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-
uals;

(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
U.5.C. 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
south 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 1islands 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 floocd 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 agricuiture,
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 Management

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 for wildlife manage-
ment.

The public trust doctrine forms the basis for
State ownership of coastal wetlands: "ATl
lands beneath tidal waters are held in trust
for the use and benefit of the whole public.”
The seaward 1imit on State lands is the
3-league (10.35-mile) boundary. The landward
1imit, on the other hand, varies from place
to place, depending on when the title was
issued. The landward boundary on Tittoral
parcels with a title issued by Spain, 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
many flat beaches, and particularly on the
extensive wind-tidal flats of south Texas,
the difference in these two elevation defi-
nitions may translate into large horizontal
distances.

Texas Open Beaches Act. This Act, passed in
1959, was one of the first major pieces of
Texas coastal 1legislation. 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 Gulf 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
titte or commonly accepted pubiic usage with
the consent of the owner, or by “prescrip-
tion," which implies that the public may take
the tand from the private owner,

The 1issue of State acquisition of private
land becomes particularly relevant after a
storm-induced shoreline retreat that leaves
buildings standing on the public beach, i.e.,
seaward of the vegetation lipe.

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 com-
pany (on Galveston Island) to limit access

to a section of existing beach. The court
found that because the beach had been used
unrestrictedly by the public for more than
100 years, that use, in effect, constituted
an implied dedication of an easement 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
landfall on August 8, 1983, just west of San
Luis Pass, to the southwest of Galveston
Island. The maximum onshore winds, storm
surge, and wave ehergy were concentrated to
the east of landfall, along the western half
of Galveston Island. In this area, the
vegetation Tine was eroded up to 130 feet
landward; the vertical down-cutting of the
beach amounted to about 5 feet. One year
tater a lot of sand had returned to Galveston
Istand beaches, presumably from the nearshore
bars, yet the vegetation line had not moved
seaward (Dupre, pers. comm.).

Two lawsuits were filed as a result of this
hurricane. In the first case, the State
attorney general filed a suit against those
homeowners on Galveston beach whose property
was more than 50 percent destroyed and was
located between the water and the vegetation
1ine after the hurricane. The State argued
that structures in this zone were in
violation of the Texas Open Beaches Act and
should not be rebuilt. The State won the
case with a directed verdict in an Austin
court in October, 1984,

The homeowners appealed this decision,
filing a countersuit in a Galveston couri.
In this 1litigation, the plaintiffs (home-
owners} argued that the Open Beaches Act does
not imply a rolling easement; when the public
beach erodes, so do the public rights. The
homeowners lost this case. The U.S. Supreme
Court recently (April 1987) upheld the

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

Related litigation has been tried before on
Galveston Island. In 1970, property owners
along the West Beach were charged with viola~
tion of the Open Beaches Act. After a de-
Tayed trial, as late as 1975, three different
judgments were agreed upon by the parties.
Most of the defendants (homeowners) refused
to concede any publiic rights to the receding
beach, i.e., there was no acceptance of the
rolling easement concept. A few homeowners
accepted a gualified rolling easement, i.e.,
they accepted public 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 landowners fully
accepted the concept that public rights of
beach access should move Jandward with the
receding shoreline.

Coastal Public Lands Management Act (CPIMA).
This Act, passed in 1973, pertains to State-
owned submerged land and State-owned islands
or portions of islands. Originally, coastal
public lands were sold 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 leasing, not
purchasing. Also, this Act provided for com-
prehensive State management of all submerged
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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, including 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,

Available School Fund, and a Special
Fund.

General Land §ffice (GLO). The profes-
sional and other support staff of the
G0 assist the School Land Board in the
discharge of 1its duties., The GLO is
responsible for the management of State-

owned tands, including the submerged bay
bottoms.

Parks and Wildiife Department. The
department manages a1l wildlife re-
sources and operates an extensive State
park system.

Department of Highways and Public Trans~
portation. This department is respon-
sible for State funds and Federal con-
tributions to highway construction and
maintenance. With the Corps of Engi-
neers, the department is also respon-
sible for administration of the Guilf
Intracoastal Waterway (GIWw).

The Texas Catastrophe 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 conven-~
tionatl sources. CATPOOL requires all dinsur-
ance companies licensed to write property
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 in-
surance.

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
provisien did not come into effect because
aggregate payments were only about $14 mil-
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
property owners at two levels: (1) other
property owners subsidize high-hazard coastal
development through escalated premiums, and
{2) the taxpayers of the State subsidize the
program through the premium tax credit for
catastrophic Jlosses. There are 1liability
Timits on individual policies. The limit for
private homes 1is $200,000; for commercial
properties the policies may ¢go wup to
$1 million. The total current liability for
the CATPOCQL program is $4.5 billion.

The costly dimpact of Hurricane Alicia has
encouraged a 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 legisiation to
strengthen the CATPOOL by establishing a
committee to advise the State Board of
Insurance on building specifications and
providing for dinspections of all coastal
counties by the State Board. Procedures
were also established for any interested
party to petition the State Board for
amendments to the CATPOOL Plan of Operations.

Sand Dune Protection Act. In 1970, the State
passed a requirement that each county
commission issue permits for the removal of
sand, marl, gravel, and shell within 1,500
feet of any public beach. The Sand Dune
Protection Act followed this requirement in
1873. This Act authorized those counties
with jurisdiction over coastal barriers to
establish a dune protection line 1,000 feet
Tandward of the mean high tide line and to
require develpopers to 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 1is optional. To date, Nueces,
Galveston, and Matagorda Counties have
adopted dune protection 1lines; only Nueces
County has included all of the barrier island
sand dunes under its dune protection scheme.
If a dune area under consideration for some
alteration is judged critical to the pro-
tection of State-owned lands, then the
General Land 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 included within the
proposed additions to 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 definitien
of "otherwise protected” and became
effective December 25, 1987.

31 TAC § 13.19. This rule parallels the
School lLand Board rule. It was adopted by
the Commissioner of the General Land Office
to establish that all State-owned submerged
tands not under the jurisdiction of the
School Land Board and inciuded within the
proposed additions to the CBRS in the 1987
Draft Report, Volumes 19 and 20, are also
areas to be wused primarily for wildlife
refuge, sanctuary, recreation, or natural
resources conservation purposes. It also
became effective December 27, 1987.

Local Actions

A unique approach to dune protection has been
taken in Port Aransas (Nueces County), where
the builders together with the city govern-
ment, the county, and the local water dis-
trict have agreed on deed restrictions placed
on development in the first row of unstabi-
lized 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 is 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
land 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 raise 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 imply that the beaches should re-
main accessible for vehicular traffic. Con-
sequently, traffic congestion and, at times,
serious accidents have been common summer
scenes on Texas beaches. The City of Gal-
veston closed 1its 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 city 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 exampie 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 to 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 south coast of Texas is pro-
vided below. Each unit is identified by its
ID code and name (established by Congress in
1982) and the county in which it is located.

T10-North Padre Island {Kleberg). This unit
extends northward from the Padre Island Na-
tional Seashore to the boundary of Kleberg
and Nueces Counties. This county boundary
marks the beginning of the "Padre Isles"
development. The landward boundary of this
CBRS unit cuts off the back one-third of the
island, which contains blowout dune systems,
salt marsh, and dredge spoil mounds.

Padre Island is a high-profile barrier with
well-developed, relatively continuous fore-
dunes that average 20 to 25 feet 1in eleva-
tion. A beach ridge and swale system with
elevations between 5 and 10 feet lies in
front of these dunes. The combination of
wide beaches, high well-developed foredunes,
and an abundant supply of sand makes North
Padre more resilient to storm and hurricane
damage than low-profile barriers. The high
dune Tline helps dissipate breaking storm
waves, preventing numerocus washovers. The
large supply of sand in the system replen-
ishes the beach sands at the expense of the
foredune ridge. During Hurricane Carla
(1961), 150 feet of the dune 1line were
eroded. However, strong winds built up sand
in mounds in front of the eroded dune line.
These incipient dunes show the island's post-
storm rebuilding in the nearbeach =zone,
Longshore sediment transport along northern
Padre Island changes direction from southerly
in winter to northerly 1in summer. Padre
Istand and Mustang Island (north of this
unit) have historically been accretional;
however, a diminished sediment supply is
probably why this trend s presently
reversing. Erosion rates between 1 and 3
feet per year have been recorded for this
area in the past century.

Environments toward the back of Padre Island
include dunes, bay margin sand shoals, under-
water grass flats, and barren, infrequently
flooded wind-tidal flats. The TJTower eleva-
tions observed on the landward side of the
barrier are frequently flooded during storm
surges or by water piled against the back of
the barrier during strong and persistent
northeriy winds.

T11l-South Padre Island (Cameron and Willacy).
This unit extends southward from the Mans-
field Ship Channel over about 25 miles of
Padre Island shoreline to the beginning of
S$tate Highway 100; the unit covers the entire
width of the island. Padre Island 1is sepa-
rated from the mainland by Laguna Madre.

Southern Padre Island exhibits a moderate
profile in comparison to the 20- to 25-foot



CBRS UNITS IN SOUTH TEXAS ESTABLISHED BY CONGRESS, 1982

Total Fastland

Shoreline Area Area

Unit Name Unit ID Code County Length (miles) {acres) {(acres)
North Padre Island T10 Kleberg 6.4 5,132.3 3,739.0
South Padre Island T11 Cameron 25.8 46,162.9 5,758.0

Willacy

Boca Chica T12 Cameron 5.3 2,522.4 1,243.6
Totals: 37.5 53,817.6 10,740.6

foredunes of middle and northern Padre Is-
land. The southern part of the island is
marked by a discontinucus dune line with
elevations in the 10- to 15-foot range.
These dunes are breached in numerous places
by old and recent washover channels. South-
ern Padre Island is susceptible to washover
because of both its low profile and rela-
tively narrow width (Morton and Pieper
1975a). Storms 1in 1933 and 1967 (Beulah)
produced surges approaching 12 feet which
caused extensive salt marsh flooding and sub-
stantial retreat of the existing foredune
ridge. Hurricane Carla {1961) caused as much
as 150 feet of foredune retreat on southern
Padre (Hayes 1967). Hurricane Allen (1980)
completely inundated most of southern Padre
Isiand, changing its morphology to that of a
washover terrace (Nummedal 1982).

The southern Texas coast was built by north-
erly directed longshore sediment transport.
The source of this coarse sediment was
primarily older delta deposits of the Rio
Grande. The accretionary phase of Padre
Istand and Brazos Island has been altered to
an erosional trend by decreases in sediment
supply. This decrease is the result of (1)
dams on the Riec Grande, (2) disruption of
longshore sediment transport by jetties at
the Brazos-Santiago Pass, and (3) Jack of
sufficient coarse sediment 1in nearshore
innershelf deposits. Generally, net erosion
on southern Padre Island has been reported in
excess of 10 feet per year, except in the
vicinity of the Mansfield Ship Channel jetty.

T12-Boca Chica (Cameron). This unit is con-
tained between the jettied channel of Brazos-
Santiago Pass and the mouth of the Ric Grande
River. The unit is actually composed of two
subunits separated by the former Brazos
Island State Recreation Area. The northern
subunit lies between South Bay and the Gulf
of Mexico. The southern subunit fronts
deltaic deposits whose origins are probably
the Rio Grande.

Brazos Island 1is an accumulation of delta-
front sands located on the flanks of the Rio
Grande. Sediments from the Rioc Grande were
transported northward by longshore currents.
The island's morphology can be described as
discontinuous dunes with elevations averag-
ing 20 feet. Extensive wash-over channels
exist between the dune ridges. In general,
the foredune ridge is poorly defined in this
CBRS unit. An accretionary period observed
at Brazos Island between 1854 and 1937 has

reversed to an erosional trend. Brazos [s-
tand is presently eroding at rates between
10 and 40 feet per year., Extreme erosfion

occurs near Boca Chica Beach and is infiu-
enced by the migrating of the Rio Grande.

The Brazos Island shoreline has historically
changed dramatically due to shifts in the Rio
Grande channel. Charts between 1854 and 1937
show the outlet migrating northward over
4,000 feet. A southward movement of the Rio
Grande channel (1,000 feet) was recorded be-
tween 1958 and 1960. In 1962, Hurricane Carla
cut a new channel 4,000 feet to the south,
near the vicinity of the outlet location ori-
ginally observed in 1854. After this south-
erly relocation, the river mouth again began
migrating northward. In 1967, Hurricane
Beulah caused another southward shift of the
Rio Grande. However, the cycle of nertherly
channel migration resumed. By 1974, the
channel had moved 750 feet to the north.
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RECOMMENDED ADDITIONS AND MODIFICATIONS

The Department of the Interior recommends
that all undeveloped, unprotected coastal
barriers and associated aquatic habitat in
south Texas, including secondary barriers
within major embayments, be added to the
Coastal Barrier Resources System. The DOI
also recommends that otherwise protected,
undeveloped coastal barriers be excluded
from the CBRS. However, if any otherwise
protected, undeveloped coastal barrier is
ever made available for development that is
inconsistent with the purposes of the CBRA,
the DOI recommends that it then be auto-
matically included in the CBRS. A complete
discussion of DOI's recommendations con-
cerning otherwise protected, undeveloped
coastal barriers appears in Volume 1. Maps
of all otherwise protected, undeveloped
coastal barriers in south 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 S5LB and GLO lands to the
CBRS because it was the Department's opinion
that these 1lands did not meet the Tlegal
definitions of "otherwise protected.”
However, as discussed earlier, in December
1987, rules 31 TAC 155.11 and 31 TAC 13.19
were promulgated. The DOI  asked the
Attorney General of Texas whether rules have
the force of law in Texas and he stated that
they do. Therefore, the DOI has concluded
that SLB and GLO lands do meet the
definition of ‘otherwise protected"” and
these lands are not recommended 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). The pro-
posed additions to CBRS unit T12 delineated
in the 1987 Draft Report included a portion
of the Brownsville Ship Channel. The DOI has
revised the recommended boundaries of the
additions to exclude the Ship Channel. The
DOI also recommends that all segments of the
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway contained in the
CBRS be excluded by reference. No other
major navigation channel is included in any
existing or proposed CBRS unit.

A table presenting the Department's current
position on each wunit or proposed unit

identified in the inventory 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 addition of S$LB and GLO lands to
the CBRS and provided evidence that these
lands are, in fact, otherwise protected. As
stated previously, the DOI accepts this
evidence and is not recommending the addition
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 recommendation
to exclude existing Federal navigation

channels from the CBRS should alleviate this
concern.

Both the Governor and many other elected
officials 1in 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 1into 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 inciude a
net addition of 10,741 acres to the CBRS in
south Texas, less than one-third of this is
fastland. 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
purpose 1is to minimize the wasteful expen-
diture 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 lands are added to the CBRS by the
Congress, the State can still allow and/or
subsidize development of these areas, but

the State and/or the developer will assume
the risk.
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The State's positions on dndividual CBRS
units in south Texas are discussed in the
following section, interspersed with the

appropriate maps.

The Department received 239 other comment
Tetters, with 4,335 petition signhatures,
concerning the State of Texas. The majority
of these letters concerned individual
exXisting or proposed CBRS units. The general
ietters were 4 to 1 in favor of the CBRS

to GLO lands were about evenly split, half
supporting their addition to the CBRS and
half opposing it. $ix commenters suggested
that Mustang Island, near Corpus Christi, be
added to the CBRS. ATl of Mustang Island,
however, is either State-protected or
deveioped and thus ineligible for addition to
the CBRS.

Substantive comments concerning individual
existing or proposed CBRS units on the south

expansion in Texas. Excluding the special Texas coast are discussed and reprinted in
case of CBRS unit Ti2 (discussed in in the the following section, interspersed with the
following section), the Jletters referring appropriate maps. '
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COASTAL BARRIERS ON THE SOUTH
COAST OF TEXAS
Shore- Fast-
Unit Tine Total iand
1D a b Congress. lLength Area Area
Code Unit Name County Dist. {miles) (acres) {acres) Recommendation?d
TX-17 Shamrock Isiand  Nueces 27 2.6 202 202 Add to CBRS
T10 North Padre Kleberg 27 6.4 5,132 3,721 No change to
Istand existing CBRS
unit
TX-18 Baffin Bay Kieberg 27 1.6 367 g7 Add to CBRS
TX-19 Starvation Kieberg 27 1.7 143 78 Add to CBRS
Point
TX~20 Cayo Del Kleberg 27 2.5 247 102 Add to CBRS
Infiernilio
TX-21 Kieberg Point Kieberg 27 1.4 252 33 Add to CBRS
T11l South Padre Willacy 27 25.8 46,163 5,725 No change to
Island Cameron existing CBRS
unit
T12 Boca Chica Cameron 27 6.3 11,778 4,025 Add new area
to existing
CBRS unit
Total - CBRS as Recommended 48.3 64,284 13,983
Existing CBRS 37.5 53,818 10,741
Net Change in CBRS +10.8 +10,466 +3,242

FUNIT 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.
bUKIT 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.

“CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT ~ U.S. Congressional District in which unit is located.

d

SHORELINE LENGTH - For existing units with additions or deletions,

entire unit, as modified.

this Tlength is for the

®TOTAL AREA - For existing units with additions or deletions, this area is 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 Tline (i.e.,

the non-wetland area). It

is a very yeneral

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.
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STATE OF TEXAS
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNQR
AUSTIN. TEXAS 7B711
dJune 18, 1987
WiLLIAM P CLEMENTS. R,
GOVERNOR

Mr, Wiltiam #. Horn
Assistant Secretary for

Fish and Wildlife and Parks
U.S. Oepartment of the Interior
washington, .0, 20240

Bear Mr. Horn:

1t has recently come tc my attention that a majer portion af South Padre
Island was put inte the Coastal Barrier Respurces System in 1982,

This area represents as important asset to the Jocal economy and to the
future development potertial of that region. Denial of federal develiop-
ment assistance to South Padre Island will have majer, Tong-term negative
tmpacts on local tax bases. In an area ranked among the poorest in the
nation, removing these lands from the tax roils can only exacerbate an
already dismal vutlook for local governments faced with explosive
population growth and deciining revesues.

1 am confident that development consistent with enviranmental protection
and conservation ¢an coexist on the Island, and T respectfully request
that the zrea designsted as T11 by the Coastal Barriers Study Group be
removed from the Coastal Barrier Resources System.

Sincarely,

(t

LI}

William P. (lements, Jr.
Goaverner

cc:  The Hen, Lioyd Sentsen
The Hon, Phi} Gramm
The Hon. Salomon Ortiz
Coastal Barrier Study Sroup

STATE OF TEXAS
QFFICE OF THE GOVERKOR
AUSTIN. TEXAS Y8711
June 19, 1987
WiLLIEAM ® CLEMENTE UR
GOVERNON

The Honorable Donald P, Hodel
Secretary

8.5, Department of the Interier
Washington, D.C. 20240

Dear Ben:

I have followed with great interest and growing concern the Department
of the Interior’'s recommendations regarding expansions to the Coastal
garrier Resources System (CHRS).

At seven pudlic meetings atong the Texas coast Tast week, residents of
areas recommended for inclusion in CBRS turned cut in large numbers to
express thetr feelings on the issue, Most of them support the concept
of bharrier island protection and of wetlands conservatfon. They
recogrize the importance to their Tives of sheimp and fish nurseries, of
bird nesting and aguatic habitat, and of the economic value of unspoiled
and undeveloped beackes for recreational purposes. But most of the
Texans speaking at those meetings #1s0 repestediy and vigorously called
for balance between pressing economit needs and the wholesale removal of
coastal areas from development.

The Department's stotk response 1s that £BRS does not prevent develop-
ment, ft oniy prohibits the use of federal funds for development in the
System. At best this is an ingenuous answer; without federal flood
insurance, trapsportaticm assistance, water and sewer grants, and other
forms of federal ald, development will mot cccur, The absence of
development thus imposed will be borne directly by Tocal taxing
Jurisdietions ~-lotal governments and special districts already
struggling 6 make go OR revenus streams cut to 3 trickle by the
collapse of the energy and agriculture industries. [n many cases, the
coastal lands marked for inciuston represent the greatest assets
remzining to our foastal counties. Effectively placing them beyond
developrent will have long-term reprecussions for those governnments, for
the state, and for the nation.

Another troubTing aspect of the {nsstal Barriers Study Group's
recommendatfons is the move to fnclude public Yands previously axempted
a5 “otherwise protected.” We are told that the Texas General Land
Office's efforts to tease the old Srazos Island State Park for
development has demonstrated that the siate cannot be trusted to protsct
these lands, and that the federal government must tharefore assume
responsibility for doing ¢o. I find this motion repugnant to the very

principles of our federal system. 1 also find it misguided, in that the
School Land Board, which administers the Texas Coastal Publfc Lands
Management Act, has adopted official rules reguiring it to corsider the
purpases and intent of the Coasta)l Barrier Resources Act in making
leases, easements, and other interests in coastal lands,

1 am a)sc extremely concerned about the impact of the proposed changes
on Texas ports and cur coastal transportation system. Several of our
ports, in¢luding Freeport, Port Arthyr, and the Port of Brownsville,
will be blotked frow developing to their full potentizl if the
recommendetions are enmacted 35 proposed. Each of these ports 15 vita)
to the ecoromic development of its region, and they must be given
expansion roow if they are to serve the needs of their regions, the
state, and the United States. The Gulif Intracoasts! Weterway serves a
similar role 10 the development of the entire cosstal area and is
eritical to the U.5.°s exporting future. If included within the {BRS
boundaries as proposed, however, future improvements to the Waterway
wiil be jeopardized.

Mr. Secretary, !, like most other Texans, am keenly aware of the reed to
preserve and protect our coastal resources. T am not convinced,

however, that 2 massive trarsfer of coastal Yands Into the Caastal

Barrier Resources System is necessary or wise, Federal and state toois,
including 404 permits, FEMA reguistions, state laws, and Yocal building
and roning requiations, already exist to manage growth in environmental-~
1y sensitive areas. [ realize tnat the (oastal Barrier Resources Att of
1962 did not direct the Department to take into consideration the
economic impacts of its CBRS recommendations, But the ecomomic corsequens
ces to local taxing jurisdictions and to the State of Yexas if the
gurrent recommendations were to be enstted would be dramatic and long-
lived, In the long term, I believe the amount saved by not peying flood
Trsurance ciatms will be instgnificant comparsd to the tax Tosses to al!
Tevels of government, including the federal trsssury, that will occor os

a resutt of removing massive amounts of the Texas ¢bast from development,
1 do not question the need for protection of some portions of barrier
islands, [ do, however, take strong issue with the scope of the Departmert
of Interior’s recommendations as they currently stand, and urge that

thay be tempered by economic realism,

My comments are amplified and supperted by the atiached statements from
various state agencies, local governments, and others, They will be
further substantiated by submissions mailed under separate cover from
entities along the Texas coast.

1 ook forward to seeing our concerns reflected {n the final
recommendations to the Congress later this year.

Stncerely,

w "i); *

Witliam P, Clements, Jr.
Governor

cc:  Texas Members of Congress
Coastal Barriers Study Group
Texat Dffice of State-FederyT Relations




OTHER GENERAL COMMENT LETTERS CONCERNING SOUTH TEXAS

June 5, 1987

The Honorable Donald P, Hodel
The Secretary of the Interior
wWashington, D.C. 20240

Dear Mr. Secretary:

The Texas General land Office has examined the maps and narrative presenting
proposed changes in the Texas units in the Coastal Barrier Rescurces System
{CHRBY, We strongly object to the recamended addition of several huwired
thousand acres of state-owned land to the system, These lands are, we
believe, otiwrwise protected under rules promulgated by the School Land
Board of Texas and by the laws of the State of Texas,

We applaud the intent of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act. hut we see no
need for the imposition of 2 second layer of tureaucracy to ensure the
preservation of our barrier resources, The present Coastal Barrier Resources
System, which classifies state-owned land in Texas as otherwise protected
acconplishes the intent of the Act.

The School Land Boardt, which administers, implements, and enforoes the Texas
Coastal Public Lands Management Act of 1973, is responsible for the approval
of leases, easements, and permits authorizing the use of coastal public lands
and for the development of management policies for these lands.

The Board recognizes the intent of Congress to limit the use of federal
subsidies for the develogment of certain undeveloped flood-prore and environ-
mentally sensitive coastsl aress. In December of 1386, the Board adopted, on
an emergency basis, a new yule clarifying its desire to support the purposes
and intent of Congress in enacting the Comstal Barvier Resources Act . {copy
attached), This rule, finally adopted as of May 11, 1987, snaures that the
purposes and intent of the act will be considered in the granting of state
leases, easements, and other interests.

The comments that follow address inconsistencies between the definitions

published in the Federal %ist&r, Vol. 50, No. 42, for implementation of the
Coastal Bayrier Résources and the delineation of units proposed for
inciugion in the CBRS: point out same errenecus statements made in the
rarrative: and offer information which demonstrates that the lnciusion

of a vast amount of State-ownad submerged land in the system is inappro—
priate.

Garry Mauro
Commussionet
Geneal Lang DHice

Sieoner ¥ Austr Bty
THE: Norr Songrma Avarig
Austr s Y
B2 I

Delineation of Proposed Univs

The landward boundaries of several proposed units depicted do not conform to
the published definitions. In general, the definitions provide that the
boundary is to lie no more than five miles landward of the mean high water
line on the unprotected side of a coastal barrier. Proposed units TOB, TiG,
and T1l extend landward more than the maximum five miles.

for secondary barriers thav function as coastal barriers withia bay systems,
the definitions state that the landward boundary is to be nc more than cne
mile landward of the mean high water line on the unprotected side of the
barrier. Units T™@-11 in Espiritu Santo Bay, T¥~12 in Zepiritu Santo and San
Antonio bays, and TH-20 in Alazan Bay all extend more than two miles landward
of mean high water.

Digcrepancies between the federal guidelines and the delireation of bound—
aries of proposed system units in many aress of the Texas coast have been
brought to our atteation. In Brazoria County, for example, the proposed
addition to T4 exterds more than five milea imland from the Gulf. Approxi-
mately 2,137 acres along the west side of the Brazos River Diversion Channel
proposed for inclusion in the CBRS will be turned over to the Texas Parks
and Wildlife Department for wildlife management purposes, 1,252 agres in fee
title and 1,065 acres as a perpetual conservation easement,

factual Ertors

The Texas Coastal and Marine Council, listed among state agencies with
coastal responsibilities on the third page of each volume, was abolished
under the state's sunset law in 1985, fThe roles of the Scheol Land Board and
General Land Office could be better described in this section ns follows:

School Land Board. The board, chaired by the Coemissioner of the
General [And Offlce, is the executive agency charged with the administra-
tion, implementation, and enforcement of the Coastal Public Lands
Management Act of 1973, Menies received by the board for granting
interests in coastal publit lands are deposited in the State Treasury o
the credit of the Permanent School Fund, Available School Fund, and a
special fund.

General Land Office. The professional and other support staff of the
General Land Office assist the board in the discharge of its responsibil-
ities and duties.

In Volume 19, the paragraph headed "Private Sector Initiatives* (p. 4)
incorrectly states that the Mationa! Audubon Society owns Bird Isiard in
West Bay. The Audubon Society leases the island fram the Texas General
Land Office.

In the sameé paragraph (Vol. 1%, p. 4) is the statement, “negotiations are
undarway regarding donation of the western end of the Matagorda Peninsula to
The Nature Conservancy.® The land in question is the sastern end of Mat.agor~
da Peninsula, not the western end, and The Nature Conservancy is negotiating
to purchase the property.

In the discussion of upit TOS-Brazos River Coamplex in Volums 19 (p. 5), both

Cuintana Beach and Bryan Beach are said to have high erosion rates. This is
true only of Quintana Beach.

The statement at the end of the narrative in Volume 20 {p. 6} that the
General Land Office has issued a provisional lease for the area known as the
Brazos Island State Recreation Area is mistaken, The General Land Office has
offered to return the area to the Texas Parks and Wildlife Departrent for
use as a pubiic park. An applicart who held a lease cption on this property
relinquished it in May of 1986 and now holds only a corditional road ease-
mant., Construction of the road is contimgent upon the approval of the Texas
Parks and Wildlife Department, which naz not yet made a formal decision about
acquisition of the property.

Preserves Leased by the Genera) Land Office

The Bird Isiand lease in West Bay is one of a total of nine coastal leases
that the National Audubon Society and Housten Audubon Society now have with
the Gareral Land Office. The other leased areas are:

L. Sydnes Island, Port Arthur, Orange County

2. Deagman's Island/Long Reef, Aransas Bay, Aransas Lounty

3. Green Island/Three Islands, Laguna Madre, Cameron County

4. fecond (hain of Islands, San Antonio Bay, Calhoun Coumty

5. Vingt—ec-un Island, Trinity Bay, Chambers Ceunty

6, Lydia Ann Island, Aramsas Bay, Aransas County

7. Sundown, Ratrlesnake, Ayres, Roddy, Matagorda, and Bludworth islands
in Mesquite Bay, Aransas County

8. Srake Island, West Bay, Galveston County

The Gereral Land Office {8 currently processing applications frar the Audubon
Society for the lease of an additional 13 areas along the cosst:

1. Rellover Pass, East Bay, Galveston County

2. Idttle Pelican Island, Galveston Bay, Galveston County

3. Pig Bayou Spoil, Redfish and Corpus Christi bays, Mumces and Aransas
counties

4. Pita Island Spoil, Laguna Madre, Nueces County

5. Rabbit Island, Laguna Madre, Kepedy County

6. Three Isiand Spoil, Laguna Madre, Cameron County

7. Henedy Causeway Spolil, Laguna Madre and Corpus Christi Bay, Nueces
County

8. Taguna Vista Spoil, Laguna Madre, Cameron County

9. Port Isabel 5poil, Laguna Madre, Cameron County

10, South Land Cut, Laguna Madre. Kenady County

il. Arroye Colorado Spoil, taguna Madre, Cameron County

12, East Nueces Bay Spoil, Nueces Bay, Nueces County

13. West Nueces Bay Spoil, Nueces Bay, Nueces Oounty

These Audubon Society preserves will be supplemented by a system of state
coustal preserves. The General land OFfice and Texas Parks and Wildlife
Departmant recently agreed upon quidelines for the establistment of a new

Coastal Preserve Prograe to protect especially sensitive or valuable coastal
natural areas.

Conciusion

The Department of the Interior should adners to its published definitions for
the delirmation of Coastal Barrier Resources System units; extension of

the iandward boundaries of any proposed unit Deyond the established lumits
cannot be justified. The Departwent sheuid be equally meticuleus in its
inventory of arpss that meet the definition of “otherwise protected.”

The General Land Office and School Land Board recognize the need to preserve
the valuable natursl areas that serve ag mirsery grounds and habitat for
fish and wildiife, as storm buffers, as recreational rescurces, and as
sesthetic attractions, We believe that we should be given credit for
appreciating the benefits of protecting the venewable resources of the
barrier region, and we believe we should be given credit for the Jorg-term
protection we have ensured.

The issuance of wildlife management leases, the development of a state
mas;al preserve system, and tha adoption of rules mandating consideration of
the intent of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act in the review of all proposed

uses of coastal public lands indicate the state’s initiative in coastal
resource protection,

Az Copmissioner of the General Land 0ffice and Chairman of the School Land
Board, T firmly believe that state protection of undeveloped coastal public
lands preciudes the need for addition of these lands to the federal Coastsl
Barrier Resources System.

Singerely,
ﬁé‘) e r
Y L]
Texas ZAP Cormissioner
[e 75 ]

ez Mr. Frank B, McGilurey, Coastal Barriers Coordinastor



October &, 1987

The Hororable Donald P. Hodel
The Secretary of the Interlor
19th and C Streets, H.W.
Washingeon, D.C. 20240

Dear Mr. Secretarv:

The School Lary? Roar? of Twuyas concurs with the comments ssnt to you bv
Texas Lan? Comissioner Garry Mauco in *is letter of June &, 1987, nertaining
to the prooosad inclusion of state—cwne! submarged lands ip the Coastal
farcier Prsources Svstom, He beljeve that the state Drovides adecuats
ototaction for thess lande throuah requlations and ooerative oolicies of the
Gencral Land Jffice and Schoo! Land Roard.

On October 6, 1397, the Boar? adomted a new rals Zesioned to ensurs *het
state—owned sutrorded lands (n the coastal area mest the Deparorent of the
Interior's definition of "atherwise ororscted.® This rule, 11 TAC Seq,
155.11, states:

The Schoal Land Soard estatlishes that all of the coastal ocublic
lands included within the orocosed additions to the Coasta® Barrier
R=sources Syster by the .S, Departonent of the Interior's Februacy
1987 draft Recort to Zongresgz: “Coastal Barrier Resources Svstem,
Proposed Yecamendations for Aiticns to or Neletlons from the
Coastal Barrier Pesources System,” Volumes 1% and 20, are ate4s to
be used orimarily for wildlife refuge, sanctuary, tecreation, or
natural resources conservation purposes. Volumes 19 and 20 of the
drafe report ars adocted by refersnce onlv for the ouroose of
soecifying which lands are orocosed for addition to the Coastal
Barrier Resources Systam, Copies of Volumes 19 and 20 of the draft
report can be cbtajned bv serding a written request to the follow
ing aXress:

Texas Teneral Land Qffice
Land Management Division
1700 N, Congress Rvenue
Austin, Texas T8701

Gerry Maum
Commussiones

The Board simultanecusly voted to reveal cule 11 TAC Sec. 155.8(f), which
ensured consideration of the purposes and intent of the Coastal Barcier
Resources Act in the grantina of leases, easements, and other interests in
coastal public lands that would be included in the CBRS if not excepted as
adequately protected by the state. The Board concluded that the new rule
more clearly establishes state policy consistent with the intent of the
Coastal Barrier Resources Act.

In view of the School Land Board's adoption of this rule, and the Cormis-
sfoner's adoption of a parallel rule for state-cwned sutmerged lands not
under the jurisdiction of the School Land Board, we respectfully reguest
that all state—owned submerged lands in Texas be classified as “ctherwise
protected® and excluded from the Coastal Barrier Resources System.

Sincerely,

A
/,

cry Mauro, a n
School < Board

Lols L. Boaner, Memdwr

Ll -

Bill wdrnick, * r

oot MBS, Barbara Wyran, Special Assistant to the Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Decartment of the Intecior

March 15, 1988

Mc. Willlsm P. Rorn

Assistant Secretary for Pish am? Wildlife
and Parks

U.5. Devartment of the Interior

18th and C Street, N.W., M5=J152

saghington, D.C. 20240

Dear Mr. Hocont

In« to your ¢ of Harch 4, 1989, I asked the Texas Attorney
General to prepace a letter opinion concerning the effect of the Reneral
tand OFflce and School Land Bosrd rules that track the lanquaae of the
Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1982, The Attorney General's Office has
campleted its resescch into this matt=r and informs me that the opinfon will
conclude that the rules are binding on the adencies and carrv the full force
amd effect of law. The gicnhe? coinion 1s to be delivere? to me by ™arch 17,
1 will immediately forward it to you.

I can assure you that the new rules pertalnina to the Coastal Barrier
Resources Act (General Land Office fule 31 TAC Sec. 13.1%, and School Land
Board ryle 31 TRC Sec, 155.11, copies enclosed) wers promulgated undet
prooer legal authority of these bodies and according to state laws and
procedures governing rulemaking by state agencies.

With the adoption of these rules, T am convinced that all atate-owned
submerged lands propesed for addition to the Coastal Barrier Pesources System
qualify as "otharwiss protectsd” wnder three of the seven categories listed
in the Pederal Register, Vol. 50, No. 42, March 4, 1985

1. The areas are protected under a state law frulel vhich stirulates
the purgoses of protection,

S, The GCeneral Lamd Office and School Land Board are organizations
within the scope of section 170(h]1(3) of the Intecrnal Revenue Code
of 1954, and the lands ace dedicated primaclly for wildlife refuge,
sanctuary, recrestional, or natural fesource conservation purposes.

Qany Mauro
Commussong
General Lang Offica
Saren F byan Rumdng
I Morth Congritsl Swivast

dutin Tmaas TENCH
[ L

7. The owner (State of Texas) has provided a written statement docu-
penting the intention to protect the ar=as.

Many areas of state—owned submerged lard also meet critecia (3) and {4) of
the definition: they have been cemowved from the development cycle by
sasaments that specify murtoses of protection, or they are adsinistersd by
an am of the state goverrment under leases stioulating curcoses of protecs
tion. These include areas leased to the Adubom Soclety for bird sanctuaries
and aceas coversd by easements lssued to five coastal Soil and Water Conser-
vation Districts for pilot projects in bayshore erosion control using
vegetative bazclers to absorb wave energy.

In addjtion, the Ganeral Land Offlce ard the Tezas Parks and Wildlife
Departtent have procosed two sites as candidates for coastal oreserves wyler
the cooperative Texas Coaszal Preserve Program. “ne proposed site cotorises
Boca Chica and South Bay: the other is Welder Plats, across San Antonio Bay
from the Aransas Hational Wildlife Rafuge. Coastal oreserves, to be manaced
under lease by the Texas Parks and Wildlife Deparoment, will meet not only
criterion [4) of the definition, tut alsa criterion (6) since a cororehensive
sanagenent plan will be developed for sach unit in the system.

The state’'s cormitment to presecvation of the natural resources in state—
owned submerged lands is, I believe, well documented in Tezas natural
resource lav and in rules of the Seneral Land Office and School Land Board,
Both the laws and the requlations are degigmed to prevent umnecessary damaje
to coastal resources and to rectlfy damaoe that results from failure to
adhere to state regulations.

This conservation policy is Further confirmed tw the institution of special
programs to protect and enhance the environmental cuality and natural
oroductivity of coastal oublic lands. Amona these are the corputarized
Resource Manaqement Pecommendation Code System, developed by the General Land
Office in cooperatlon with the U.5. Fish and Wildli%e Service, the Mational
Marlne Pisheries Service, the U.S. Arev Corps of Pngineers, the Texas Parks
and Wildlife Devartment, and the Texas Anticulties Comittee. The code
system makes the envi 1 of these agencies readily available
to potential lessees of state—owned submerged lands. Other similar programs
include the Texas Coastal Preserve System, which will guarantee the pressrva=-
tion o especially valuable or sensitive coastal natural areas, and the
General Land Office's aggresslve camalqn to clean up coastal waters amd
shorelines,

I hope that this informatlon, combined with the Attorney General's opinion,
will be considered adecustes iustification for the exclusion of state-owned
suimerged lands in Texas from the Coastal Bacrier Resources System,



In closing, I would like to say that the State of Texas shares the concerns
et forth in Section 2{b) of the Coastal Barrisr Rescurces Act: to minimize
loss of human iife, wasteful expenditure of federal revenues, and damage to
fish, wiidlife, and other natural resourtes associsted with coastal barsiers.

I appreciate your diligent effort to emsure that we provide the Secrotary
with all eviderce that might be required to support our position.

Sincerely,

Loy, Moo

Garey Manto
Texas Land Commissionet

ey oy o™
Acting Deputy Compissioner
Land Managsment

M/
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THE ATTORNEY GENEMAY
OF TEN A

M MATTOX March 16, 1988
ATHHINKY GENEM.AL

Mr. Garrcy Mauro, Commissioner

Genaral Land Office

Stephan P. Austin Building

1708 Rerth Congrass Avenus

Austin, Texas 78701 LO=BB=-29

Dsar Commisaloner Mauro:

¥You aak about the legal esffect of administrative
rulas, Spacifically, you ask vhather administrative rules
Fave the sase effect as a statute.

It is a wall~astablishad ruls 4in Texsea that valid
rules and reqilations promulqgated by an adainistrative
agency acting within lts statutory authority hava thsa force
and affect of legisiation,
and Loan_ . AsEociAtion, 540 B.W.2d4 307, 310 {Tex, 1976):

d.v.  ALhic Cluh, 457 &5.W.2d 41

{Tex. 1870).
Sinceraly,
JIn MATTOX
Attornsy Genaral of Texas
JAM/SW/ ax
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THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
OF TEXAS

JIM MATTOX
AFTTORNEY GENEMAL

June 13, 1887

The Honcrable Donaid P, Hodel

The Secretary of the Interior
Depatrtment of the Interiozr, Room 6151
i8th and C Streets, N.W.

Washington, D, C, 20240

Dear Secretary Hodel:

Thiz letter conveys comments of the Texzas Attorney General‘s
Office regarding some of the proposed changes to the Texas units of
the Coastal Barrier Resouzces System (CBRS). As the Attorney
General nf Texas, and thus the leading enforcement authority for the
Texas Open Beaches Act, [ have a keen interest in protecti-z and
preserving the integrity of public beach stcess snd recreation along
the Texss coast now and for the fyture. To the extent thar the

proposed CHRS changes promote public beach preservation, ¥ sSupport
them.

I understand that the Ceasstal Barrier Resources Act which
created the CBRE is grounded in principles af fiscal
responsibility: the removal of tazpayer subsidy for new private
development in hazard-prone areas. Such development guarantees a
drain of our fiscal resources for emergency relief, flood insurance,
snd recurring reconstruction costs, A derivative benefit of this
fiscal restraint is (}) the conservation of natural resources in
coastal aress where the private sector is otherwise unwilling to
assume the full finsncial risk of development, ang (Z) more
environmentally prudent daveiopment where construction does proceed.

A hard lesson was learned about the assumption of the risk of
land development adjacent to our public beaches in Texas follewing
Hurricane Alicia's landfall mnear Galveston in 1983, Unwisge
development practices in the past, fueled in part by the
availability of federal flood insurance and other federal subsidies,
set the stage for the controversy which ensued when Alicis left a
good many private structures on the public beach, In upholding the
legally migrateory nature of & pubiic beach in Texas, the courts in
the post«Alicia litigation have implicitly held that the risk of
property loss is properly horne by the property owner who assumes
that risk by engaging in brinksmanship at the edge of the sea.

S et e dthe T3

¥ COUHT I ILING AUETIN, TEXAR THHII=RF-EN

The Honorable Donald P, Hodel -
June 18, 1987
Page 2

The current CBRS proposals which pertaim to the Guif of Mexico
beachfront in Texas reinforce that sensible risk allecation by
requiring that new construction on currently undeveloped beachfront
areas must pay its own way and accept its own risks. ‘The risks of
teachfront development are especially real in Texas because of the
many areas experiencing long~term shoreline erosion. Placement of
private structures on ercsional beachfront areas i8 not only unsafe,
but sows the seeds for future encroachment of those structures on
the public beach with the attendant econflicts betwsen publieg
beachgoers and private property owners.

Accordingliy, the Attorney General supports those Department of
Interior proposals which decline to delete from the CBRS the Gulf of
Mexico hbeachfront already in the svstem by virtue of initial
Congressional designation in 1882, Specifigally, we support
retention of Gulf of Mexice beachfront areas in the following
existing CHRS units:

T10 - NMorth Padre Izland {see volume 20, page 5-6)
T1l - South Padre Isliand {see volume 20, page 5)

Tl2 « Boca £hica {see volume 20, page 6)

TE3A - Bolivar Peninsula - re: Crystal Beach [gee volume
19, page 7}

TO5 - Braros River Complex - re: Quintana (see volums 19,
page T}

The Attorney General alsc supports the proposed addivion of the
following Gulf of Mexico beachfront areas:

%12 - Boca Chica Unit, addition of former Brazos 1Island
State Recreation Ares {see volume 20, page 6). The
tract encompassed by the former state recreation
area is a site of traditiconal and significant public
beach use. This tract iz the only beachfront area
en Boca Chica/sBrazos Island which is not currently
in the <CBRS. this tract ig not at present
"otherwise protectsd” under the definiticon of the
Coastal Barrier Resources Act, since the tract is
not currently a wildlife refuge, BANCLUALY,
recreational, of natural respurce conservation
area. Until the former HBrazos Island State
Recreation Area is secured for one of these
purpeses, it should be treated for CBRS purposes
1ike the remainder of the shoreline on beth aides of
the tract.



The Honorable Penald P. Hodel
June 16, 1947
Page 3

P11l - South Padre Isiand Unit, suygyested addition of the
7.5-mile beachfront area generally north of andy
Bowie Park referred to at volume 20, page 6. For
the same reason stated by Interior in this proposal,
Congress should perhaps recongider its exciusion of
thig area in the 1982 designations. This 7.5-mile
streteh of beachfront is the next most probable area
of wurbanization extending north from the current
town of South Padrye Island. ‘This area is marked by
numerous storm washovers, is bhighly erosional and
dynamiz, is subhject to no sand dune protection
pregram ot cother beneficial development controls,
and is thus a likely stage for future open baaches
CONLLoOVersy, The development which is likelvy to
cogur here will have a greater incentive to locate
well back from the public beach and outside of
washover areas if taxpayer«gubsidized flood
ingurance and infrastructure are unavailable,

Thete comments are offered in furthetance of the intent and
spirit of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act: not to preclude
responsibile development of our wcoastal areas, but rather to insure
that such development is both fisecally and environmentally
tespongible. With the taxpayers of this nation and of the State of
Texas strusgling under unprecedented budget deficits, this kind of
fiscal restraint is mandatory to avoid leaving an  aggravated
financial and envirommental burden to future generations,

Singerely,

A,

Jim Mactox '
Attorney General of Texas

JM:innl
C229K

cc: Coagtal Barrier Study Group,
Department of the Interior

Nationat Offca; Center for Gulf Coast States Regionai OMice:

\a:zs Desistes Suoet, MW Environmental I} 2(.»:m eest 240 Seer
astungron. D.C 20016 1 k.
(202) 426-360% Education (512} AT7-6424

Jung 20, 1987

foastal Barriers Study Group

. 8. Department of the Interier
Maticnal Park Service

P.0. Box 37127

Washington, DC 28013

Pear ¥Mp, MeGilviey:

I would like to commend the Depaztment of Inkerior for taking a serious
look at the coastal areas of ocur nation and for searching for the best
ways to protect them. The Interior Department's proposal to increage
the number of acres of undeveloped land in the ZJoastal Barrier
Resovurces System to nearly 1.5 miliion acres along the Atlantic and
Guif Coasts is an example of Taking Pride in America, and of taking
steps for resovurce protection, which will always be needed.

The coastline of Texas is a series of barrier i{slands that are qu.te
fragile and migrate as a natural process of their existanes. Thes-
islands provide great enjoyment for pecple, but it is possible te "love
these coastal areas to death" by building on and thus destroying the
natural environment.

As director of CBE's regional office in Austin, and as the state
coordinator for CEE's 1985, 1987 Texas Coastal Cleanup, ! have had ths
good fortupe to visit the Texas cosst from South Padre to the Bolivar
feninsula,. I have seern its beauty, and I have seen the destruction
caused by poor planning, and a disregard for nature. ‘Tourism is our
second largest industry and four of the top ten counties most visited
Are coastal counties. You can be assuzed that tourists come .to see
sand, natural beadty, dolphins, birds and dunes, They come here %o
tfish, and suzf, and boat, Families come to the beach to play in the
water, and sand, We want thesde beach areas to survive for future

generations. This wil} not be the case if these fragile areas are
developed.

We camnot axpect people ko vigit our coastline if it is overdaveloped,
or o tampered with that natural migration of the barrier islands is
totally destroyad. Many people believe that they can build on idlands
that naturally ercde. Maay people believe that sea walls can be built
to stop &rosion. These are wisconceptions and wiil only lead to the
destraction of the very resources we love and enjoy.

Whale Protection Fund ® Seal Restue Fund ® Sea Turtle Rescue Fund & Marine Habitat Program

We in Texas are proud that our coastline serves as a wintering area for
endangered birde. We are proud that our coastal waetlands serve ag
habitat for many creatures that make this state rich with natural
resources, from oysters, shrimp, showy egrets, brown pelicans, to

endangersd sez turtles. These animais tieed undeveloped cocastal aress
in order to exist.

In Texas, people are allowed to drive on the beaches, and you can just
imagine how this activity alone interferes with the protection of
coastal creatures that live on the barrier islands. If more and more
homes, and resorts with parking lots are allowed to be built on these
fragile areas, we are acting without respect for wiidlife and habitat.

In the book, "Living with the Texas §hore,®™ Rebert Morton and Orin
Pilkey, write: "The Texas coast has taken more than its share of
hutricane winds, waves, and floods-considerably meze than neijhboring
Gulf states such as Alabama and Mississippi-petrhaps becausie of its
position relative to the paths of storms entering the Gulf of Mexice.”
Of course we can not predict just how many hurticanes are due to strike
our <pastline in the future, bub this is » serious censideration for
anyone planning to build on the Gulf coast. Mr, Morton states, " The
wonelusion that must be drawn is that any given struckure on the coast
will experience a major hurricane in its lifetime, perhaps several."

I hope you and your staff have had the opportunity to see the slide
presentation ® & Place Called South Bay™. The cosstal wetlands in the
southern portion of Texas are alive naturally - with birds, grasses,
and nursery areas for fish, shrimp and other coastal creatures. This
area Should never be ruined with condas, or parking lots. IiIf you would
like to view this slide presentation, I would be happy Lo contact the
folks who created it.

Wisdom must triumph over gyeed, and long range planning must be the
pelicy foz the fukture. 1 have heard Texans talk of trips they made as
kids to Ssuth Padre Island years age when they could walk on quiet,
undeveloped beaches, void of hetels, and cars and at night they could
watch the stars and listen to the animals. We can't recreaste something
that has been destroyed, but we can learn from the past and save the
natural tesources that still exist.

fiease protect the cosstal barriers of Texas, Who will be the victors
if the coastline of America is destroyed?

Sincerely,

MMM
Linda Maraniss

Regional Director

Gulf Coast States Regional Cffice
Center for Environmental Education
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NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION

1412 Sinteenth Street, MW Washington, D.C. 20036-2266 (2023 7976800

Coastal Barriers Study Group
Department of the Inserior
National Park Service

P.O. Box 37127

Washington, D.C. 20013-7127

RE: Comments on the Coastal Barrier Resoutces Act--Section 10 Draft
Repert to Congress, 52 federa) Begigter 9615-963%

Dear S5ir or Madam:

The National Wildiife Federation, the Natural Eescurces befense
Council, the Coast Alliance, and the Oceanic Society are writlng in
£eEpense to the Department of the Interlor's Pederal Register Notice
of March 23, 1987 solicitng comments on the Draft Report to
e RE: A Batiier Resou E ive

Out otganizations have a lengtime interest in the conservation
of coastsl batriers. The Hatursl Resources Defense Council wae the
founting organization of the Barrier tslande Coalition im 1%78B.
Likewise, the Nationai Wildiife Federastion, the Coast Alliance, and
the Ovsanic Scciety became wenmbets of that coalitien in 1979 ro help
seek protection of coastal barriers.

Our organizations have led efforts to pase legislaticn which
would conserve the natural resoucces of coastal batriers--first, the
ficod lasurance prohidbition in tne Omnibus Reconciiiatiom Act in
1981 and then, the Federal financial prohibition in the Ceastal
Barrier Resources Act (CBRA)} in 1982, We continue to support the
goain of CBRA and expaneion of the Coastal Barrier Hesources System
(CBRS) throughout the United State and its territories. The federal
government eshouid not d¢ subsldizing dewvelopment in hazardous areas
which deetroys productive coastal scosystems, encangers the lives
ant properties of shoreline residents, and costs federal taxpayers
li%ii:nl of doliars each ysar in tlood insurance claime and disaster
calief,

The need for an expanded Coastal Barrier Resources System in
which fedaral development subsidies are prohibited is becoming
invroasingly critical in iight of the projected rise in sea levels
dus to global warming. As water levels rise, sc will the coats of
protecting existing structures. the damsges from ercsion and
Llooding, apd the risk to human 1ife and property. Unfortunately,
howsver, developsent in thesw unatable coastal areas continues to
grow at a frightening pace. We feel strongly, therefore, that it ia
essential that the Department recommensd maxiwum sxpansion of the
Bystem to include the eligible aresc on all of America's coasts

before these sitas are irzrevocably cosmmitted to development. An

appandix of spscific commenty on additions to and deletions from the
System follow out geseral comments.

ION! O 1T S,
OR_DELETIONS FROM THE CBRS

We support the Department's recommendation Lo expand the
detinition of a “coastal barrier* 1o include landforms which
function es coastal bargiers in protecting the mainland and adjacent
squatic habitats, even if they ate not compoped of unconsolidated
sediments as are bdarriers in the traditional definition., Use of
this expanded definition in delineating CBRS umits ig consistant
with the congervation gosls of CBRA and woyld allow for the
intlusion of suwch new geological formations as updeveloped heach
rock, cemented dunes, fringing mangroves and sssociated coral reefs,
cheniers, discontinuous outcrtops of bedrock, and coarse glacial
deposits. Since thess arsas merve the same function as coastal
barriers and are 28 vulnetable To development presaure, sea ievel
rice., and storm damage as traditionally-Zdefined coastal barrisrs, it
is appropriste that they also be protected within the System.

APPERDIY

COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC COASTAL BARRIER AREAS

The National Wildlife Pederation, the Natural Rescurces Defense
Council, the Coast Alliance, and the Oceanic Society endorse the
inclusion of all undeveloped coastal barriers identified by the
Pepartment of Interior in the March 1983 inventory, as well as some

additional aress mentioned below. FPollowing are our comments on
some of the specific areas.

Texas

Texas has some of the most valuable coastal respurces of any
state on the Atlantic and Gulf coasts. With over 37% bird species
vigiting her coast annually, Texas is a crtitical stopping ground for
birds migrating aiong the Central and MiEsigsippi Fiywaye, including
mahy songblrdes and such sndangered species a#s the wheoping crane,
bald eagle, brown pelican, and peregrine faicon. In additien, Texas
wotlande provide essential wintering habitat for over a miliion
waterfowl and prime nu:ne:{ grounds for many commercially ana
cecreationally important £lah and shellfish species. This richn
atray of natlonally important coastal respurces combined with Texas®
high probability of hurricanes--over a 13% chance of a hugricane
ogcurring somewhere on the Texas COast each year..makes coastal
protection under CBRA a necessity. We urge the Department te stand
firm benind ite current tecommendations for additions of Texas

acreage into the CBRS and oppose any deletions of existing acreage
from the System.

TX~17 Mustang Jeland

The bayside of Mustang lsland is an important spawning, nursery,
and nesting haditat for numerous commercially and recreationally
important fish and wildiife species. In addition, its vulnerability
to flooding makes it an unwise site for development. “hic unit was
criginally considered for inciugion in the 1982 CBRS designations
but was dropped due to poiitieal pressure. We urge the Department
to reconsider and include Mustang Island in ite final
recomhendations. We alse reguest the addition of the area Xnovn as

the “cave” in this unit because i3 is a very productive wetlande
area,

T-12 Boca Chica

We strongly support the Department's proposed addition of 13,280
acree to this univt, South Bay contains the only oyster beds south
of Corpue Christi uncontaminated sncugh to harvest and the cnly ocnes
on the entire Texas coast whiech can be harvested year-round. The
broad expanses of wetlsnds in the Boca Chica area are extremely high
in wildiife diversity, inc¢luding over %0 species of fish. Thase
watlands ars alse critical o blrds migeating aleng the Central and
Missiseippi Plyways and many wintering waterfowl and shore birds, as
well as the sndangered brown pelican ané peregrine falcon.
Unfortunately, this productive coanial ecosystem is slated for a
major tesort development, Plays del Rio, which will generate an
estimated population of 15,000 people in the area. This development
would destroy some 5800 acres of wetlands--the largedl loss of
wetlands t¢ residential development anywhere in the United 5tates.
it will alsc exacerbate the water shortages already being
experienced in the area, threaten Boca Chica's abundant wildlife
poepulations through habitat loss and poliution, and endanger the
lives and property of the thousande of pecple who settle in thie
Burkicaha-prone reglon. We urge the Department te stand firm in its
decision to recommend the inclusion of additional area to T-12.

In addition to these units. the seven miles north from the city
limits of the Town of South Padze Island to the end of Fark Kead 100

meet the criteria for incliusion within the System and should be
added.

HOUSTYON RECIONAL GROUP
May 24, 1587

Sierlra

Coastal Barriers 3tudy Group
Wationsl Park Service

U.3. Department of the Interior
PO, Box 3H27

¥ashington, D,C., 20013-7127 Attentlont Fraedom of Informatlon Act Regusst

Dear Sir or Madam,

Briclosed are the comments of the Houston Sierrs Jlub concerning the Report to
Qongresn: Coastal Barrier Resources Syatem. We fully support all additlons to Lhs
Texas component of the systam, In addition we would like to sme Federsl, state,
lecal, and private protectad lanis alse included in the system. We ars perticularly
concerned that the ares around South Bay and Boca Chica ba included in the aystes
{additions to T12) to emsure that this iwpartant, unique, and productive ecosystes
1s not destroyed by developments 1ike the propossd Playa Del Rio. Balow are listed
our specific comments as they relate to the Exesutive Summary of ths above mentionsd
report and any racesmendations it contains.

1) Cmograshic Scope ~ We fully support that undeveloped, unproteated coastsl
barriare af the Plorids Keys, Puerto Rlco, and the ¥irgin Yslands be added to the
CBR3. All possible areas nesd to be protected.

2) Amsopisted Aquatiec Habitats « We fully mupport that all aguatic habitats
associated with exlating snd proposed CHRY unita be added to the CBRS. If this is
not done our flsh, wildlife, and other nutural rescurces of the coast will be laft
unprotectsd,

3} Secondary Barriers - We fully support that secondary barrisrs be added to
{BR3.

4)  QOtherwiss Protected Conmstal Barsiers - We fully support the incluelon in
GBRS of privately owned property with conservation or recreatlon areas around it
{faderal, atate, or local) be added to CBRS. We also suppart including privately
cwned coastal bLerriers held for conservation purposss be added to (BRS. We alac be-
lteve that what i» good for the goose Ls good for the gander and that federal, state,
and local conservation and recreation lande also be inciuded, These lands are sub=-
Ject to the same development typem of pressurss sspecially since the Reagan Admin-
istration has besen trylng to privatise or ilesss oui so much governwent land.

5} Pedsral Stewardahipe The Acqulsition Alternatlve - We do not favor additions
to government managed iands balng exempt frow CBRY, We do faver oxcoaa/aurplue lands
be included in CBRI, We also favor more acquisiiien by all levels of government

and then protectlon of these lands. This should be emphasized in (BRS for tha federal
govarnmant.

“Nat biind oppesition te progress but opposition to blind progress”
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£) Reguiatory Copsishengy - We 4o favar that all federal parmits must be

conaistent with CBRS. In fact 1t would make more sense o do a more detailed pvale

uation on thesa areas baciuss of thelr iwportanece znd vulperabilitv,

) Tax Poilcy Alternativesm ~ We agrae that no tax smerdments should be made nt
this time but fael +hat in fhree to five years thase should be looked at,

A) Cther Amendmernts to CERA

&« We agyes that federal financlal ssalstance Tor & purpose within a CEAS

unit is prohidted hy GBEA.

b. We agree with the deietion of Section 6(a}{3) with no expansion of public-

ly overated or owned facliltles in {BRY..

¢, We 2gree with smending Section &{n}{2,.

A. We agree with not amending Sectlon 6(a}{6}{A) for recreational project.
=,  He agres with no amendment to Sectlon 3(3) for techslcal amsistance.

f. We Alasgree zbout not addressing block grants, These too are federa]

funda and nesd to be conslatent.

2. We disagree with removing eaciion 7 since 1t is nesded to sudit agencies
to snsure they are complylng with CBRA. This is not unduly tardensoma.

Who will ensure szencles are doing thalr Joba?

paervition of Atlantic and Gulf Comstal Barriers ~ We fully support a study

which would Joak at guldelines as to what shouid be redeveloped after z storm.

feal that anything wnlch encouraes building here in not in the best intsrests of
the Pubilc and should be done 80 only after siringent criteria are met, We want

mors public education efforts toe,

¥e suppozt the retention of all uwits that are prasently in the (BRS and ths
addition of uinits bn the Paciflc Comsta and the Great Lakes, "The BRS, 1f it is
to worh successfully 1n a maximun way, must be as all Sncluslve as possible so we

can reduce the tremandous waste in taxpayer's money and federal subsidles for

private galn., We apprectats this opportunity to comment. We ronuant, under the

Frendom of Information Act, a copy of the Volumes and maps that explain the Texas
additions to the CBRS. Thank you for vaur help and we look forward to hearing from

you concerning our request in 10 working days.

Sincerely,

LN ST T

Brandt Kannchen
Conservation Commltitar
Houston Sierra {lub
429 Bucllid

Haouston, Texas 77009
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F.O. Box 3512, Corpus Christi, Texas 78404

COASTAL BEND

SIERRA CLUB

June ¥, 1987

Ceastal Barriers Study Group
National Park Service

U.§. Department of the Interior
P.C. BOX 37127

Waahingten, B.C. 20013-7127

Daar Sirs:

The Envirenmenta) Coalition of Cerpus Christi wishes to
cemmaent on REPORT TO CONGRESS: COASTAL BARRIER RESCURGES
SYSTEM which is earmarked for presentation for Congressional
action this summer. The Coalition is compesed of Coastal pend
Audubon Society (625 members), OPUS (175), Audubon Lutdoor Wlub,
Inec. {182}, and Coastal Bend Sierra Clubd {525 memvers). in
matters of great importance environmentally in the local ares
we try Lo aft topether, Cur comments here represent the unapnie
mous view of the excutive group.

#e agree with the idea of fostering conservation of
ceastal resources. Itis an unfertunate fact that the . .. is
rapidly losing its ccastal resources to uovelopment and _ . is
8150 a fact thav the real cost of these developments are .arm
by the taxpayer in the leng rum. Through floed insurancs,
road arnd channel construction, and utilicy subsidies the [edaral
governemwnt zakes development in unsafe areas possible. That
these areas are also environmental seasitive just exacerbates
the problems.

#e regret greatly that the Department of the Interior
doieted from the proposed protection areas on the bey side of
Mustang Island. As you recognize, these very areas are "im-
portdnt apawning, nursery, and nesuing hadizat for 4 variety
of fish and wildlife species of both commercial and recreational
value. ..The instability of coasstsl barriere and their sus-
ceptibility to storm damage make develepment hazarfous and too
costly vo subsidize and insure at taxpayer's expense." horn
said.

Unfortuantely, & local developer grouvp succeeded in having
the bay aide of ilusteng Island delated from the sriginal pro-
posal. & copy of a political ad by winda Strong is enclosed.
She was heavily linanced by local developers and did win her
district in the recent city council elections. ner ciatrict is
Hustang end Padre Islands...the very area whith you nave deleted
from protection., I quote from an article in the .ay &, 1987
isgue of the Wall Street Journpal.,." Some communities, such as
Corpus Christi, have managed with immense effort to have sode
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of the initial screage dropped from vhe Inserior plan. The
South Texas Barrier Task Forte spent more than a year aocu-
menting the economic loas &t more that ¢7 zillion a year in
Ywuwtuunhmifmmhhﬂehhmam»mmuzumd
ands weres included.” Of course, they did not even consider
the coBt to the genersl taxpayer if these arsas are developed
with federal subsidy., #e also question their Iigures of ego-
nosic gain. It is alse too bad that environmental groupe can
not write off the costs of such studies as the Task Force un-
took from income taxes as expenses of doing businesa,

In short, we urge that the doings of & neavily financed
political group not over-ride the good sense of the weparument
of the Interior. we request that the original areas on the
bay side of iustang Island be put back into the proposal se-
fore it is presented toc Congress for action.

Sincerely, T
B 4

CIR vein 7 B

farriecia H.e Suter

Co~crair Envirenmental (oalition
Vicemchalr Sierra

enclosure

F. HERMANN RUDENBERG, Fu.I3,
AIRT AVEHUE QUE HALF

AALVEFTON, TEXA® 77880
ThL: 400-78R-71WE/TE1-4TO7
* June, 1987

Coagtal Tarriers Study Groun
National Park Service
Y. 8, Department of the Interior
P, G. Box 37127
Washlngton, D, €, 200t3-7127

Gentiemen:

Please lnciude thess comments in with othsrs aoneerning the
Recommendations of the Secretary concerning the Coastal Barrier
Reacurces Act, and report to Congress.

First let me tell you that I commented both upsn the draft
and the finsl CSRA Envirommental Tmprcot Statements; I conducted
5 groundtruth examination for Congresssman Brocks on Bolivar
Penlnaula in November 1982 and then met with seversl Conzressionsal
Leglelative aldes; and teatified at the June, 1685 public hearing
in Galveston, For over 16 yeara I have been mctive in comatel
agpessment,, plenning, and protsction; thus I can gpesk with some
authority at lsast concerning the region of Galveston Bay ~-—
actually from the Louielana-Texas border to Freeport,

Some general comments flrst, These views are breed on my ex-
parience and uvon the reading of the Executive Summary of the
Report to Congrese only. I 414 not have the time to tackle the
whole report, sithough I &id review the draft some yeabs ago,

I have rlan seen the Texas {North Cosst) seetion,

A. 1. It ie poasible to protect slgniflcantly more sveas, and

this shouid hapoen NOW. The restrietion to 1/4 mile ocean frontage
is a8 Broltrary as would be the use of 1000 feet ar some lesser
nugber, IT it can be argued for the Northeast US, then it is
supportable elsewhers too,

2, Whersver posslble wetlende should be added s as to afford
them better vrotsctlion than is offered under section 404 of the
CWA. Peovle are gettlng around sectlon 404, and as a minimum
they should not be able to utilize US help in doinx sol

3, Duplleate protection, l.e, addition under the {BRA slaeo,
1s very imvortant to assure protection from unneeded or
hazerded development which is supported only because federal
funde help in consitructlion or bécauss of the awvailability of
federal flood insurance in the avent of destruction,

4, &4dd s "atop-rebuilding” ctauee concerning coastsl property
in the event of iis destructlon by adding s ssctlon to the CBRA
now that places insured property into a moratorium from beneflits
derived from federal funds so that isoleted property losses
eould be rebullt, whlle srea~wide lossem could be turned into
a new UNIT or added to the nearest one.
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5. Any property whlch has federal flood insurance st present
should not be reinsured for any monetsry incresse in value
follewing wae of the insurance, Exeeptlons could be made nerhepe
for property (such se mine) within dense city limlts and
protected by a mea wall, but flood tides can come from the Bay
81de here -- bul {0 insure high hazard housing over and over ie

lain stupid}, To iilustrate, Aif a property ls now ilnsured for
3100,000 for example, and suatains $40,000 relmbursement following
an insurable flood event, & ceiling of $60,000 would then remain
until used up; thie is & compromise szelnat the seeming nossibl-
11ty of relnsuring over and over such a strueture, with rebuiliding
and perhaps infiation of values repestedly. Basically this honors
the present FEMA committwent but dose not vropagate s federal
po-win situatlont

6. Recognize that "recreation” includes sunning on a beash
ag well sg playing golf, The federal subsidizing of such construce
tlon &8s golf courses must bs stopped, &s alao officar clubs, in
nlgh hazerd areas, and the like, Provision must be made for scme
axpanslon of sultable recrsatlon amenities as populations near
the coast grow and place more demand on nublie faellities,
Perheps only thoee ltems directly affeotling health and safety
would be & useful reetrictor?

7. Roadwaye sssuredly are NOT all part of A necessary network,
Tne rebuilding with federal funds of Highway 87 between High
Ieland and Snbine, Texse 18 a prise sxemple of a violation of
the CBRA which should never have taken place. The road should
not have been built in the firet olage!

8. You, and meny others, are very mush in tuns with the need
for an effective CBRA and the need to stop supporting coastal
development in fooilsh eltuatione with the use of federsl funds,
Preblems of sea level rise will equally affect the Pacific Cosst
an the Atlantiec and Oulf Comstz. Had this Aot been in place S0
yoara ago, we would be eo much better off, Hence, why not ineclude
the Paclfic Comat? There is KO support for pot including it,

The eame oan be ssld for the coast of the Qreat Lakes where
wa tor flooding problems are slresdy recognized.

3. The argument has been used locally that the provialons of
the {BRA are stifling development; baeloally thie is trus beoauss
bvank loans for construction require the purchage of fiood insursnce
and FEMA 12 the only insurcr, albelt through private agente.

It is important thaet the Btudy Group not give way to the inient
of the CHBRA as they are atated 1n the Act, Governments here In
Galveston were apparently able to prevent inclusion cf any
portion of the Ieland in the eriglnel asress, have been fighting
racently to get parke cut of deeignetion, and the County hes een
gdoing the same for Boellver penitnsulsa aress, Unfortunately, thelir
argument ls exmotly counter to the intent of the ¢BRA. There

are many residents who do not support the lobbying of our
elented officiale in this, Only with & wajor calamity will they
recognlze the need to retreat from the immediste coamt, Until
then develobment and growth sre preached at emch meeting, It is
important to give recognition to this etrong opposition but %o
hold steadfasi. Any anf all park areas, no uatter of what size
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should be inciluded in the protected areas, e a group, when within
some distance asuch as ] mlle of the shoreline, Howsever, as noted
above, in order to meet demand for, and msintenance of, recreational
uges which support the henlth and safety of the public as directly
related to the coastal pressnce, 1t would seem worthwhile to

Lift RECHEATIONAL needs of the PUBLIC into a separately designated
aregraph within Section 6 {a} {8), where this 1s tecked onto

A) and 48 seemingly lost to the rasder,

10. Similarly, I supeest that Sec 6{a){4) have the word
"#lrestly" edded to 1t

11. I find no support for heving locally designated protected
wetlands stop at the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, at thelr inland
extreme, I indeed wetlands are to be protected, ss I support,
then this arbitrery boundary is lnapproprilate, As sea level
i:aai, the arblirariness of thls demarcation Line will come to

unt ue.

t2. I strongly support the ineclusion of all new or expanded
areas into the UBRE, In review of all meps for Texas, both Nerth
ag well as Bouth, T find no obvious problems except that areas
now suggested for addition may be toc amail, I note with pleasure
the exprneion %to protect aress on the several major Bays;
however you could have gone so much further! Msst hurricanee
wiil wagh over the barrier 1glend and then affect the Bay and
aoestel land area behind 1, sc¢ that thla ccasial ares resliy
nesda more concern and protection, Galveston Bay 1s no exceptlion,

3. The propesed recommendaticn of federsl, state or looal
protection sllowing "no further consideration” 1s,1 bellave, s
major srror. This protection is hypothetical mt best and
svanescent st worst. Thus T urge that ALL coded unlts (and then
some) be added to the newly designated Units.

T will now begln on vage 8 of the Executive Summary concerning
your draft recommendations,

14, A, Geographic Beope: We fully support thls recommendation,

15, B, 4sscociated Aguatic Habltate: We fully support this
recommendation, Indesd because weilande requirs &djlacent bHuffer
arsas of uplang from which defritne, snd not poliution, ia
an lmportant supplement, we would go sven further and lnolude
& buffer zone of no leag than 50 feet, As ses level rises thils
willl prove often to be too little,

16, Secondary Barrlers: We fully esupvort this recommendation
and note thet 1t needs to be ocarried forward as in 12, above,

17, "Gtherwise Protected™ Coasial PBarriers: We fully support
thle recommendatlon, re smpilified above, ¥We reiterate that
dietanpe~of ~frontage restrictions ahould not operate here, rather
that ALL such property be inoluded, We reliterate the need to

Toeus more carefully upon what aonstitutel scceptable resreatlonal
uBage,
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8, 4. Federal Stewsrdahlp: We disagree., 83Y land now under

federal contreol, or acoulred, should fall into the CBRS

restriction of usare. Military activities only BIRECTLY essential
to rationsl security should be exempted, mnd Conast Guerd facillties
ge girectly relzted to thelr heslth and safetly mleslon as well,

The TBRS is intended not only to conrerve land, but also federsl
dollara; thus these ghould always be added, and if surplus,

turned into wublic recreation, as used above, Deletlon should
not as 8 rule occour,

19. Regubtory Jonsisteney: e ars not In asreement. Federsal
permit nrograms sre incongietent ot beet mnd in violstlon of
NEPA 8t worst in all too meny instances. There needs to be B
requirement that federal permits in the CERS areas need greater
serutiny, need to be consistent with the CBRA and its purpcses,
and need to folliow to the letter, rather than only ke gulded,
by regulatory suidelines such ss esttlon 404(b), ithe EPS
"guidelines"; i.e, they are no loaver guidellnes but are
ragulrements, 1'm afraid that 16 years of experience with tha
Galveston Distrlet of the Corwvs of Englneers leads me to the
coneluslon that they alweys fevor sny applicant over whatl
should be dopne for conservatlon.

20, Tax Policy Alternatives: We agree and puggeat that this
lasue be reviewsd afler some years when the changes induced by
the Tay Reform Act of L9RE heve ptabilized,

21, Cther Amendments to CBRA: 1, Section %: The problem here
is that areal coverage is usually not clear~cut within versus
outelde of Units of the CBRS, Incursion inte violations should
not oceur, It makea neo difference as io whether dirsetly or
indirectly, a feollity that recelves federal support may not
in any way supvport Tunotions within the OBRS,

22, 2 8ectlon 6. {a) Esaential Link, Ye h,ve commented upon
the non-essentisllty of State Highway 87 bstween High Island
and Sabine which hee been weshed over twice Tollowing recent
reconstruction usinz federel support, which goes through
Units. Be long s the stated concepte are retalined, section
6(a)(3) may be deleted, BUT: why wae the redundancy there in
the first place %77

23, (b) Dredged material disposal: The oreoposal ls acveptable,
However, DO should recognize that the Cof hee the last word
and can overrule the F4W3, T would urge that while cooperatlon
or agreement ip needed, the Fa¥2 should be the declding agency
for CBRS Unlits; 1,e, have the last word,

24, {¢) Resreatlonal Precjects., The term "recreatlonsl nroject®
18 ambiguous. Solf courses end the like should not be s
permlesible construction, for example, This iesue le amply
dicousssed above,
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25, (4} Technical Assietance, We support the suggestlon that
section 3(3) not be amendad, Yet we feal that parhaps sosevhars
in the body theres should be support for public education or
permit-eselkers to receive technleal coneultatlon so as to Further
the purpeoases of the CBRA.

26, {e} Feleral Agency Compliance, We disanree, It is vital that
ALL federsl egenciee take the CBRA to heert, One way might be

to regulire an avnpropriate nensliv statement in Blook Grants
which make reciplents llabls to heavy penaltiy, Svot shealing

and enlistment of the environzental community would sesure
complianoe without materislly incrensing costs of lmplementation,

3.
27./8ection 7. Some sort of system must be emplaced to agsure
protection of the purposes of the {RRA. Annuel cert¥icetion
through OMB ssame excessively unreliable, Perhans G20 4s a
patter monitoring agsncy?

28, %K. Gonservation of Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Barpriera: We
nave pommented elrsady on sone sepects of this. We cupport a
atudy =snd suzgest & % to 5 year desdline from now for the
results and rscommendations, The discursion at the bottom of
vags 22 cencerning Fioride and Jorth Carolins amply supportis
that the etudy Ainelude all our consts; infdeed CBRA rroteotion
ie needed today, not in % to 7 years, after Uongress has weskened
what is provided by the vroposed study! Tt would be even betier
if the study could be completed by 1990, Developmental pressursg
are immense, Davage oosts from coastal storaws are accelsrating.
Tha time to act ls HOW, e

Fpcif

29, 1 would edd, therefors, that another mmendment be sdded, 1in

the definition section, 2(a)(i) fto read: fosetal barrlers along
the nationg coasts (Atlantleo, Sulf,;Great Lakes, Hay of the
United States, whether by sand or oliff, whether ry or asgcon-
dary to the open weter, and the adjlacent...

purnos2 of the OBRA, Letb go with whatever beel achieves thie
and not let speclal interests make 1nroads and reguest exceotions,
Fundsmentally, in sddlticn to directly concernlng netlonsl
gecurity, only nealth and salfety should be of concern, Somevwhere
those of us who are sensitlive to the lgsuesz must mpesk out and
remind those who forget of major coastal hurrlcsnss, inform
those who do not xnow of the coming economle iopssea from sea
level riee, support the recreationel uses of the publie aomst,
and prevent foolish snd expensive mistakes with thils natural
respurce, If we don't valnt the picture the way it is, Congtess
can hardiy be exwected to 3o wast 1s best Tor cur natlon.
Cozatal conservation hes been too eslow in coming., Thils 18 an
opportunity te take a considereble step Torward, Let's do 1t
right, ROW.

Thank you for this opportunity te comment,

3ipcerely yours,
T T I
®, Hermann Rudenberg,\th,D,
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- LAND SURVEYORS —
#. 0. Box 3382
BROWNSVILLE, TEXAS 78520
Phone (512) 5424792
June 15, 1987

President Ronsld Reagan

Donald P, Bodel, Secretary of the Interior

William P, Warn, Ass't. Sec, for Fish, Wildlife & Parks
Senator Lioyd M. Berbsen

Senator Phil Grabam

Rep. Slomon Drlz

Texas Govetnor Wm. Clements

Cameron County Judge Jack Goolshy

M5, Mary Lou Campbell, Frontera Audubon Society

This letter is in regards to "Report to Congress: Coasal Barrier Resources System -
Proposed Recommendations for Additiors to or Deletions from the Coastal Bamvier
Resources System - Volime 20, Texas {South Coast),” U.S. Department of the Imerior,
dated Felruary, 1987, B:xspmmpmd.macorsequa\ce:fa mpuklic mesting” held in
Browneville, Texas, on Thursday June 11, 1987: and the later acquisition of a copy of
the above mentioned Report, Tmp.mposeherecflsmpxmmmestmmestmms
proasibile, mymmamdmemdmmmmmmmmm
the said Report.

1 am Madison L. Claunch. 1 have been a resident of Cameron Courty, Texas 'or
approximataly 37 years, Ihavemawnemhipctcﬂmﬁnancmlmmmmeh.ﬂs
which are the subject of this tepeit. } do net, at the present time, represarnt any S.ch
mtmma;rnfmmlcapumty,mrmanymchmpmsemmmﬂmpm

My primary obiections are Ysted below, A more detailed resume of my qualifications,
comments, and a review of the report § attached hereto,

1. Contrary to the amartions of the representatives of the Dept. of the
Interior, this Repart, and its reco diations, have not been pre-
pared, as specifisd by law, with “opportunizy for, and (consideration
of) - public comment”  Their satements rhat "[ress releases" nad
been submitted to local media should not be accepted e a ful-
fillment of their resporsitdlicy, 4 puhimmaeunq called within two
weaks of Anal presentation of the Report is ancther bureaucTatic
ploy. As ome participant cbeerved; "Your mind was made up por
this meeting.® As a citizen and (to my lights} a tax-payer of some
mrmqum,ldaeplymsentmeeamm of tax dollars in this
manner, My personal recommendarion to the Congress wouldd e that
they conmider this agencies spending in the preparation of futiwe
udgets,

2. Ammmmmmmnwmwmdvascfﬁsebegmdm
Inteder, no consideraticns have been given to the ecunomic impact
an this area, @ consider this to be a callous bureaucratic “cop-out”
that is without jstification no matter what, under the law, they
consider v be their responsihilities,

e
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3. kh&mmmmrmsmmmwﬂlmm

4. Aa an effert to conoerve and effectively natiral

Ap above mated; hereto mtached js a more detailed review of the Report - should
anyone care th take the time to read i

Respectfully mibmitted,

Gt

M. L. {Matt} Claunch

Y

Encl:
Qualificatione & Commert
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ATTACHMERT
Letter of June 15, 1987
Lomseal Bazriers Resouwrces System, Vol, 20 Texas (South Coagt)

ImanmﬁWSmmuwmmmmmmmsmmd
Texas, INWMMHMM&EmGWUMWm’mm(M
years in Cameron County), I have participated in, and am familiar with, historical de-
Wmmmmm. There is very Hittis of the coastal area in Cameron,

wIveys
ortles, 1 served for 15 years s a wembar of the Texas Mapping Adviscry
Comitittee, I have been, since is incepticn, s member of the Board of Divectos of
the Rioc Grande Valley Zoological Society. Although I am in sympathy with their mated
clriectives, I am ot a mamber of any arganized "ooneervation® group,

A detalled dimection of the subject Report could be made, it it would entail much
more than should be considerad necessary to the pirposes of this lether,  The following
will be kmitad to those aspects deamed of paramount. lmportance,

Economic Impact
Adoptinn of the recomendations, comtained in the Repart, will result in a @ignificant
Lbwering of lard valuas in the sulbdect ares,  The ocorsequence wil) be a kas of tax
revenue o all local entities, the State of Texas, and the Federal government,  Also;

rmany Jocal lending irstimstions (and through them, their depositors) have a financial
#ake in the subject area.

M&asammasm whether the afoption of the recommendations will impact ob -

in thig area. In the light of cument economic conditions in this ares
is inconoeivable that this question should not be duly considered.

There is & quastion as to whether the adoption of the recommendations wil mrechuie
the extension of Federal Flood Insuwrance and other "federal® financial assistance o
lands within the subject area, This is a matter that should not be based sclely on con-
siderations of corservation,

De Facto Taking

o will be argued that the adoption of ie recommendations contained in the Repart do
not conetinare a taxing by the Federal goveimment. This may be technically true. Bur,
the greater truth s that the remilt of such adoption will be, by the Federal
govarnment, a laying aside of a oonsiderable ares (for specific wee and/er non-usel
without. congideration for the rights of the [rivate owness therecf.

I the recommendations are adopted, and if as predicted, land valiues are Jowered then
we will have the potential for allegatrions of conepiracy and frawnd, There will surely

wings to ctain title under bargin conditions. One would have to hope that one of the
"sntreprencuns® would not be the Faderal government irself, Or; that there had not
been collusion should the impoeed restrictiors ever he Jifted,

Repart, Coment
I is noted that the authars of the Repoct are not named, There is comment on
Background, current Coastal Resource Management (incioding applicable Iaws and State

agoncisa), and Existing CBRS Units. A lis of 12 Refarences is provided. As above
mentioned, much can be said about the Report content.,

-}
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Of the 12 *refevences” there are § who can be dentified as genlogiss, 7 of thess 9
are (o were) employess o chair-holdess with the Texas Burean of Economic Geclogy,
This is the same agency that through s Director, W.L. sttu,atmeumw.;ropnmd
that, i® published maps be the autharity for political boundaries contruliing the par-
mimakie tme of pepbic tarka! This i the same agency ander wivee suepices, Dr. Joe
MoGowen teatified, befare a committee of the Texas Senate, that the shoreline of
Padve Idand was eroding st a rate 12 £ B inches per year (Ses Repat, page 11
Wnen shown evidence to the contrary, Dr. MeGowen stated that perhaps he may have
been somewhat over-zoalous,  Of the three remaininyg seferences, one i by a “poli-
teian® of dutdous qualifications to address himmself o the issuwes &t hand. One is a
regxat, by the .S, Corpe of Enginewss on & specific storm oomurance.  The nature of
the mmaining reference (5. Daveryxrt) is not Xnown to this weiter, There are no
references to marine biciogists of any conservation authorities.

The Report contains considerabie comment on the Texas fpen Beaches Act. (Uniess

revised, the ACt is not properly quoted. An originaily enacted the said Open
Beaches Aot declared the poBfics rigih oo the beach which was defized an fullows:

Prom the lire of Meanmw'i‘idemhndﬁxadlmmecfzol}feetum
&Bh.rudwgaﬂhm—wl’uzbmwm:xs and providing a pdor pubiic
preecxiptive use has been

Attention is invited to the maps on pages 15 and 19 of the Repart.  The western limit
of the proposed addition to ares TLI is the Inra-Coastal Waterway. R s hereby sub-
mitted that these ame the most acalogicsl pertinent areas on the lower coast and they
have bean excluded! This writer will be happy to offer support for this statement to
anyone who cares to take the time to make inquiry.

Attantion it Bwvited to the map on page 20 of the Report. At the public hearing, in
Brownsville on June 1), the represertatives of the Dept, of the Intaricr either could
ok e would not idertify the western and southarn boundary of the proposed Addition
to T12, They would anly say that they had “drawn lines on maps® and the Congress
woald be asked o enact legislation in reference to these "maps.”  The mischief
inherent in such a procedure should be patently apparent.

The Report makes no mention of the effects of "historical development,” X is a fact
that poor to thwe constructon of the Intra-Coastal Waterway and, in particular, the
Part Manafield channel to the quif, the upper portion of the South Laguna was 8o salty
that marine life oould not esist therein. The msulk of these “developtients™ was to
effect a citeulation that reduced salinity,  Redfish Bay in now one of the [remier
fishing grounds on the entire Texas coast.

Thare ia much more that could be said,  But, if the above is not sufficient to provide
mu.mﬁ:rpameardreﬂacummmmeremmmﬁxmﬂgmmbyw
representatives and the agencies on which they rely for sound advice

O & (i

M.L. (Matt) Claunch
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eS>PEY,
HUSTON &
ASSOCIATES, INC.

Engmeering & Enviranmental Consubtants
12 June 1987

The Coastal Barriers Study Group
BDapartment of the Interior
Natlonsl Park Service

.00, Box 37127

Washington, D.C. 0813-7127

Dear Sirs:

This ietter reguests that the propossd expansion areas in Unmit T-12 (lower
Texas coast) be withdrawa feom the Constal Barrier Resources System {CBRS).
The reasons for this request will be detailed befow and in the atiached
decuments.

Espey, Huston & Associstes, Ing, {EHEA) was hired by Playa del Rio, inc.
nearly threg years ago to manage the efforis necessary to oblain a Section
10/004 permit from the U.5. Army Corps of Engineers for the Playa del
Rio project. Playa dei Rio lands comprise » large percentage of the proposed
expansion areas of Unit T-12 {Figure 1}, Land for this project was scquirad
sl planning begun even before the Coastal Barriers Act was snacted in
1981. Indeed, to dats, an 18-inch water line to service the inltial phase of
the project has been constructed to the site. Detailed plans and engineering
#ra nearly complete for the first phase to be built in non-jurisdictional areas
of the project, Since the beglnnings of Plays, well over aight years sgo,
progress has occurred steadily toward its ultimate development,

Vire Piaya lands included i the 1982 CBRS designation total 1,882 acres.
The proposed expansion of Unit T-T1 adds another 3,572 acres for & total
of 5,455 acres of Playa land in the CBRS. Tabie 3 displays the acreage of
the various land use types in Playa del Rio included in the CBRS and gives
the percent which each land uie type comprises of the Playa acreage included,
Figure 2 shows the locations of these arsas.

Land use typas which contain either terrestrial or aquatic habitat and, as
such, do not prectude use of the area by fish and wildlife inciude the deepwater
‘marita, preserves, public o open space, and waterways. These catagories
comprise 51.2% (983 acresl of the original T-12 designetion, 68,6% {2,451
acres) of the proposed addition to T-12, and 61.0% (3,434 acres} of the total
existing and proposad acreage of Playa del Rio to be Included in the CBRS,
Therefore, over 63% would be available for fish and wildiife habitat.
Additionally, much of the preserve area listed on Table 1 is comprised of
dry sand flats which are stated for mitigation activities to create shallow
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than they are at present. The naturai preserves of the project proposed
for inclusion in the CBRS inciude ail the primary dunes where no building
is to occur. Faurthermore, afl existing cordgrass marsh areas and msngrove
areas of the profect are already in the preserve system as well,

Playa del Rio has enormous soclal and economic benefits associzted with
its devalopment, Attachment | - Information Package, Project Economics,
presents economic grojactions for Playa del Rio. Attachment it -~ "Prediminary
Estimate of Employment impacts of an International Industrial ang Resort
Complex' describes the importance of Playa def Rio to the overall
deveiopmant and revitalization of the Cameron County area, Attachment
itl - "Potential Economic Effects to Texas Associated with the Proposed
Eixpansion of the Cossta) Barrier Resources System® deftnas the effect of
the CBRS on the Texas coastal area. The majority of the projected losses
in Cameron County would be assoclated with activities possibly prevented
at Playa del Rio due to the CBRS.

The curtpliment of grewth in the Yexss coastal arsa due to CBRA would
impact the State of Texas when the economy is alresdy depressed. Secondty,
tourism is the sacond-ranking industry in Texas at present. Therefors, CBRA
strikes st the heart of economic viability and revitalization in Texas by
virtually rullng cut development in coastal areas so important te the tourism
industry, The effect of the expanded CBRS on the State of Texas from
1965~2008is surmmartzed as follows:

1) Average annual employmens loss of 26,500 jobs,

2) Experience s reduction of construction monies of 4.1 biilion dodlars
{not Inciuding the tand costs).

3} Loss of 6.2 bitlion doltars in assoclated income.

4
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3.% biltion dollars fost in tax revenues to focal, State and Federsl
governmanis.

| have & number of questions ragarding CBRA and tha expansion of the CBRS,
| would greatly appraciate written answers to these quastions as the CRRA

has potantially sigaificant impacis on the Playa del Rio project which |
rapresant,

1) Has the DOI factored lost jobs, revenues and income into the calculations
which indicate the estimated savings 10 the Federal government of from
5.5 to § dillion dotlars over the naxt 20 years)

1} Since Texas afone wifl lose more in income and revenues than the
total program is expacted to save, why should roughly one-third of the land
included in CBRS be located in Texas?

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

4) Why are the coastal areas singled cut for such tand controis when
over the past |5 or more yeary, inland flooding has averaged between It and
4 billion dollars in damages annually?

bay bottom habitat ptanted in seagrasses and surrounded by mangroves ped
Guif cordgrass. These areas will uitimately be Ffar more biologically productive

916 Capital of Texas Highway South » P.O. Box 515+ Austin, Texay 78767 + 15121 3276840 = Telex 1561313
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51 Why has the DO not published a supplemental EIS to cover the expansion
areas when, considering the large acreage invoived which affects meny more
citizens, rew input data must certainly have to be considered?

6] Since developers and industries are nearly always required to acquire
permits of approvals in coastal areas and since the applicant must provide
detailed anslyses of their project which are avatiable for considerable public
scrutiny, how can the government impose such severs restrictions on fandowners
without a detailod accounting of the reasons, beyond generat comments

it is the desire of Playa del Rio, Inc, that the expanded T-12 area ba modified
1o exciude lands associated with Playa. [f this is pot accomplished at the
DO! tavei, please detail for me the process by which an appeat of the decision
can be made and to whom the appesl must be presentad.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter,

ragarding the environmantal vatue, Federal expenditures and safety aspects Sinceraly, .
of their aked devel 7 - R
proposed developmaen e \A
7} Was the actual environmental vatue of each area included In CBRS
assessed or was it simply that an area met certain fack of development or James™. Wiertema
location criteria which caused inclusion into CBRS? Associate

Manager, Ecology Section
B} 1s it true that an area's inclusion into CBRS is basically dependant

an the level of development present at the time of inclusion, rather than IMW:djh
consideration or permits acquired or extant land pians indicating future
devalop can ba pl {7 encl

9) Why are there no provisions of machanisms proposed whereby a project
could be axempted from the CBRS if |1 masts acceptable criterta regarding
al and safety iderations?

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

11} What I3 the procedure and who makes the decision as to exempting
property from the CBRS?

£2) Can it be denied that CBRA i3 a land use control mechsnism when
one of the basic reasans given for implementing CBRA was protection of
coastal environmaents?!

13} Should land use controt not be administered by $iste or local authorities
maost directly atfected by such actions?

18} Will the CBRS areas in Texas be expanded beyond the proposed boundaries?

I5)For the Playa del Rio/Unit T-12 srea included in the CBRS, ware
the fellowing {tems considered!

a) Econamic benefits which could accrue to the surrounding area
b} Detalled ecological anatyses of the area

€} Effsct of jost jobs and income

) Cost to ragional infrastructure planys

a) iocation in loglcal and reasonablie growth patterns

1f the answer s yes o the above, please provide a copy of the analysis.

If further documentation, notices or written materials are produced relative
te the expanded CBRS by the Department of the Interior, | would greatly
appraciate receiving coples, Additionaily, { request the litt of Congressionat
Committeas to whom the Secretary of the Interler's CBRS recommendations
will be submitted.
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DONALE L. HOCKADAY
P.0. BOX 2686
SOUTH PADRE ISLAND, TX 78597

June 19, 1987

The Coastal Barriers Study Group
Department of the Intericr
Mational Park Service

£.0. Box 37127

Washington, DC  20013-7137

RE: COMMENTS ON CBRS IN SOUTH TEXAS

Dear Study Group:

Thank you for the opportunity to attend your meeting in
Brownsville, Texas on June 31, 1987, I support the retention of
aill designated area of the South Texas coagt {ie, Tw1l & T~1Z} in
the (gastal Barriers Resources System {(CBRS)Y, inclusion of alil
proposed additions to these units, and expansion to inciude
certain other areas not presently tagged for inclusion,

I have a masters degree and biology ang work at a rnarine
fieid station on South Padre Island. I also have a Texas real
escate brokers license and have worked in real gindte
development, sales and rentals on South padre Island, Texas. I
am a lifelonyg resident of Cameron County, Texas.

The meeting ai Brownsville was something of a waste, I
attended 4o ask guestions and hear answers to guestions, but
found an uncontrolled shouting festival refereed ny an avowed
supporter of the more vocal fagrion in attendance. 1 lefr afrer
about an  hour. I think that I have had all of wmy guestions
answered by lecal individuals since the meeting.

"FISH, WILDLIFE AND OTHER NATURAL RESQURCES®

One of wmy planned questions for the meeting was concerned
with whether wildlife issues were to be considered and I learned
ar the meeting that they were absolutely not. However, I fing
that Sec. 10 (¢)il} ¢f the CBRA clearly gpecifies the contrary.

I do not see much point in providing arguments for “fish,
wildlife and other natural resourdes of the System." These
considerations are obvious. I will forward an addendum to my

comments that may serve to provide some documentaticn for your
office in this area.

JOBS AND LOGAL ECONCOMY

I de not f£ind in the Coasral Barrier Resources Act {CHRA) a
directive for the Secretary of the Interior (gecretsary) to
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provide recommendations concerping "Jobg® and "Local economy,®
The responses to guestions at the meeting confirmed thar cthese
would not be considered in the recommendations. I fully
understand that such censiderations as *Jobs® and *local economic
impact™ are not germane to the guestion of whether areas meet the
guidelines. I also unhderstand that a large tract of land further
north on the Texas ccast was excliuded frem the original CBRS
because of thege types of concerns, It is rather disconcerting
that <congress and the Department of the Interior established
rules and gyidelines and then condescended to violate the
guidelines when pressured by local powers. Since you {Interior
and/or (Congress} have apparently established that you are not
planning to follow the existing guidelines, and tend to make up
new snes as you go along, it is rather near impossible for me to
prepare specific comments. I have Lo assume that you will give
credence to the orchestrated protest in Cameren County centering
around  *dobs" and "local economy" simply because of the loud
veiges in whigh these concerns have been expressed. 1 have no
cheice but to include them in my comments. In fact, because the
guidelines and reasons for the guidelines are so vlear-cur  and
unarguable, I will devore nearly all of wmy comments to *iobs" and
the "ilocal econony." [ find that these concerns Strongly support
inclusion of ail recommended areas into CBRS.

WETLANDS

In passing the Ciean Water Act into law, Congress was very
clear in stat:ing thar werlands are to be unimpacted excepr ader
specific, stared exceptions, Congress would be capricious :. its
actions if, omn one hand, 1its policy demands protectiorn of
wetlands and on the other hand its specific actions fail to
foliow this policy. Ffurther, one of the purposes of the CBRA is
provection of the wetilands by protection of the barriers. There
is no point 1n failing to include the wetlands. such faijure
would only reduce clarity in the policy and purposes of hoth zthe
Clean Water Act and the CHRA.

BROWNSVILLE HARBOR CANAL

There has been a question raised ¢onterning the potential
impact of expansion of T-12 on the abjility for the HBrownsville
Ravigation fistrict to deepen and widen its channel. The north
boundary of the proposed addition to T-12 is in the channel. It
i& obvious to me that it was not the purpose of Congress in
ehacting CBRA to prevent this type of expansion of existing port
facilities, It is also obvicus that the Secretary had no
intention of including this channel, otherwise the entire channel

would bhave been included in the proposed expansion instead of
only the southern half, splitting the channel lengthwise, 1t

should be obvious to anyone that the Secretary has no intention

of recommending inclusion of the Brownsville Ship Channel.
Please move your notthern boundary & few feet to the south to
¢larify your intentions and deflate the political football.

P
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COMMENTS ON EXISTING CBRA UNITS IN SOUTH TEXAS
T-11

Given your guidelines, it would be impossible to justify
reducing this unit or not including the werlands to the east.

i doubt that anyone will find thenselves wanting for a Job
that could be created in subtidal land locared miles from
civilization. The only jobs at stake here are the jobs <created
by the productivity of the wetlands in sports and commerdial
fisheries and the tourist industey that ig supported by sports
fishing in both Cameron and Wilacy Counties.

The upland portion of this tract is not only important for
the general reasons understood by the Secretary and Congress bug
it is also important because this area is & valuable tourist
amenity for the South Padre Island economy. During all ronchs of
the vyear, but especially the winter, many tourists and “winter
Texans" utilize the beach from Andy Bowie Park to the Mansileid
cur for surf fishing. The guestion of why people fish where Lhey
do  is difficult to answer. it is only partially answered by
noting where fish are caught, I worked for one year <ollac
data for the NRational Marine Fisheries Service on fis
acrivity on South Padre Island, One ar two days each week
drove this beach and talked to fishermen. 1 no longer have
dara, byt I can assure you tnat, with some exceptions, fato .
fish was not the primary reason that people surf fish on
norenern reaches of Socuth padre Island. In general, they sir-
did net cateh enough fish to justify it. I suspecrt that -2y
were fighing in thar area because of the solitude and the feeiing
that this dreat and beau:iful beach belonged to them alone for
one day. Even one dwelling per mile would wshange the entire
complexion af the beach for these peopie, These people
contribute to the lowal economy.

T-12

ngain, given your guidelines, it would be mpossible to
justify failure to include all of the land you have ctagged for
inclusion in T-12. The peripheral issues only support inclusion,

Bere we have ap exception to mest of the situations yod
ancounter in other patts of the coastal United Stares, Placed in
your lap you have & concrete woISt case acenagio og what cpulu
happen if you do not recommend that all the un-inhapited porticns
of the barrier islang complexes be placed in the CEBRS.
specifically, Army Corps of Engineers permit application number
17714 {Galveston ©District} proposes to deveiop this area. My
comments on  this application are on file with the ACE. The
complexities of "economy® and "jobs” surrounding this ;ppi;catzcn
are explored to some extent in my comments to& the applicatioh, §O
1 will not repesat chem.
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Please enter a copy of ACE permit application number 17714
and copies of all comments to that application into your record.

Using ACE permit application number 17714 as an example of
what is possible in this area, please note thar 8000 acres of
wetland will be destroyed {including 2000 acres that will be
complietely modified} and ancther 3,000 acres of upland will bpe
leveled, filled or dredged to below MSL.

The £illing of land under ACE permii applicavion 17714 is to
be done to an average of +6 feet MSL. Noting the word "average,”
Walf of the filling will be to less than +6 feebt. Hurricane
Allen produced flooding to +7 feer; over half of this land,
including the means of egress, would have been flcoded by this
srorm. Assuming hurricane flooding to madinum expected level of
+12 feet, all or nearly all of this will be zubmerged. with a
proposed 75,000 living units in the prodect and with only ong
recad out, the potential Ccost In human lives may place T-12 as
one of tne most dangerous jocations on any coastal area of the
United States for developmentc. with an estimated {hy zthe
applicant} eventual eighr Billion pollar physical plant, thi
area will also be one of the most expensive locacions in i
United States for Congress Lo prop-up with tax money.

I should point out that, although it is not part of the
applitation, the applivant’s agents have menticned on  geveral
overasions chat a ferry will be run acrouss Brazos Santiage Pags
which will allow esgcape from a hurricane, I skould alse point
out that the nurricane escape plan noted was mentioned by the
applicant’s agents as a means of escape from South Padre Island
~- allowing residents of SPI to avoid a divect route out if they
desired and escape across miles of near-coast, neat sea-ievel
road after crossing the hurricane swollen seas of @razos bass in
a Ferry. 1 asgume thac the future resigents of T-12 could escape
to SPI by taking the ferry bafk on eack cressing.

Please review Morton & Pieper (1975) to see that the area
just  soutn of the end of Highway 4 has eroded 200 feet in the
pericd hexween 1927 and 1974, 1 would assume that by continuing
the curve ocbtained by plotting erosion/accretion rates from
Brazos Pass to the meath of the Rip Grande, the erogicn rate
south of this point would be proportionally more gtaggering than
this. Ig this land that the United States would like to
underwrite? How soon will future residents petition the United

tates to save them from this erosion? part of this land of
staggering erosion rate is not presently included in the CBRS,
but is propesed for inclusion. Algo note that the point of 300
foot erosion in 37 years was not directly affected by migration
of the Rio Grande during the period in question, and also that
some of the land to the south of that point is in real danger of
being affected by future river migration.

The area betweeh the end of highway 4 and Brazos pass is, on
the average, accreting. Some of it 1§ accreting rapidly, as
would be expected because of the Jetties. guildings dre not
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planned for the primary dunes in this area. However, plenty of
construction is planned behind them., How long will these dynamic
dunes be able to survive association with fixed structures? 7This
section of beach i§ particularly important because it proteccs
the valuable South Bay and marshes.

*Jobs* and “local economy” are at risk with the impact on
South Bay by eiimznation’of ecological support to the bay. Ample
criticism of the project’s impact on the South Bay system can be
found on file in the numerous comments by rFederal agencies ang
private «citizens on the ACE permit applicacion. "Jobs® and
"iocal economy® of the Town of South Padre Isiand and City of
Port Isabel are at risk from loss of tourist dollars to a new
major cresort. “Johs® of fishermen will be potentially impacted.
The sports fishing industry will be potentially impacted.

A5 the Department of the Interior and Congress learn more
about T-1% and the alternates for its future they may begin co
shudder at even looking at it on a map.

I trust that neither the Secretary or Congress wiil follow
the timid footsteps of the Texas General Land Office and the
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department by whining away the problem
while waiting for the US Army Corps of Engineers to take the heat
on permit applicavion 17714. Whether this specific application
ig¢ approved or denied, the directives of CRRA femain the same.

flease hold ro the pesition that the eastern portion of T-12

iz truly a parrier island. It certainly functions as & barrier
isiand,

1 am sure that you will find that the permit application
that I have discussed will $erve You as an example of the wors:
pessible <¢onsequences of failure to protest coastsal barriers and
wetlands. For instance, evepn 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 next. If T-11 is reduced, it would be only a
matter of time before we see a proposal vto build a causeway
between Porr Mansfield and the northern part of South Ppadre
Island for the purpese of developing T-11. What could happen to
the the northern reaches 6f cur beach? what could it do toc the
"jobs" and “local economy” of the Town of South Padre Island?

QTHERWISE PROTECTED

The ‘Department of Interior was particularly astute in
evaluating the lack of security afforded to coastal bartiers and
wetland owned by the State of Texas. ‘The concept that the State
of Texas wants these lands to be congidered "otherwise protected”
80 that they can be developed seems rather insulting to common
gense. including the Brazos Island State Recreation Area
political shuffle, the State of Texas has a rather poor recent
record of protecting its barrier islands and wetlands in  South
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accommedating in  planning to sell cut a nice size chunk of
valuable island and werland to the before-mentioned applicant for
an ACE permit. The moderaror of your 8rownsville meeting and the
Texas Land (ommissioner have recently offered another large chunk
of county and state land for development, much of which is
valuable wetiand. Cameron County and the Town of South padre
island plan te convert part of andy Bowie County Park, all of
which 1s barrier island and much of which is wetland, into a g¢olf
course. 1f anyone wants to know the level of “otherwise
protected® status of state or county land, djust make them an
oifer! Not even federal land is otherwise protected. in 1978,
part of T-11 was taken out of the Padre Island National Seaszhore.
Had this oceurred after the CBRA of 1982, would 1r have
automatically and instantly been included in the CBRS? I should
suress that I am not, on principal, opposed to gelling, leasing
or developing public lands. ¥y peint is, thers is no such thing

@8 T"otherwise protected® parrier island or wetland in  Soutn
Texas,

THE 7-1/2 MILE STRETCH

The Town of South Padre Jsland has & realistic concers
relative to the land immediately norch of the Andy Bowie (ounty
park., Presently, there remains many undeveloped lots within the
Town limits. However, there is very little availavie land for a
hotel-size building on the beach and no available iand for a
large condominium or hotel complex. This plares the Tow: of
South Padre Island in a poor posit:ion to expand winh gqualit:
my mingd, the guestion is not whether the Town needs to  ex
bist whethetr the town needs toe be able to expand with additicral,
high-quality proiects. I beileve that tne inability to attract
one or more large, first class developments will place the Town
at & disadvantage in the relavively near future in competing for
the growing tourist macket.

On  the cother hand, I would be hard put to come up with &
rationale that would reguire all 7-1/Z miles south of T-11 for
such expansion. The prospect of more than deubling the deveioped
portion of Scuth Padre Island, particularly when the expansion
places the future residents further and further from the only
escape route, leaves me with concern for the future of our area.

Unlimited opportunity for expansion will eventually work to
the detriment of the Town of South Padre Island. South Miami
geach suffered from the availability of beachfront land to its
norti in the 19508 and 1960s. pevelopers declined to renovate or
replace existing, aging buildings in South Miami Beach and

ingtead just built on the available land to the north. I lived
on South Miami Beach in 1968-69 and found it to be a dilapidated
*old folks home™ just south of opulent luxury. as land ran out,

finally South Miami Beach is being renewed,

The Town of South Padre Island needs the opporcunity to
expand with guality and developers need the motivation Lo
increase the quality of the existing land in the Town by

Texas. The Texas General Land Office seemed more than
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replacing obsolete structures. Both of these are logicalily

cbtainable by securing the availability and a reasonable limit to
northward expansion,

1 question the sincerity of public officials whe, when
cffered a partial monopoly of barrier igland land, choose to
expoungd on “jobs™ and "local economy* of their constituents and

say, “Hell, no. For economie reasons we want as much competition
as possible.*

Eroston

The northern portion of the Town of South Padre Island is
eroding. The land just north of the Town is eroding atr an even
more rapig rate. There are developing technologies that pronise
te aslleviate ervsion and even promote accretion on barrier
islands. some of these technologies may be economicalliy

feasible today on South Padre Island because the value of the
land here is sufficiently high. However, no merhod that [ know of
has shown any promise unliess 1 protects & continuous stre:tch of
beach. If development is scattered aliong the northern part of
the South pPadre Island beach, north of Andy Bowie Park, iz wouid
pe prohibkivively expensive to protect thegse areas from eros.on or
storm damage. As long as deveiopment gap be contained, and as
long as this development is of the highest gualiry, it may be
possible to alieviate the problem of erosion on  Seuth Fadre
Island.

In evaluating erosion rates in Sowth Texas, consider =<he
rates after the 1930s. After the construction of the 38razes
Zantiago Pass Jetties and the dams on the Rio Grande, the
erosion/accretion patterns were modified.

LOCAL INITIATIVES

The Secretary includes consideration of local iniciatives in
evaluating expansions and delecions from the CBRS. In Scme areas
municipalities have taken the initiative to provect the vaiue of
their barrier island land. I fully support the concept that
Congress will work with and support local goveraments who accept
their responsibilities. I support the exciusion of land from
CBRS that has been otherwise protected to the prartical extent
possible by local government. rederal tax dellars shcyid
rightfully 9o to help subsidize land controiled Dy communities
that expend every reasonable effort to ingure the future value of
the land under their control by zoning and setback ordinances and
by wetland management.

Pursnant to this congept, on June 17, 1987 I suggested to
the poard of Altermen of the Town of South Padre Island that they
consider negotiating with Cameron County to SQive some CoOMMON
problems, secure property values, protect the bheach and Stxmu}ate
quality development. My suggestion was that the Town negotiate
with the County to sell Andy Bowie Park -- whicﬁ has limited
northern expansion of the Town ~- and buy land slightly further
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nerth for a new Andy Bowie Park. Because the value of the
present Andy Bowie Park is higher than land further north, there
would be excess funds available to develop the park for the
kenefit of county residents {eg. public showers, picnic arsas).
With deed resetrictions placed on the land and with Town building
codes and zoning in place before the land is sold, the Town could
assure quality and protect this zrea of high erosion rate. There
was no discussion on the issue and no alternate proposals
suggested, The pottom line here is that for South Texas the
Secretary might as weil file "local initiative® in the same
folder as "otherwise protected.” -

PRIVATE OWNERSHIP

There were a few gtatements at the Brownsville meeting
about impacting the value of privately owned land to the owners
of this land, I see this as a vreasonable ¢oncern, particularly
for those who purchased barrier island land prier o 1%82.
However, to point out the obvicus, these purchases would bes: be
careqorized as long verm land speculatiens, a fieid of accepted

high zisk. Anyone purchasing unirhabited marrier island land
after 1982 had either the risk or the reality of not receiving
federal assistance more c¢learly spelled out for them. It is

hardly incumbent upon the United Scates to assure success in long
term lapd speculations,

Notwithstanding my opinion that CBRA established the rul-
in 1%82, placing all purchasers of uninhabited barriers clsar
ar nhigher economiv risk, I symparhize with what seems parzial.;
to be condemnation of private land without compensaticn. Betweern
the ¢lean Warer Act and CBRA, the owners of these lands have
Iittle opportunity to recover use of their own land.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM

Please evaluatre under Section 10 {ci{l) of CBRA the
possibiliry of including T-11 and T-12 in the National Wiidlife
Refune System {(NWRS). Much of T-11 was originally part of padre
Island Mational Seashore. Apparently *local economy™ took it out
in 1978 for the purpose of developing it. Akl of |T-1I was
recommended for inclusion in the NWRS by the National Marine
Sanctuary study Group and was considered by the aatzoqal
Estuarine Program Study Group. It would likely have been intluded

in the NWRS if either of these programs had gone anywhere, Part
of T-12 {lLoma Wildlife Santtuary) i$ currently in the dWAS. All
of it has been recommended for inclusion inte the Rio Grande
valley wNaticonal Wildlife Sanctuary. It ig hardly a radical

suggestion that the Department of the Interior take both -1l and
T~12 into the NWRE.

1t seems advisable to me for the Secretary to evaluate the
sgonomics of the inclugsion of vhese two unitg in the NWRS, Ic
may e cheaper in the leong run to stop dickezin$ with this law
and that, hoping for protection while leaving thege areas
susceptible to eventual development. Inclusion into the NWRS

Hiockaday, page 6

Hockaday, page B
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would also solve vhe problem of the property owners of thesge
areas, as they would be paid for their land. Sooner or later,
Congress t& going to be faced with a propesal for compensacing
these property owners to some extent. Souner or later, Congress
is going Yo be faced with pressures to remove these areas from
the CBRS. In the long term, Congress may be much bhetter off ton
simply #olve the problems instead of passing them on to future
congressional sessions,

The market value of T-11 is probably below 5106 million,
Using the figures provided at the Brownsville meeting on the cost
to the federal government for private enterprise to develop each
acre of barrier island and the cost to the federal goverament
from the passage of Jjust one hurricane over each of vhese agres,
ir would be cheaper for Congress to buy the entire block than to
allow development on only three percent of it.

Including all of this unit in Padre Island Nationa. Seashore
would be an enormous windfall for owners south of this unit and
should almost immediately stimulate controlled developmenz and
increase the land value for property owners in and near the Town
of South padre island and the City of Port Isabel. The overall
gain to Cameron County would be gifficult to overestimate.

There appears to be less than 14,000 agres in T-12 thart has
any market value at all.

I am fully aware that CBRA does not specifically prohiz.z
development on coastal barriers. It does not serve either L
federal government or private speculators to leave land in limoco.
If the larnd is worthy of protection, «then identify it, pay Zor
it, and protect it. Again, it would be cheaper in the long run,

CONCLUSION

¥From every conceivable perspective it 18 to the hest
interest of the United States and Camereon County to include all
of the existing and proposed land of T-1} and T-12 in the <{BRS.
The only exception is the slight modification of the north
boundary of T-12 to exciude the Browhsville Harbor cCanal. In
addition, T-il should be exvended south to a line that allows the
Town of South Fadre Island limiced expansion. The land of il
and T~12 would be better served if it were included in the NWRS,

) i s

nonald‘L. Hockaday

JEAN ANNMNE PEARCY RICHARD . PEARCY

Rt, |, Box 378 San Benito, Texss 7B85EE §512~388-CERE
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Juns 21, 1887

Cosstal Barriars Study Sroup

#.5. Dept. of Interior, National Park Servics-488
P.0. Box 37127

Washington, D.C. 20013-7527
SUBJECY: Propased changes to tha Coastal Barriars Resournwe System
Bant jemen:

T wouid like to encauraga ths sdgdition of more land i the Coastal
Berrier fiasource System. & lot of thast sress can best ba

protacted this way. They ars definitely some of our mosil valusble
natural rascurces.

One specific point——E{ seems incongruous that taxpayers’ money can
be used to provide federal flood insursnce and provide funda for
road improvements, atoc., then provide disaster relief in its many

forms when the inevitable happens. uUhen develoament occurs, let
it bear it4 ocun risks,

Thank you and kesp up the good werk.

Sincarely,

glyﬂawfiw}ﬂ\iy

Richard P. Pearcy

April 6, 1987

Mr. Hareld E, Rawlings
8703 CR 75
Rogharon, TX 77583

Interior Secretary
Donald P. Hpdell
Washington, ©.0. 20247

Deay Sir:

1 agree with the Interior Jepartment's Proposal tu more than
double Texas Coastal screage whereas making said cosstal acreage
tneligible for Federal Aid and Floed Insurance.

Texas does not need development along our precious cosst and marsh
lands. Lets give the wildlife and marine life a chance, Untaid
thousands of ducks, geese, and all types of shore birds inhibit
these marsh lands twelve mopths out of the year.

Developers do not give a damn for people, wildlife, or marine life.
ALl they give a damn sbout is fattening their pocket books. They
don't give a damn about our future gemerations either.

I've seen what devastation the 1983 sterm d4id to Galveston znd
Bra:oria County Coast Lines. Millions of dollars worth of lumber
home furnishing and etc. lay strewn back in the marsh lands, Items
were hardly worth salvaging. 1 know, because [ went and logked.
Andé then developers have the nerve to push for development.

1 saY 5O

I would hope, Mr. Hadell, when you send your Tecomnendations to
Congress this yesr that said recommendations wiil be iq favor of
protecting our precious coast and marsh lands and denying Federal
Aid and Flood Insyrance to those who would screw up our coast and
marsh lands.

Yours truly,

f3,

.
o s A
e e

Hay £8, 1987

Coastal Barriers Study Group

U, S. Departmant of the Interior
National Park Service-498

P. 0. Box 37127

Washington, D.C., 200:13-7127

Dear Sir or Madami

Bming one who is committed to the protaction ant pressrvation
of the Nation's barrier i1slands, watiands amnd beaches, I would l:ike

register my strong guppord for the renewal of the Ccastal Barriars
Assources Act.

In my work [ am gonstantly irvolved wWith issues concerring
Tuxan* coastsl arwas, its beaches ard wetliands., Not & cay gomes by
whare 1  am not ranindes of the ircreadingly intense develonmert
pressure I8VIieD On Our COASEARl resources. A the nation's popula-
tion vontirues $o MOVEe TO Cur CORSTAL ATRAS WE Arg N dBsderate need
of- wvery strong coastal protection policy. The fFinal draft of the
Coastal Barrisrs Rescurces Aot has the osotentsal of Seing the tyoe
of arctection that it esdent:ial for the oreservation of our wetlands
and coastal arsas for generaticns to cone

I urge you to wholehsartedly support this fct and bold st 'ng
ARALIRY ANy weanening aJmerdments, I am concerned that the o zat
*BUlL.D TEXASY thrust for economic development irnstiated to pull
the «state cut of its firanciral problens will add even nore pressureg
o develsn our toastal areas at  great cost to the evvironmert. So
piense rep-esent me at the Natiorn’s Camitol and actively muppori the
renewal of the Coastal Barriers Rescurcss Att.

Sincerely,

Wt Y.

12212 Anthinette Place
Austin, TX TB7E7

(-3 ] Fiwase reject any move to delete awy military ang Coast Guard
langs ard Federal roads Ffromthe Coastal Barrier Ressurces
Act.

cct  Corgressman Jake Pichle



Erika I, Brand
23366 Dew Street
Muftman, Texas 77334

Coastal Barr:ers Stwdy Group
National Park Service

B.O. Box 37127

Washington, D.C. 20013-7127

01 June 1987
Re: Control Barriers Resource ACT{CBRA) of 1982
Ladies and Gentlemen:

[ understand the above 15 now up for renewal and a considerable expansion
of the amount of shoreline covered under the act is proposed by the
Department of lnterior.

Piease take note of my fulihearted support of such a proposal as this is
extremely important for Texas in jight of the fact that we have so little
stare or local protective legisiation for our shoreline and wetlands.
Fhank you very much for your involvement and help,

Sincerefy yours,

c—" L(c\, -.:: - WSJTCX..N.\C[

cc: The Homorable Jack Fields
U.5. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

2705 Hunters Crossing
Harlingen, T®. 78550

June 14, 1987

Dear Dept. Interior,

Please keep the entire proposal for the Coastal Barrier
Resource Act. It makes no senge for the taxpayer to underwrite
construction on such risky land. The money to be lost to
storms must be awfully high. Why should we encourage the risk
of loss of life to hurriganes? Keop the proposai intact.

Thank you,

Daniel Rg‘;@'f@Zf\ %é/’_é?/ﬂ/ e

Polowsd: g GH N o
/4'JV/ o M?qywa—t&'"ay’ v
R e MW@%

*g‘ CHPts WPl

" SYLEALT fraTorTy

o i

~5 /- 2AK 73



". DATSUN LIFT SALES & SERVICE, INC. o
P.C. Sox 508
N

Phone 3830777 2110 5. Hwy. 28t
DATSU * "’
FOR

Edinburg, Taxas 7ES33 M ‘m’

YViARK Wt
P.e. Bey 3202
Seurk Eﬁpnﬂ.13,1¥uz'7Y5

" June 15, 1987

Dear 3ira:
I wea unebls to attend the mesting in Browmaviils
eoncerning the Cosstal Barrier Resocuraes Act, so let ma

meke myssalf heard,

According to the news wdcounts, Department o the
Interior ofiiecim.s wers _esisge. By angry developers and
construction offleials who moansd about She impset thias
would havs on the already dspressed sconomy,

These pacple are only locking out for their selfish
intereats and not for the weifare of gll the pecple who
snloy the miles of uncongested beaches and undeveloped
ookstline we anjoy kers in Texas. Thers ia slrsady acres
and acres of wvacant real estate inside the town of South
Fadre Tslasnd on which they can build their tasteless
sondominiums, As for ths effect on the economy, many of thess
tcnitraztors hlre undocumented 1llegal alians anyway, negating
mich cf its positive lmpacst,

T sm a2 former resldent of Florids and saw aluost evsry
inch o oocastiine in that state sold to developsrs, Though
I'm surs the Federal government is more concerned with saving
money in the federally-lumirsd programs, I think preservation
of the pation's rapidiy-dwindiing coastline should aiso be done
for snviromrental reasona, I support your stand on snlsrgsalng

te areas not covared by Federsl fli-od imsuranse,

Sincaraly yours,

W/{m,{, s

231 Hosetmd
Corvus Chriatl, Texne THIOM
Jupa 18, 109687

Comptal Herriers Study Group
Sational Park Service

T, 8. Department of the Interdicr
P. 0. Box Y127

Washington, 3, £, 20013

Gentamens

In reviewing the draft of the Report to Congrees, Constal Bayrier
Renourcen Systes, T am dimmayed that the arsa T3 on the wouth Texsa coant
wis deleted, This ares includes the Tmekery Charmel-Newport Channel-Corpus
Christt Channel ares, plus a lsrge pert of Mustang Inland north of the Ntate
Park, Not only doss this mren qualify for inclusion in the CHRS‘on all
eritoria you have established, but the three chormels have besn opemed by
every hurrionvs that ham affected thin segment of the ccemt, Thay are aboroe.
surge channels and sre condults for flooding of the ialands and of the peri
phery of Corpas Chrinti Bay. Why does the tublic have to provids insuyancs

for ool damage that ia sure to cocwr im the future in this flood-prome
area?

Our €ty Comcdl has been trowing about the success of their lobbying
offorta to you and £4 our two nenators to have t1n ares syoludef from CWRS,
The withtrewnl of 9 smecks of yielding te local political mwemms., As a
taxpayer, I hereby requent & statement of the rationsls you used in with-
Arawing 19,

?.0. Box 450
Riao Hoaodo, TX 78583
% June 1957

Loasral Barriers Study Groap

V.5, Dept, of Intericr, National Park Service - 49§
P.0. Bex 37147

Washington, D.C. 2Z0013-7127

Dear 5tudy Group:

T am writing to express wy support for the proposed addizfons to
the Coascal Barclers Rescurces System. [ think it is a wise
decision Lo net provide federal inaurance to high risk areas
where pecple should not Be putting up dsructures ic the firsc
place, These barriers are laopertant to provide a buffer to the
mefnland and to protecet marehes and estuaries. I am Lio faverof
protectiag these barriers as well as saving taxdoilars, I feel
these additivus woeuld help do both snd T strongly encoursge you
to add these additions Co tThe present systenm,

Singerely,

Lorcda. ek

Linda Laack



Rt, 1, Box 375
San Benita, TX 78586
June 17, 1987

Coastal Barriers Study Group

4, §, Dent. of Interior, National Park Service - 498
P. 0. Box 37127

Washington, 0. C. 20013-7V27

Dear Sirs:

thank you for the propesed additions to the Coastal
Barriers Resources System. | beljeve that enlarging
the area included in the System will save lives by dis-
couraging building tn the coastal areas. The less
building, the less people to be fn the way when & des-
tructive hurricane hits,

Do not be swayed by the pleas of those who stand
to lose money 1f this plan sucteeds. Someday even they
wil) have to thank you,

My only request might be that you try tc make the
srea included in the Coasta) Barriers Resources System
even Targer,

With genuine appreciation,

Jesn Anne Pearcy

foit Bobvae;Tay
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. - - 23! Rosebud -
W g ‘f Corpus Chriszi, Texas 7B404
- February 25, 1988
i/ ; » ¥Mr., William Penn Mot:
qzrii Director, Nationsl Park Service

U, 5, Department of the Interior

P. G. Box 37127
Washingron, B, €. 20813

; QJ4M v ctrre, Dear Mr, Mott:
7. .
g / % ﬂdﬁc %o Last Jume I wrote tec the Leestal Barriers Stuwdy Group
of the Department of the Iaterior, e¥pressing ABAZEWEnRT at
f ¢/4£L4{/ t 3 ﬁ the withdrawal of area T9 on the Texas coast from the Coastal
Barrier Resources System. A copy of the letter ig en~
closed, and, as you can see, I requested a definite answer
Jf{ Fé’m "‘a m W as to the raticnale for the exclusion. I have not been ex-
i . rended the courtesy of a reply. Furthermore, area T9 is still
22;‘15 g g g { £ f exciuded on the latest draft reports,
6{ - My concern is not based on & whim, Area T9 isncludes
/ﬁL /éﬂ[ L 2e f%‘ one af the major storm washaver areas on the Texas coast,
and your own published classification criteria have been
“_;5/ ﬁ!ﬂ / 32; C:’?i { f ignored. Every major hurricane passing this segment of the
/?GLiiJ e ' coast has caused flosding in this area, {See encliosed copy

of a photograph that covers the southern part of area T9
and was taken following Hurricane Beulazh.) Ko knowledge~

able person would classify this high velocity danger zone
as developed and, therefore, eligible for publically financed
FEMA fleood insurance. TFor a Federal agency to do so is the
%‘% height of irresponsibilicvy.
Withdrawal of this aves from inclusion in the CBRS
/f}// C/f Kjé involved & deliberate decisien. Consequently, I repest my
- original request -- what specific rationale was used in "
: . withdrawing T9? I am a research marine geologisr with 2
gé?zu /c{ :7;7u§;1$” years of professional experience, inclading 13 years study~-
ing sedimentary processes alona the Texas ceast, Feel
free, therefore, to use tachnical terminology in replying.

I shall expect a prompt answer. Otherwise, I shall ask
Senator Lloyd Bentsen's office to assist me in getting a

response to my imguiry.
(‘\/

Renry A.. BerryRill,
Consulting Geclogist

¢c: Senator Lloyd Bentsen

1367 [1631]
State of Texas

“House of Representatives DR Tom™ Uber MARTIN FROET e oerces
c Austin Enairman RaTH Deammey, Texan DaLLAS. TEXAS #4308

0 #reumicans Towtn Roow 1318
m & “g.“. moLts " WO Rena Ty WL R EG
Highker Educorfon

Higher Ed woser comrree | S0NTESS Of the Tnited States aaano Paam Texas 73081

L1 Mesuin s e Towin Roow 7230

May 25, 1987 Member. DEPLTY MAJGRITY wisr Wouse of Bepresentatines vty
Appropriations o sl o i Wagingten, B.C. 20818 SPrCs cHEeAts
G R
Sy L

The Honorable Donaid P. BHodel

OUnited States Secretary of the Interioxr August 4, 1987
Department of the Interior

C Street between 18th and 19th Stremtw. NW

Washington, D, €. 206240 The Honorable Dotald Hodel
pepartment of the Interior
Dear Mr. Secretary: 18th & C 5ts. N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20240
Please nota my oppopition to the proposed sxtension of more

Texas coastal land to tome within the Coastal Barriers

Dear Mr. Segcretary:
Resources system,

A . I am writing to express my concern about the Department

My legislative distriet includes three counties, twe of of Interior's proposed changes in the Ccastal Barrier Resources
which are coastal countiee, Both of these coastal counties System. I believe that the addition of several hundred thousand
have a very high potential for both population and agres of statve-owned land is unnecessary. These lands are
industrial growth. Planned development is not only in already under the jurisdictional protection of the School Land
place, but projected for the future. The proposed inclusion Board of Texas, and are protected by the laws of the State of

of large undeveloped mainland areas within the restrictions Texas.

of the Coastal Barriers Resources Act not only would destroy
future economic development, but would also harshly effect

While I understand and applaud the intent of the Coastal
local government revenues and infrastructure,

Barrier Resources Act, I do not believe that the imposition of

redundant jurisdiction through a second layer of bureaucracy is
I respectfully request that mainland areas of coastal Texas necessary to ensure praeservation of our barrier rescurces. I hope
lands not be included {n any extension of the Coastai that you will reconsider this proposal.
Barriers Resources system.
Sincerely,
Singerely yours,

. R, *"tom™ tther

MAPRTIN FROST
State Representative Member of Congress
Bistrict 2%
ME kb
DRU/bK]

cr:  Senator Lloyd Bentsen
Senator Phil Gramm
Congreseman Mac Swesney
The Hon. John Gayle, Brazoria County Commissioner
The Hon. Burt O'Connell, Matagorda County Judge
The Hon, John Damon, Brazoria County Judge
Mr. Dan Tucker

P.0. Box 2810 + Austn 78769 =+ (512 463-0TH 2.0, Box 1590 + Bay City JT4I4 « (4091 M8-0136




INDEX TO EXISTING AND
PROPOSED CBRS UNITS

IN TEXAS (SOUTH COAST) W
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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 {oliowing page.
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MAPS DEPICTING EXISTING AND PROPOSED CBRS UNITS

Unit
1D USGS Topographic Map
Code Unit Name or Map Composite Page
T10* North Padre Island Pita Island 30
South Bird Island 31
T11* South Padre Island South of Potrero
Lopeno SE 48
Green Istand 50
North of Port Isabel NW 51
North of Port Isabel SW 52
Three Islands 53
La Coma 54
Ti2* Boca Chica Port Isabel 72
TX-17 Shamrock Istand Port Ingleside 28
TX-18% Baffin Bay Point of Rocks 40
TX-19* Starvation Point Kleberg Point 41
TX-20* Cayo el Infiernillo Kleberg Point 4]
TX-21* Kleberg Point Kleberg Point 41

*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 Barrijer

or Map Composite Status Page
Port Ingieside State 28
Crane Islands NW State 29
Pita Island Federal, State, Local 30
South Bird Island Federal 31
South Bird Island SE Federal 39
Point of Rocks Federal 40
Kleberg Point State 4]
Yarborough Pass Federal 43
Potrero Cortado Federal 44
Potrero Lopeno NW Federal 45
Potrero Lopeno SW Federal 46
South of Potrero Lopeno NW Federal 47
South of Potrerc Lopeno SE Federal, State 48
Port Mansfield State 49
Green Island State 50
North of Port Isabel SW State 52
Three Islands State 53
La Coma State 54
Port Isabel State 72

*These maps are provided for information purposes only. DOI 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

Military, 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 wunit 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 1information
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,
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Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
PORT INGLESIDE

TEXAS
Mapped, editeg and published 1 i SCALE
by the Coastat Barrlers Study Group . . E— 9 1 MIE
.8, Depariment of the Interior 1000 0 1000 2000 8000 4000 5000 6000 7000 FEET

Washington, [1.C. 20240 B 5 ¢ t KILOMETER

rssee

Husth

Solid fines depict recammendations for additions 1o or deletions from
the Coastal Barrer Resources System, (Section 10 of P.L. 97 - 348)

Dash Hnes dapict approximate boundaries of existing unils in the
Geastal Barrier Resourcas System, for reference purposes only.

Dotied fines depict approximate boundaries of an undeveloped coastal
barrier that is “otherwise pratected” or a military or coast guard
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Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System

Selid fings depict recommendaltions for additions to or deletions from
the Coaslat Barrier Hesources System. {Section 10 of P.L. 67 - 348)

Bash lines depict approximate bounderies of existing units in the
Coastat Barrler Hesources System, for reference purpeses only.

Dotted lines depict approximate boundarias of an undevslopsd coastal
barrier that is ‘otherwisa protectad’” or a military or toast guard

property. m

Base Map is the U.5. Geologica! Survey 1:24,000 scale quadrangle.
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Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System

Solid lines depict recommendations lor additions to or deletions from
ihe Coastal Barrer Resources System. {Section 10 of P.L. 97 -~ 348}

Dash Hnes depict approximate boundaries of existing unils in the
{oastal Barrier Aesources System, for refersnca purposes only.

Dotted fines depict approximate houndarias of an undevelopad coastal

barrier that is “olherwise protected’ or a military or coast guard
propery.

Pase Map is the U.S. Geotagical Survay 1:24,000 scale quadrangle.
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T10 - NORTH PADRE ISLAND

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

Other Comments: Twelve  comment letters
concerning CBRS unit T10 were received. A1l
but two of these, including those from
Kleberg County and the City of Corpus
C@risti, either opposed the proposed addi-
tions to T10 in the 1987 Draft Report or
requested the deletion of the entire
existing unit from the CBRS. The three major
arguments for deletion were: (1) the area
§hou1d be considered developed because there
1s a State highway and a waterline through
the unit to the Nationai Seashore; (2) as
gateway to the National Seashore, development
of the area should not be inhibited; and
(3) there is no need for CBRS units in this
area because individual tandowners are
managing their property in an environmentaliy

conscious manner. Representative, substan-
tive comment Jletters are reprinted below.
See also the General Comment Letters section.

Response: A1l of existing CBRS wunit T10
fully qualified for inclusion in the CBRS in
1982. The presence of a road and waterline
through a barrier is not, by 1itself, a
criterion for exclusion from the CBRS as
developed property. Location near a pubtic
park and landowner management actions are
also not criteria for deletion from the
CBRS. A1l of the proposed additions to T10
in the 1987 Draft Report are State-protected
wetlands (GLO 1land); these areas are not

recommended for addition to the CBRS in this
final report.

DOI Recommendation: The DOIX recommends
no changes in this existing CBRS unit.
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P. 5. Box 152
Kingsvilta. Tx, FR38)
512-522-244%

W, C, MeDAMIEL
LGounty Judge

COUNTY of KLEBERG

EINGSVH.LE, TEXAS

June 10, 1987

Mr. Frank 8. McGilvray

Coastal Barriers Coovdinator, Fish & Wildlife Service
Coastal Barriers Study Group

National Park Service

U. &, Department of the Interior

P. 0. Box 37327

Washington, 9. C. 20013-7327

Re: Kleberg County Response to the Interior’s "Report te Congress: Coastal Barrlaer
Resources System” {Harch, 1987)

Dear Hr. MeGilvrey:

Pollowing is ¥leberg County®s response to Lhe Department of Interior's 1987 recommenda-
tion to Congress on the Coastal Barvier Resources System (GBRS). Attached to thase
comments is & resolution passed by the Kieberg County Commissioner's Court raaffirming
the positions stated hereis,

In response to the Department of Interier’s "Report to Congress: Coastal Barrier Re-
sources System” (March, 1987}, the Kloberg County Commissioner's Court racommends the
following:

Recommendations

L. No expansion of the CBHS in Kleberg County. 7his includes areas TX-148, TX-19,
TX-20, TX-21 and the additlonal wetland aress to T-10.

2. The vemoval of T-1¢ from the CERS.

3. A1l szate amd public lands, current and Future, be ciassified as “otharvise
protacted”.

4. Modiffcations to the CBRS should be initisted at the local and state levels,

The above recommnendstions have been developad based on the following infermation and Jus-
tifleation. For your consideration, the following is provided:

Supporting Information

i, The property owners have historically manzged areas T-10, TX-18, TX-1%, TX-20 and
TX~21 {n an environmentally conscious manner. As is evident, the integrity of the coastal
enviranment in these areas is still intact, Tha existing proparty cwners recognize the
value of the dunes and coastal habitat, The stewardship of these preperties has been

and should continue fo be Fully contralled by the property ownérs. Having any areas in
Xleberg County in the UBRS limits the property owners ability to manage and develop their
fands as they ses fit as has always been tha case in the past. Historieal practices by
these stewards of the these lands is commendable. All rights to management of areas T-10,
TK-18, TX-19, TX-20 and TX-2! should remaln lecally controlled by the property owners.

2, Any modification ko the CBRS should be initiated at the local lavel first and then the
State ievel. The Kleberg County Commissioners Court hss established a cowsittes to review
Duse Protection Ordinances in raspect to Kleherg County. Again this is another step in

developing local controls for development within areas T-10, TX-18, TX-1Y9, TX-20 and T¥-2%.

3. The recreational demands on T-10 ix far grester than existing facilities in this area
can provide. future demand will be even greater due to the increased tourism aetivity ia
Coastal counties., We recommend that all State and public lands, present and future, be
classified as "otharwise protected” snd remain excludad from the CBRS.

Area T-10 i3 the “gatoway to the Nationzl Seashore™. The recreational potential of this
proparty is very grest and development of racreational amenities iz greatly neaded to meet
current and future demands. Basic services such as beach access, senitation, tranaportation
and security need to be greatly expanded. Development of recreatipnal facllitiss to pro-
vide needed services in T-10 will only enhance the services offerad at the National Sea
Shore.

Representatives from certain property owners on Padre Island have expressed thalr interest
to Kleberg County to provide fur future public lands for recreational development. Kleberg
County will pursue these oppertunities.

4. 1f development occurs in area T-10, Kleberg County will benefit substantially due ta
the increased sconomic impacts created by such development. This development is sorely
needed due to the severely deprensed economy in South Texas and Klaberg County.

Kleberg County experienced a 407 decrease in minersl valuations in 1986 and & 30% decresse
in mineral valuations in 1987, This is equal to a $1.2¢ billian dollar decressed in mineral
valuation netting s loss of approximetely $5 million to tme Kleberg County gemeral fund.

No one industry can fully recoup these losses but tourism is Xieberg County’s most viable
axas for expamsion at present.

Tourism has replaced agriculture as the number 2 industry in Texas. The primary visitor
attraction to the Texas Coast is the barvier isiand shore frosts. Arvss T-10 is already
inundated with these tourists yet lacks adequate guality accomodations and services in
Klebery County.

It is unreasonzble to force the entire burden of public facility davelopment. and services
such 43 beach access, sanitation, transportation and security on Klabarg County since most
of the visitors are out-of-county and cut-cf-staters.

Tourism has been identified in Klebazg County a& a primary source of developnent o generdte
tourism dollars through proper facility development. Development of proper recreational
amenitiss in area T-10 will mean the creation of many needed jobs, increasad tourism oxpen-



ditures, and the resulting increased revenue

seurces to Klaberg County such as proparty
and sales taxes.

Diversification inte the tourism industry is greatly needed in Kleberg County.
mont of recreational facilities controlled locally on Padre Island in ares T-i8
Bright spot reonomically te Kleberg County,

Davelop-
provides a

5. Areas TX-18, TX-19, TX~20 and T%-21 pius the addition of vatland aress to T-10 shauld
not be considered as thess farmations and ateas are not “primary coastal barriers and
assoclated aquatic habizat® hut "sacendary barrlers in an embayment., Baffin Bay." The
inclusion of aress TX-18, TX-12, T4-20 and TH-2} into the CBERS are not germane to the
eriginal intent of thw CBRS,

6. Finally, basic infrapturcture alresdy exists in arnas T-10 snd was constructed to meet
future development ceeds. A state Righway connects Nuwoces County with the National Sea
Shore. The water iime servicing the Natjonal Sea Shore was ovarsized by participation

of the property cwnar to provide for initial development needs. Since the construction
of infrastructure is the fipst wajor investment in deveiopment, consideration should

continue to be given te the axistence of infrastructure ip T-19 ipn determining whether
this coastal barrier is develaped.

Klaberg County thanks the Barrier Island Task Force for the epportunity to present jts
visw points regarding the Dupartment of Interlor's "Report to Congress: Coastal Barrier
Resources Systen” (March, 1987). Your serious consideration of Kieherg Lounty's recomman-

dation will be appreciated,
E
dge

¥. L. N L3
County

MRS gbv

THE STATE OF TEXAS i
COUNTY OF KLEBERC I

BE 1T REMEMBERED, that on this the Bth day of June,
1587, the Commissioners' Court of Klebare County, Texas, mat in
Reguiar Session to consider the faliowing business, to-wit:

PRESENT: Hon.W.C. McDanial, fudge Presiding
Doyle Drayer, Commissioner, Pct, |
E.S. Roberts, Jr., Commissioner, Pct, 2
Ear! Hubert, Commissioner, Pct. 3
Romeo Lomaes, Commissioner, Pct. &
J,S‘Scarbomugh, HI, Sheriff
Janet Brown, County Auditor
Sam D. Dasnda, County Clerk

COURT was cpened by Proclamation, and pursuant to
faw, whereupon the following among other, was had 1o-wit;

IN THE MATTER OF ADOPTING RESOLUTION CONCERNING
COASTAL BARRIER STUDIES CROUP

The above matter ceming on for consideration and it appearing to the
Caurt that by adoptimg said Raesslution and that if this went into the Coastal
Barrier as set forth by the Government, It would remain usndeveloped and i
could rot be anything buill en said land because of the requirements that
flood insurance could not be obtained, Motion was made by Commissioner
Lomas and seconded by Commissioner Roberts that said Resolution be adopted.
Upon vote, motion carried ungnimously. Said Resclution as follows:

CONCURRING WITH THE FINDINGS OF THE SOUTH TEXAS
BARRIER ISLAND TASK FORCE AND URGING THE COASTAL
BARRIER STUDIES GROUP, THE SECRETARY OF THE IN-
TERIOR, AND THE MEMBERS OF CONGRESS TO ACCEPT
THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE SOUTH TEXAS BARRIER
TASK FORCE;

WHEREAS, the Kleberg County Commissioners Court is a
participant in the South Texas Barrier Island Task Force; and

WHEREAS, Kieberg County and the South Texas Barrler is-
land Task Force takes exception to much of the i}, 5. Department of
trtariorss draft report to Cangress on the Ceastal Barrier Resources
System published in Aprif, 1985; and

WHEREAS, Kleberg County and the Task Force has determined
that implemantation of the provisions of the draft report would severely
barm the economy of South Texas through the loss of future jobs and their
attendant wages and salarles,

NOW, THEREFORE, SE {T RESOLVED BY THE COMMISSIONERS
COURT OF THE COUNTY OF KLEBERGC, TEXAS:
SECTION 1. The Coastal Barrier Studies Group of the U, S,
Department of the Imerior, the Secretary of the Interior, and the Members
of Congress are urged to accapt the recommendations of the South Texas
Barrier Island Task Forca,
SECTION 2. The County Commisioners Court concurs with
the summary recommendations of the South Texas Barrier {sland Task Force:
-~-~ That mo additional areas in Kieberyg County be given the
“undeveloped” designation.
-=-= That a 4,200 acre tract immediately north of the Padre Island
National Seashore be reclassified as "developeded” due to the
presance of 8 paved highway and water services as well as a
potential for tourism ralated improvements.

SECTION 3. That the County Clark be directed to forward
copies of this Resolution to the Coastal Barriers Study Group of the U, §.
Departmant of the Interior, the Secratary of the interlor, the Members of
Congress representing this srea, and the Governor of Texas.,

ATTEST:

{s! Sam D, Deands s/ W, C. McDaniel
Sam D. Deanda, County Clerk

W.C, McDaniel, County Judge

!s! Doyie Dreyer 57 Earl Hubert

Doyle Dreyer, Commissioner, Pet, t Earl Hubert, Commissioner, Pct, 3
i8/ Jack Roberts /3! Romeo Lomas

Jack Roberts, Commissioner, Pot, 2 Romeo iomas, Commissioner, Pct. @
APPROVED:

Bth Day of May, 1987

THE STATE OF TEXAS X

COUNTY CF KLEBERG X

I, SAM D. DEANDA, County Clerk of the County
Court of Rlebery County, Texas, 4o hereby certify that the
above and foregoing is a true and correct copy of a portien

of the minutes of the Requfar Session of

Sung 8. 1987 + 1IN RE:

IN THE MATTER OF ADOPTING RESOLUTION CON-
CERMING COASTAL BARRIER STUDIES GROUP

as the same now appears of record in my office in Volume 6
tage _ 3uS , Commissicners’ Court Minutes of Xleberg
County, Texas.

GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND SEAL OF OFFICE, at
office in Kingsviile, Xlebery County, Texas, this _ymp = day

of Aune, ooLi087 L .

SAM D, DEANDA, (CUNTY CLERK &
EX-QFFICIO CLERK OF THE
COMMISSIONERS' COURT OF KLEBERG
COUNTY, TEXAS

By
Depury
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City of Corpus Christi

June 23, 1987

The Honorable Danald Hodel
Secretary of the Interior

Reom 6151, Interior Building
18vh and 'C' Streets, Northwest
Washington, D, C. 20240

Denr Mr., Hodeil:

"Report to Congress: Coastal Barrier Resources System"
{¥arch 1987) has been reviewed, and comments have beea provided
by the Barrier fsland Task FPorce reflecting the intereats of
citizens of Cerpus Christi. I want to associate myseilf with those

comments, which were provided by Chairman Linds Strong's letter
to you dated June 22, 1987,

The Corpus Chriasti City Council has participated at every
opportunity in the development of legialavion and regulariens to
praetect barrier isglands, Mustang Island and Padre Island are
important yesidential, commercisl, recreation, envirpmment, and
aconcmic resources of our community, of Texas, anéd of the
nation. We have givea priority to these actions necessary to
assure quality development on barrier islasds and to conserve

those precious resources for the benefit of present and future
generationg.

The March 1987 report to Congress includes changes from
previcus drafts which are responsive to some of Our GORCETNE. We
sppreciate the sooperation from your staff cthat has made it

Eosaible for s to understand the issues and make our viewa
aown,

¥We believe that the process of study and public input over

the past several yesrs has been productive, and that the report
you will make to Congress will reflect achievement of the goals
of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act., We would urge you to
reconsider proposing & joint study by several federal agencies to
develop slternative guidelines on which to base decisions
concerning rtedevelopment of coastal bharriers following major
Btorms or hurricanes, Engaging in such a study wouid only
¢ontinue the uncertninty about federal policies affecting bharrier

lelsndae, ard it would dupiicate past efforts, The money for such
a ptudy could be better used in other areas,

307 South Shoreline - O, Box 9277 - Corpus Chrised, TX 784699277 (512) 8- 3000

Cityof Cotpus Chrigi

Thank you far providia
this impertant report.
appreciated,

g us the opportunity to comment on
Your considerstion of our suggestions is

Sincerely,

WW
BettylUTurner
Mayor

Barrier Island Task Force

June 22, 1947

The Honorable Donald Hodel
Secretary of the Interier

Room £131, Interior Bujlding
18th and ‘C' Streets, Morthwest
Waskington, D.C. 20240

Re: "Report to Congresa: Goastal Barrler Resources Sybromt {Mareh 198T)

Drar Mr. Secretary:

The Barrier Istand Task Force of the Corpus Christi Chamgber of Commerce was
citablished in 1985 ro vespond to the Department of the Inceriar's proposals to
expand the Coastal Barrier Resources System, which was created by the Caastsl

Barrier Resources Act of 1982. The Task Forte consists of repressntatives of the
public and pricate sectors in Corpus Christi and the surrounding aress, including:
MNueces County, Kleberg County, $an Patricio County and Aransas County. {(See attached
Task Force Steering Cosmittee roster.} The Task Force is coerdinaling its efforts
with other areas of the Texas Gulf Coast, inciuding: Galveston County, Bratoria
County, Matagorda Uounty, Willacy County and Cameran County.

Foitowing is the Barrier Island Task Foree's response fo the Decartment of the
Inzerisr’s 1987 recommendations to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System
(CBRS):

in response to Imterior's 1985 "Draft Reporr to Congress on GBRS,™ in 19834 the
Barrier Island Task Force adopted the following position statement:

Xask Force Objectives:
i. Halance conmervation and development goals.
2. Contentrate fubure development where infrastructure already exists.

Task Force Resommendstions:

1. Continue exclusion of all State znd pubiie lende {i.e., refsln the
ciassification of "otherwise protected" for pudlic lands),

. No expansion of CBRS.

3. Medification of the Usastal Barrier Resources dct (C3RA).
A. To put initiative for dny changes at the State Level.

B, To require an economic impact statement {EIS} on any propossd
changas .

Working for the Econormic Future of Rexas
POBOX $4G Lorpus VIS Rexis 78905

Secretary Hodel
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Rejection of post-storm reclassificstion procedures (i.e, reciassifi~
cation of aress where storm damage exceeds 50% from "developed” to
"gndeveloped").

5. Rewoval of area mistakealy classified as "undeveloped" (i.e., CBRS
Unit T-10: HNorth Padre lsiand, located in Kieberg County).

b. Cirguiation of all Isterier draft reports and recommendations for
review and comment by local and state governments, and the public,
prior to submission ro Congreas.

The Task Force's posizion statement, along with suppoTting arguments and documentation,
were included in the Task Force's "Report to Congress on Propased Department of
Interior Barvier lsland Program” {(Seprtesbsr 1985;.

The Task Force wishes to commend the Department of the Interior for resclving several
of the Task Force's concerns relating to Interior's 1985 proposals. However, tha
Task Force wishes to re-emphasize its 1985 position statement relating to Incerior's
1987 recommendations Lo Uongress:

L. geavinue Exelusion of atl State and Publfc Lands.
Interior's 1987 recommended additions to CBR$ include lands undsr che
ownership and management of the State of Texas and the Texas Ueneral
Land Office, including several thousand acres of submerged lands; the
Task Force recomsends that all State and public iands retain the
classificarion as "othervise proceczed," and remain excluded from CBRS.

2. Bo Expansion of CBRS,

The Task Force commends Interior for its recognition of the management
efforts of iogcal governments in the Corpus Chrisci area, as indicated
by the removal from further comsideratiocn of Units TX-14, TA-15, TX-16
and TX-17, located in Nueces County and Arsnsas County. However, the
Task Force is opposed o any axpansion of CBRS, especially che
additions to include Stare iands, porrtions of the Gulf Inrracoastal
Waterway {GIWM), and "secondary coastal barriers" in embavments such
as Baffin Bay {{.e., Units TX~1B, TX~19, TX-20, TX~2Z1). CBRS should
ve limited to the "primary cozstal barriers™ seaward of GIWW and
excluding ali iands under the management of State or local governments
{i.e., "otherwise protected"}.

1. Medification of CBRA:

A, Yo put iniciative for sny chanmges at the Stare level.

The Task Force continues its 1985 positiom,

3. Io requive an economic fmpact statement (EIS) ot any proposed
changes .

The Task Force understands that Interior considers the 1983 Final
Environmental Statewent (FES) as meeting the reguirements for an
economi¢ impact analysis. The Task Force does not accept the

1983 ¥ES as astisfying the need for a complete EIS to address the
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4.

impact on the loeal economy, including jobs and tax revenues 1o
locat, state and federal gavernment. The 1985 Task Force Report
includes an Ef{S for Nueces County, which vas commissioned by the
Task Force. The Task Forge Tacomrends that requirements for
#cotomic impact statemants by specified by amendment to CBRA.

Rejsction of Post-Storm Reciassifics 0 Procedures,

Interior's 1987 recommendations to Congress contain no reference to
the post-stors reclassification procedures as described within the
1983 “Drafe Repert o Congress on CBR3.” The Task Force comrends

interior for deleting this proposal from ire 1987 recommendations te
Congress.

Removal of Aress Mistakenly Classified as "Undeveloped".

The Task Foree acknowledges chat Interior has reviewed rhe status of
CBRS Uniz 1-10, and does net censider the ares “developed." However,
the Task Force requests that Interior and Congress reconsider Unit
T-10 for deletion from CBRS. Unir T«10 {8 located in Kleberg County
betveen the Padre Island Wational Sesshore and Nueces County, and
within the extrarerritorial jurisdiceion (ETJ} of the Citv of Carpus
Christi; the area’s isalag{on from the rest of Kleberg County creates
serious probiems in law enforgement and ssnagement of the area, The
present situation creates & “no man's land” for an aves that s
considered as the gateway to the Narional Seashore, and severelv limics
the potential for retreational development.

The Nitional Sesashore was escablished by Cangress in 1962, Ar zhat
"ime, it wii _he understanding of property owners and local governmental
officials that the northern and southern ends of Padre Island would
remain available for development. As stated in February, 195%

Field Investigation Report prepared by the Narional Park Service
(Region 3): "Optimum boundaries suggested for 3 Padre Islang Matifonal
Seashore ewbrace an BS wile screcch of the lsland. Thede suggested
boundaries leave our the morthern L0 miles and sauthern 15 miles of

the island 50 s to provide space for tha expansion of tourise develop-
ments already begun at The ends of the island.”

The curreat beundaries inelude the unideveloped central portion of
Padre Island extending 68.5 miles north from the Mansfield Channei.

Based on the understanding that public and private property adjazcent

to the National Seashore would remain available for tourist development,
the Tisk Force recommends that Interior officials consult with property
ownere, Kieberg County and the City of Corpus Christi te review Che
status of Unic T+10 and to consider veclassification of Unit T~10 for
deletion from CHAS contingent wpon development of a land use plan

which 18 consistent with long-term conservation and developoent goals
of local goversments and the Matienal Seashore.

Circulation of ail Interior drafc reports “or review and comment by

iocal and state goverhment, and Lhe public, prior o submission to

Congress,

The Task Force comsends interior far the opportunity o review the 1987

Secretary Hodel
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The Taak Force also wishes to address

in the Tazk

H

recommendations and maps For comment during the 90-dav pablic
comment periocd.

the following imsues which were not includes
Force's 1985 Repore:

Degignatlon of "Amsociated Aguatic Habitat".

The Task Forte i# concerned abouc the arbicrary manner in which
Interior has designated "associated 2quatic habitat" for addition

te CBRS. It is the Task Force's understanding that the boundaries
wete determined by measuting inland from #xisting CBRS Unirs one

wiie for apen warer, and Five wiles for wetiands, While the Task
Force is opposed to any expansion of CHRS, if “associared aquatic
habitacs” ave to be considered then designation of these areas should

be done by a wore sciemtific basis conaistent wicth the purpose of
CBHRA .,

Designation of Portions of Ship Channels and the Gulf Intracosastal

The Task Force 1s comcerned about the recomsendations te add partions
of ship channels and GINW co CBRS. Due to the importance of thepe
waterways to commerce and recreaticn on the Gulf Coast, the Task Force
recoomends that GIWW and all ehip channels remsin exclodec from CBRS,

Beferences to the Texss Catastropbe Property Insurance Pool (Carsocl),

The Task Force recommsends that the references to the Texas CATPOCL

in Volumes 1% and 20 of Interior’s repert to Congress be updared.

A fact sheet on CATPOOL prepared by the Insurance Isformation lnstitute
is atrached. In addizion, the 70tk Texas Legislature has passed
legislation to strengthen CATPOOL whith is referved te by the Insursnce
Information Institute as "the largest and wost efficient 'wind poel’

in che U.5. ...". The key provisions of the legtslacion are:

1. the establishment of building code inspectioas by the State Board
of Insurance; this would provide for inspections for all aress of
coastal counties, including unizcorporated areas;

2. the appointment of an advisory commitfes by the State Board of
Insurance to advise the Board on bullding specificarions in the
CATPOOL Plan of Dperazions; this committes will provide for inpug
by municipeiiries and the building industry From cosstal councies;

3. the establishment af procedures for any intermpted party to
pecibion the Scate Board of Insurance for amendments to the CATPOOL
Plan of Operations.

it was determined ciirough negotiations amang the insurance industry,
tosstal comunities, the State Board of Insurance and State imgislators,
that atricter snforcement of existing building codes, net sfricter
builiding codes, was the crucial issue. The Texas CATPOOL iliuvaryates
how che State of Texas is taking stepe to ipsure quality growch

alorg the Tewia Culf Coast.

Secretary Hodel
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b

Flood Disascer Protection Acc  of 1973 (FDPA).

The FDPA prohibits federslly insured lending Lnstitutions from
txtending cvedit secured by improved real estate within flood
hazard areas in which fiood insurance has been made availadle
under the National Flood Lnaurancs ket of 1968 {NFLA), if the
property is not adequately covered by Flood irsurance {Section
102-b, FDPA). Secction Il of CBRA, which amends Sectisn 1121 of
NFIA and prohibics federal Flood insurance withis CBRS unitg,
Gtates: ™A federally insured floancial institution may make loens
mecured by structures which are not elegible for flood fnsurance
by reason of this section,”

It 3% wncercain how these provisions may affect actual lending
practices by federaily insured lending instituzions. The Task
Force will be requestisng rulings by the Comptroller of Currency,
FOIC and FSLIC to determine what lending resgrictions may be in
effect within CBRS units.

Froposed Joint Studv to bs undertaken by DGI, DOD, FEMA and NQAA,

The Task Force objecrs to Isterior’'s recommendatjon for & ioint

study "to develop alrernative guidelines on which to base decisions
concerning redevelopment of coascal barriers following major scorms
or hurricanes”. The Task Force contenda that such a study gows
beyond the scope of CBRA, and should nor be considered as an amend-
mant €0 CBAA. If such a study is conducted, it should include an
anaiysis of all economic factors related tao coastal development,

not only alieged subsidies. Interior has not satisfactorily demonT
strared char programs. such as federal flood insurance, are subsidies.
Total costs and benefits must be considered to determine whether
coastal development is "subsidized". Further, such a study should
include ail sreas it the country which may be vulnerable to natural
4isasters {e.g., floods, tornades, earthguakes, droughts); a study of
teastai: development only would be inadequate and discriminatory.

The Task Force appretiates the opportunity to respond to the Department of Interior's

recommendations to Congress.

Sincar

Please contact ue if you have any questions.

Strong

Chairman
Barrier Ialand task Force

£63

Frank McGilvrey, Coordinator
Coastal Harviers Study Growp

Texas Congreasional Delegation

| KINGSVILLE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

Jung

RO B8OXx 1030
E38 EAST KNG
KINGSYILLE. TEXAS 72383
TELEM-ONE %12/9502-8438
19, 1987

My, Barbara Wyman

Spaci
Dapar
washi

Dear

B! Agsistant to +he Secretary
ment ot the Interior

ngton, D.C. 20510

Mg, Wyman:

On behatf of ¥he Kingsville Chamber of Commerce,

| want to support and relterate the position of the
Kieberg County Commissioner's Court regarding the
Constai Barriers Resources System,

in particular, we recommend:

t.} Mo expansion of the CEBRS [r Klebarg
Lounty. Tnis Includes aress TX-18,
TY-18, T#-20, T%-21 and the additional
watiands areas to T-10,

2.} The removal of T-10 from the OBRS,

3. At state and public lands, current
and future, snould be classified as
"otherwise protected”,

4.1 Moditications to the CBRS should be
Initiated at the tocal and state
levals.

The reasons for these recommendations are attached.

tn addition regarding T-18, it was ungerstood by I?cal
officints that when the Nafional Seashore was scquired

in &

taberg County, *he ramaining area in Kleberg County

would be ieft cut of the Seashore so that development

could occur.

This action wiii not be possihle under

the proposed racommendations,



KINGSVILLE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

PO 80X 103G
SI% EAST KNG
KINGSVILLE. YEXAE 78383
TELESHONE 512/802.-8430

We urge the adoption &f the ahove rac
h ommendations.
¥e 8150 appreciste the willingress of Departwant otfictalsg

to meat with Intaregted rasident,
his ateon % and ofticlals to roview

Sincerely,

& Al flnan—

Dr. Steve Altman
Prosident

Ene,
€1 Interested parties

Sh/mg

COASTAL
BEND
AUDUBON
SOCIETY

PO Box 621 Corpus Christi, Texas 78411

21 June 1987

go;sCEI Barriers Study Group
<3. Dept. of Interior, Nac. Park -
Plo. ment32L, N ark Service 498

Mashingteon, D.C, 200313-7127
Dear Study Group:

I wish to express the strong support of our 5
Coastal Bend Audubon Soclery forgchepgroposed addigfogsm:grthe
Coastal Barrier Resources System. The very attractive benefits
of consevrving precious coastal resources while at the same timae
saving the taxpayers' dollars is far-sighted indeed! But we feel
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and Great Lakes coastline and we would hope thar You reconsider

A few other commencs pertainf?co the Coastal Bend and South

Texas coast, First, we regrec the accommodation to political andfor
3peclal intwrest pressure fo remove sections uf North Padre and
Mustang Islands that clearly qualified for designhation. The
lobbying effort by members of the Corpus Christi City Council and

4 handful of veal estare speculators apparently was successful

i having the rules beat in their favor. Not only does that type

of decision undermine public confidence in governmant, it will
no doubt cost us dearly in the {uture. § ’ '

I know the BOI ¢s sensitive o the average federal governmen
cost of $25,000/acre for development subsidxeg and the egeaemore *
expensive ($33,000/acre! to rebuild stozm raveged property. The
projected property value for North Padre Island is expected to be
in the billions of dollars by the turn of the century. The infra-
structure of roads, bridges, and waste treatment will be heavily
dependent upon faderal subsidies to maintain and rebuild. Not to
mention the damage that will result to residential and commercial
property, all of which will be covered by flood insurance and
disastgr relief loands, 4 hidden cost wiil be the upgrading and/or
elevating of the J.F. Kennedy Cswy. so that it can carry the
evacuation losd for the increased popuiation that will reside on
the island and need to escape a hurricane,

CBAS response to CBRS, 21 Jun B7

Other areas of concern are In the South Texas coast. First,
some threaterned avian species’ nesting and roosting habitac is
Located on spoil islands along the western edge of the Intraceastal
Waterway in the Lower Laguna Madre. These islands should be included
in the System. Secondly, we fully support your decesion to expand
the System to the South Bay and Boca {hica ares. Please resist
proposals to intrude imte this unique hypersaline lagoon. It is
highly vulnerable to floeding and will nsed repeated funding
to support developmenrt. Its wetlands and waters support a high
diversicy and quantity of bird, fish, and shellfish Life., It
deserves all the protection it can get.

We realize that the developers and veal esrate speculators
are entitled to make a Falr amount of return on Che money they risk.
But one has to ask just who in the long zun is treally accepting
the risk. The intial developer willi move on in 3«5 years naving
macde Cheir profit. The long-term cost of maintaining and rebuild-
ing will be borne by wa taxpayers. And if a Dank or savings and
loan go bellv up due to bad investments or if the risks catch up
te them then the FSLIC will bail chem our. Developers can always
file bankruptey and just walk away from a bad investment,

All of this mess is driven by incomsiderate and gready people.
It seems such a waste to allow development onto these Fragile sand
islands so that a few can cash in on the beasuty and unigueness
wiich was meant for all of us to share. After the condos, aparte
ment houses, and private vatch clubs become overbuilr and under-
maintained the beauty will no longer be there for us to enjov.

Sincerely yo

Thonas L. Grantland, President
Coastal Bend Audubon Sat.

copy: Congressman Solomon Orriz
Senator Lloyd Bentsen
Senator Phil Gramm

June 1%, 1987

Coastal Barriers Study Group

U. 5. Department of the Interio
National Park Service-498

P. G, Box 3IN2?

Wastington, D. C. 20013-7127

Gentlemen:

This is written to support expansion of the Coastal Barrier System to
inciude the proposed Pagre Island portion and to ask that the Mustang 1siand
section be imcreased to intlude those lands between existing condominia as
of 1 July, 1985,

It s #y understanding that some of the properties that would De affacted
are privately owned. As a supporter of private holdings an¢ free
enterprise, it is not my intentfon to propose interference with lawful use
of these properties. It 15 my firm cpinion, however, that development of
these lands should not be supported in any way whatsoever by goverament
grants, subsidies or insurance coverage. Heither shoyld the taxpayers of
this country be responsible for their clean-up and rehabilitation tn the
event of hurricane or other natural disaster,

The same applies to State and County properties. IFf disaster should once
again damage or destroy State or County parks, I, as a citizen of both, am
perfectly willing fo pay for their repair and restoration from wy share of
State and local taxes and federal monies should not in any way be involved,

There is one other point. Some of the Subject areas are natura) haditaty
and breeding grounds for species of fish, animals, hirds and plants that
make the Gulf Cosst of Texas an unigue and wonderful place to live and
visit. Overdevelopment will so change them that the areas will Tose much of
their attractiveness for the public and real estate promoters alike.

Again, [ support eapansion of the Coasts) Barrier System in general; and, in
particular, as it applies to North Padre [stand. Where Mustang [sland is
concerned, speciat additional attention should be given to include those
undevaloped areas between existing comdominia.

Yery truly yours,

< %ogn 5, bot

J" 829 EgyPtian Drive
Corpus Cheistt, Texas 78412

353/ jr

cc:  Senator Lloyd Beatsen
Senator Phil Gramm
Congressman Solomon Ortiz
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Hr, Prank B, McGLlvrey

Coastal Barriers Coordinator
Fieh ¢ Wildlife Service

Cosstal Barriera Study

National Park Service Group

U, 5. Department of the Interioxr
P, 0. Box 37127

Washington, B. ¢, 200%3-713%

Dear Sire:

RE: Response to the Intariorts - "Report to Congress: Coastal

Barrier Resources System® {Warch, 1987}
1. Request aveas TX-18, TH-1%, TX-30 & TH-21 be repoved frow conside
eration as additions to the Coastsl Barrier Fagources System in

Kleherg County in the Report te Congrews: Coasts} Barrier Re-
scurces Syatem,

Request that area T-10 in Kleberg County be deleted from the Coast
Barriers Resocurces Sysves ag otherwirs devaloped with basic

infrastructure and with any future developmant of this ares belny
controlled locally,

31, FRequast the area T-i1 in Willacy and Cameron countiet be removed
because it too ¢an be controiled locally.

Pelnts of Argument
Paint 1: Xing

1578

A H CLAMENT. 8.

MM
MOMALS L. MELLETT
SANETANT SECARTARY

%BLM

LENGY 4 DEWMAN,
4. -

Ranch has alvays manmged its lands with consarvation and
preservation of the natural envirorment ix wind, By sdding

TH-18, TH~18, TX-10 and TX-21, the faderai govertment encroaches
upon the Xing Ranch's ability to manage its own lands and is not

its exceptional trecord can spesk nscessary since the exceptional
nanagamant recoid can speak for itself,

Point 2: Arem TX-18, TX~18, *%-20 and TA=-2] ate secondary coastal bag-
Tisrs in an  embaymant, Baffin fay, ‘Yhe Goastal Barrisr Re-
sources  System  sheuld be limited to *prisaxy cosstal barriers”

and “asxociated aquatic habilest.*

KHGSVILLE. TEXAR TH363 - TELEPHONE (513 5338411 SABLE KINGRANGH : TELEX TTi-441

Kr, Frank B. MeGilvrey
June 15, 1987
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Poist 3, 1f development ovcurs in T-30, the econowic potential is great
due to the recreationsl and tourism potantinl thisz type tand
offers. An expanded property tax base, sales taxes and other
Trevenue sources generatad by local governmentai entitles would
decreane the tax burdes on the King Ranch, Tnc., especially
in light of the declining ¢fl and oas indugtry in Xiebeyg
County.

Sumeary

Xing Ranch has and will continue to manage sur lands 4in a way that focuses on
protecting  the environment. The King Ranch, fne. requests that areas TX-18,
TX~19, TH-20 and T¥-21 be ramoved from consideration to the CBRS as the Xing
Reneh  is capable of wanaging its own land. These areas are not pricary

coastal barriers and associated aquatic habitat and should not be considered
a8 the same,

King Ranch alsc requests that area T-10 be removed from the CBFf. Xiebarg
County i in yreat need of diversifying its economy and tourlsr and recres-
tional development chows the greatest potential at present. Locally con-
trotled development on Fadre “sland ig important, to increasing Xleberg

County's property tax base, and to provide needed iohs and constructien jn a
severely depresied aconomy.

¥inally, area T-11 should aleo be removed for the same reascns ag T=1¢. ¥ing
Ranch has acresge in Willaey County and could ba affected as discussed above,

1 appreciate your ¢roup taking the time to travel the various aresz and
hearing our side of the problen.

Lincerely,

! oy
« Hu Clement, Oy,

GHCIEf0d

Xes Congrasspan

JUNE 12, 1987 ’579

MR, FRANK 8, MC GILVREY

COASTAL BARRIERS COORDINATOR, FI5H & WILDLIFE SERVICE
COASTAL BARRIERS STUDY GROUP

NATIONAL PARL SERVICE

5.5, DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR

P.O. BOY 37127

WASHINGTON, D.C, 200137127

REF:  MULLIN FAMILY RESPONSE ™0 THE INTERIOR'S "REPORT TO CONGRESS:
COASTAL BARRIER RESGURSE SYSTEW” (FEB. 87) (REPRESENTATIVE'S REPORT BREIS)

DEAR MR, MC GILVREY:

IN RESPORSE TO THE DEPARTMENT OF INTERIORS 19587 RECOMMENDATION TO
CONGRESS ON IHE COASTAL BARRIER RESOURSES SYSTEM (CBRS) IT IS Y OPINION
THAT THE MULLIN FAMILY RECCMMENDS THE FOLLOWING AS LAND/PROPERTY OWNERS
OF CERTAIN AREAS EFFECTED, THE RECOMMENDATIONS ARE AS FOLLOWS:

A. NO EXPANSION OF THE CBRS IN THE KLEBERG COUNTY IN WHICH INCLUDE ANY
ADDITIONAL WETLANDS TO T-10,

B, THE REMOVAL OF T-10 FROM THE CBRS,

€, ALL STATE/PUBLIC LANDS, CURRENT AND FUTURE, TC BE CLASSIFIED AS
" UTHERWISE PROTECTED" AND REMAIN EXCLUDED FROM THE CBRS,

D, MODIFICATIONS TO THE CBRS SHOULD BE IKITTATED AT THE LOCAL ASD STATE
LEVELS

SUPPORTING INFORMATION:

1. THE MULLIN FAMILY, AS PROPERTY OWNERS HAVE HISTORICALLY MARAGED

T-10 IN AX ENVIRONMENTALLY CORSCIOUS MANNER AND WILL CONTINUE TO DO SO
IX THE FUTURE. AS IS EVIDENT, THE INTECRITY OF THE COASTAL ENVIROWMENT
IN THESE AREAS IS STILL INTACT. THE MULLIN FAMILY AS PROPERTY OWRERS
RECOGRIZE AND BELYEVE THE VALUE OF THE DUNES AND COASTAL HARITAT. THE
MULLIH FAMILY, HAVING STEWARDSHIP 10 (ERTAIN AREAS OF THESE PROPERTIES,
RAVE BEEN AND SHOULD CONTINGIE 10 CONTROL THE AREA A3 TH THE PAST. HAVING
THE T-10 AREA IN THE CBRS LIMITS THE PROPERTY OWNERS ABILITY TO MANAGE
AND DEVELOP THE LANDS AS THEY SEE FIT AS IT HAS ALWAYS BEEN IN THE PAST,
THE MULLIN FAMILYS HISTORICAL REPUTATION AND MANAGEMENT OF THESE LANDS
ARE COMMENDABLE. IT IS FIRMLY BELTEVED THAT ALL RIGHTS TO MANAGEMENT
OF THE LAND TO INCLUDE T-10 SHOULD REMAIN LOCALLY CONTROLLED BY THE
PROPERTY OWNERS.

2. THE XLEBERG COUNTY COMMISSIONERS COURT HAVE ESTABLISHED A COMMITIEE
T0 REVIEW DUNE PROTVECTION ORDINARCES IN RESPECT 10O AREAS WITHIM
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KLEBERG COUNTY. THIS IS ANOTEER STEP IN DEVELOPING LOCAL CONTROLS FOR
DEVELOPMENT IN THE 7-10 AREA.

3, DUE TO THE INCREASED TOURISM ACTIVITY IN COASTAL COUNTIES, THE
RECREATIONAL DEMAND ON T-10 IS FAR GREATER THAN EXISTING FACILITIES

IN THES AREA CAN PROVIDE. AREA T-10 1§ THE PGATEWAY TO THE MATIONAL
SPASHORE ON PADRE ISLawD", ‘THE RECREATIONAL POTEMTIAL OF 1IHIS PROPERTY
15 VERY GREAT AND DEVELOPMENT OF RECREATIONAL AMENITIES IS GREATLY NEEDED
TO MEFT CURRENT AND FUTURE DEMANDS. THERE IS AN INTEREST THAT WAS BEEN
DISCUSSED WITH YLESERG COUNTY OFFICIALS TO $ROVIDE FOR THE FUTYRE PUBLIC
LANDS FOR RECREATIONAL DEVELOPMENT,

4.  KLEBFRG COUNTY COULD AND WOULD BENEFIT SUBSTANTIALLY DUE TO THE
INCREASED BCONOMIC IMPACT IF DEVELOPMENT WOULD OCCUR IN T-10 AREA,

5,  TOURISM HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED AS A PRIMARY SOURCE OF DEVELOPMENT 1IN
FLEBERG COUNTY TO GENERATE TOURISM DOLLARS THROUGH PROPER DEVELOPMENT.
THE POSSTBILITY OF PROPER RECREATIONAL AMENITIES IN AREA T-10 WILL MEAX
THE RETURN OF MANY NEEDED JOBS, INCREASED TOURISM, AND INCREASING REVENUE
FROM PROFERTY AND SALES TAXES FOR KLEBERG COUNTY. IN TURN IT WOULD BENEYTT
\NOT ONLY, THE PROPERTY OMNER BUTT THE CITIZENS OF FLEBERG COUNTY AND
SURROUNDING COMMUNITIES AS WELL.

6,  PROPERTY (WNERS OF T-10 ARFAS HAVE HISTORICALLY MANAGED, AND wiLlL
CONTINUE 10 MANAGE, THE AREA IN AN ENVIRONMENTALLY CONSCIOUS MANNER,
WHO WOULD BE MORE OR OVERLY CONCERNED ABOUT THE T-10 AREA MORE THAN THE
FROPERTY OWNERS WHO HAVE THE DIRECT CONTACT OF THE AREA AS A P&RT OF
THEIR LIVES.

SUMMARY BRIEF:

AS RESPONSTBILE LAND OWNERS AND CONSCIOUS PERSONS OF OUR SOCIETY,
THE ITEMC MENTIOMED ABOVE WTLT BE STRONGLY SUPPORTED AND REAFFIRMED BY
TS5 LETTER.

YOUR SINCERE AND SERIOUS CONSIDERATION OF THESE RECOMMENDATIONS
WILL B GREATLY APPRECIATED AND WE ALSO APPRECIATED THE OPPORTINITY TO
PRESENT THIS POSITION AND RECOMMENTATIONS, THANKS TO THE BARRIER ISLAND
TASE FORCE FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO EXPRESS A VIEW POINT REGARDING THE
DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR'S REPORT TO CONGRESS: "COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES
SYSTEM" (FEB. B7).

RESPECTFULLY, T

Ad] 4

A.J. SANDOVAL IIX
REPRESENTATIVE
Sttun

r
it Gutate, W 2P
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Bowitlon Starmment

Riviera Independant School District Rasponse ro DOI "Report to Congress:
Constal Barrier Rasources Systes".

The Riviera 1.5.8. respectfully requests that these parts of Norrh Padre
Island which are included within the boundarias of Kleberg County not be

included in the "undeveloped category. The above request is azade on the
basis of two factors.

First, the Rivisra I.5.D. has historicaily depended on two primary
spurces of revenue for the aducation of its children, petroleus and
agriculture. Global politics bevend our contro} have all but eliminated
petroleut as a source of revenua whils s stressed and depressed agricuitural
sconomy cosbined with legisiated changes in property Lax laws have ellminated
agriculturs as a significent source of tax revenue. Controlied development
of our barrier islands remaing as the only viable local resource teft to us
48 & source of revenue for the education of our children. The inclusion af
these portions of North Fadre Isisand located within the boundarjes of Klebery

County in the "undeveloped" category essentialiy removes aour only remaining
source of future ravenue generation.

Second, an examination of coastal bsaches in the cosstal band ares shows
rlaarly that pratection and preservation of coastal areas has occurred at
the optimum ievel in those aress where thers has besn a& cocparstive relation-
ship between the private and public sactor. Beach areas which are left
totally undeveloped and under the sole respongibility of government suffer
from tremendous public use pressures without geamvating the revenues nacessary
to &ssure their protection. While user fees may be imposed thuse fees alone
cannot poasibly generzte 4 level of ravenus nacessary to provide avan a
minimum level of zervices. Classifying these areas as undaveloped affactivaiy
Tamoves the property from the tax base. Maintanance and protaction of the
areas from overuse will require an infusion of money frum other rapidly
diminishing sources. A classification which would milow & iwvel of controiled
development would seem more beneficial. The mare racently developed aress of
Hustang Isiand in Nuaces County could serve as & model of the banefits that
Cah avcrue to both the anvironment and governmant when there is a covperstiva
affore between the public and private sactor,

For thesa reasons the board of trustess of the Riviars I.5.D. joins with
other local government agencies and property owners to raspectfully request
that the abovm described sreas D removad from the "undeveloped” classification,

&

Sen Hawhs




Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrler Resources System

Solid fines dapict racommendations for additions to or delations from
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SOUTH B'RD ISLAND sE ~——= Dash linss depict approximate boundaries of existing units in the
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Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System

UNITED STATES
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Sofid lines depict recommendations tor additions to or deletions from
the Coastal Barrisr Resources Systam. [Section 10 of P.L. §7 - 348)

Dash lines depict approximate boundaries of existing unils in the
Coastal Barier Resources System, lor referencs purposes only.

Diotted fines dapict approximate boundarias of an undeveloped coastal
barrier that is “ctherwise protectad™ or a military or coast guard

- m

Base Map is the U.S. Geolagical Survey 1:24,000 scale quadrangle.
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Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System
UNITED STATES — Sofid fines depict recommendations for additions to or deletions from
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR QUADRANGLE the Coastal Barrier Fesources System, (Section 10 of P.L. 97 - 248)
K&,EBERG Po:NT e Dash lines depict approximate boundaries of existing units in the
Coastal Basrier Resources Systern, fac relerence purposes only.
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TX-18 - BAFFIN BAY; TX-19 - STARVATION POINT;
TX-20 - CAYQ DEL INFIERNILLO; TX-21 - KLEBERG POINT

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

Other Comments: Four comments were received
opposing the addition of these four units to
the CBRS. A1l were part of letters opposing
any additions to the CBRS in Kleberg County.
The letters are reprinted under T10 (letters
number 976, 1336, 1397, and 1578).

Response:

Al11 four of these units are fully
quatified

undeveloped secondary barriers.

DOI Recommendation: The DOI recommends

adding TX-18, TX~19, TX-20, and TX-21 to the
CBRS.




Solid tines depict recommendations for additions o or deletions fram
the Coastal Barrier Resources System. (Section 19 of P.L. 97 - 348))

Dash #nes depict approximate boundaries of existing tnits in the
Coastal Barrier Resources System, lor referance purposes anly.

Dotted linas depict approximate boungaries of an untevaloped coastal
barrier that is “otherwise protectad”’ or a mitary of ¢oast guard

property. m
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Solid lines depict recommendations for additions to or deletions from
he Coastal Barrer Rescurces System. (Section 10 of P4, 87 -~ 348.)

Dash nes depict approximate boundaries of existing uniis in the
Coastal Barier Rasources System, for ralerence purpases only.

Datted lines depic! approximate boundaries of an undevelopsd coastal
barrier that 5 “‘ctherwiss protactsd”’ or a miliary or coast guard

proporty.

Base Map is the U.S. Geological Survay 1:2¢,000 scale quadrangle.
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Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System
UNITED STATES Solid lines depict recommendations for additions 1o or deletions from
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR QUADRANGLE the Coaslal Barrier Resources System, (Section 10 of P.L. 87 - 346
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Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System )
UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
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T1l - SOUTH PADRE ISLAND

State Position: The State of Texas requests

that all of existing unit T11 be delated
from the CBRS.

Other Comments: Eighty-six comment 1letters
with 253 petition signatures were received
concerning T1l. About half of the commenters
and all of the petitioners supported
additions to T11, fdncluding the 7%-mile
stretch north of the Town of South Padre
Island and Andy Bowie State Park. Of those
opposing any additions to T1l, many,
including Cameron and Willacy Counties, the
Town of South Padre Istand, and the South
Padre Island Tourist Bureau, also requested
the deletion of the existing unit from the
CBRS. Several commenters were particularly
opposed to the addition of the 7%-mile
stretch north of the State Park to the CBRS.

Arguments for deleting T11 from the CBRS
and/or not adding new areas to it included:
(1) portions of the unit and proposed
additions are developed, (2) inclusion of
these areas 1in the CBRS will result in
economic hardship in south Texas, and (3)

Congress specifically left some of the
island out of the CBRS in 1982 because it
was, or so that it could be, developed.
Several commenters mistakenly thought the
CBRS involved Federal condemnation and
acquisition of property.

Thirty-one commenters requested that ‘the
spoil islands west of the Gulf Intracoastal
Waterway (GIWW) in the lower Laguna Madre be
added to the CBRS. Representative,
substantive comment Tletters concerning T11
are reprinted below. See also the General
Comment Letters section and the letters
under T12.

Response: The DOI has carefully reviewed
the status of South Padre Island using both
the 1982 aerial photographs of the unit and
site visits 1in 1985 and 1987. All of the

existing CBRS unit is undeveloped according
to DOI criteria. Although State Highway 100
traverses a portion of the island, a road, by
itself, does not constitute development.

As discussed in greater detail in Volume 1,
the CBRA does not involve taking Tand from
property owners, or affect the rights of
tandowners to do what they wish with their
land. The CBRA only prohibits the use of
Federal monies that subsidize development
within the designated CBRS units.

A1l of the proposed additions to T1l in the
1387 Draft Report are State-protected
wetlands (GLO ‘lands); these areas are not
recommended for addition to the CBRS in this
final report,

Although the 7%-mile stretch of South Padre
IsTand north of the State Park was undevel-
oped in 1982 and the DOI recommended that it
be included in the CBRS, the Congress speci~
fically excluded it from the CBRS. The DOI
visited South Padre Island in both 1985 and
1987 and found that the area remains undevel-
oped. The DOI is of the opinion that it
fully qualifies for addition to the CBRS
under DOl criteria.

A1l of the laguna Madre is protected by the
State (GLO lands), therefore, the DOI is not
recommending any additions to the CBRS in
the Laguna.

POl Recommendation: The DOI recommends no

changes in this existing CBRS unit. Although
the 7%-mile stretch north of the State Park
appears to quaiify as an undeveloped coastal
barrier under DOI criteria, it is not recom-
mended for addition to the CBRS because the
DOI recommended it in 1982 and Congress
considered and vrejected it during its
deliberations on the CBRA. If the Congress
wishes additional information regarding this
area, the DOI will provide it upon request.



STATE OF TEXAS H

COURTY OF WILLACY H

RESOLUTION

Whezeas, approximately 16,000 acres in Willacy County,
Texas, located on South Padres Island, Texas are presently
included in the Coastal Barrier Resourges System Unit P-13%,
and

Whereas, the United States Department of Interior is
proposing to further expand the acreage included in Unie T-11
located in Wiliacy County, Texas, and

Whereas, the continued inclusion and further additions to
the Coastal Barrier Resources System Unit T=1l wiil soonomically
prohibit private development, and

Whereas, the economic preclusion of develaopment in this
portion of the State of Texas will effectively restrict public
enjoyment of the area, and

Whereas, the region effected by the inclusion of Willacy
County in the Coastal Barrier Rescurces System will further
burden an already stagnant regional economy

Therefore, be it resclved that the County Commissioners®
Court of Willacy County, Texas respectfully disapproves of the
inclusion of any portion of Willacy County in the Coastal Barrier
fesources System and requests All current inclusion be deleted
and further additions be denied.

Fassed, Approved and Adopted on this the 13th day July, 1987,
Attest:
Lalo Gome:, County Clerk

Ex-0fficie Clerk of the
Commissioners' Court of

Willae Cnunﬁy Texas
W:..Z; g Deputy

yf-ounty Judge

FACK A GOOLSBY
COUNTY JUDGE
CAMERON COUNTY

County Courthause
364 € Har-s0n 51
Browngulie Tx 78520
512.544.0820

June 27, 1987

The Coastal Barriers Stuay Group
Deparvment of the Interior
National Park Service

P. 0. Beox 137127

Washington, D. C. 210013-7127

Dear Coastal Barriers Study Group:

Enclosed is a pesition paper reflecting the concerns
of Cameron County in regard 0 proposed additions to
Tl {South Padre Island} and T12 {Boca Chica} of the
Coastal Barriers Hescurces System. I eppreciate your
consideration of this document and would be happy to
provide any additional information You may nesd,

Sincarely,

roll .

ack A. Goolsby
County Judge
Cameron County
FAG/prh

Enclosure

TESTiHORY
on

CANEROR COUNTT'S POSITION XECARDING,
TEE TNITED STATES DEFASTHENRT OF INTERIOR'S PROPOSED ADDITIONS TO

Til (30UTE PABRR JSTAND) ANP 112 (ROCA CEICA} OF THE COASTAL
BARRIEX RESOUNECES STSTEM

Presenced

June 22, 1387

By

The Honorable Jaeck A. Goolaby
County Judge, Cameron County, Texas

T. EXISTIRG AND FROFPOSED CBRS DRESICNATED ARIAS

The U.5. Departwent of Interfor is cuttently mtudying the
fowentory of the Cosstal Barvier Besources Systes. Currentiy
within the CBRS are:

Tli-Soutd Padre laland: "This unit sxtends southward from the
Hansfield Ship Chennael over about 25 wiles of Padre lTaiand
shoreline to the beginning of State Highway (00."

Ti2-Boca Chica r “This uait is contained betveen the jertied
chanonel of Brazxos-Santizgo Pass snd the mouth of the Ric Srunde
River. . . . sttvally ¢emposed nf two subuntts meparaced by the
fermer Brazes Inland State Hecreaztion Area, The northers subunit
iiee becween South Bay and the Culf of Mextco. The southern
subunic fromts deltowic deposlts whone origéine ave probadly the
Rio Grande,”

The Departwent of fmtervrior is curvently proposing that Congress
conkider the following additione to the CBRS:

Tilt Werlands between barriers and mainland
Reconsider adding 7.5 miles previously left out.

T12: Weclends, South Bay, asnd Gld Brazos State JIsland Recreation
Ares.

This would mean expansion from 181,565 acres to 426,500 acres,
and i6l wiles co 208.6 wilen.

Cameron County opposes the proposed additions beczuex the
following were not conmiderad:

#*%Xcouowic benefitls which ¢ould sccroe fo the surrosndiug ares
*“Decalled ecological avalyses of the area

*Zftfece of loat jobs and income

*Cost to regionsl infrastructare plans

ttocation iu ingicsl and resscsable growth pstterss



IT. RECONSIDRRATLONR OF DEFINITION OF DRYELOPED LAND AND

ERASSHSSNEET OF WEKD FOR ADDITIONAL CRNS LiMb

Barvow Defisizion of "Ouduveloped™

The D.0.I.'s definirfon of "undavelopad” does not take inte
Account the moot vital pare of the wvhole ecologlieal unitr the
human fohabitanta in and around the aress beisg considared for
sdditfon to the CBRS. Much of what £its the D.0.1.'s definfrion
#ve in fact tategral pmvts of plsnned devealopment already
saderway. Any auchk definltiohe must be based spon  an
wnderstanding of the existing economic conditions in the area.

Adequate Land Already Protected

Adétrione to the CHRES fn chis nten are wot needed; 435,187
scres {Lagwoa Atsscoss) snd 67.5 miles (Padre Island National
Seashore) are already protected. A humane prierity ligt would
place people firet; therefore, we oeed Lo uvse our natural
FeRCUTEEs to comserve our people by giving them jobe.

Bevelopment maken jobs possible for peopie. The
inevitable end of devielopment i not to destroy our natural
¥ebources but fo enhance them, ailowing worte citizens accens to
them, In fact, properly planned and carefully execuraed
development can have & winipel adverse lopact on natural vaiues.
Such limited development will sllow the sconomic grevth of
fameron County to continue and prrimic the Valiey's cizizens to
#njoy thetir deserved quality of iife and well-being without
plating an undue burden on their government fotr scbeistence znd
txistance.

111,

Exiat

EXISTING RRGULATORY CORTROLS AND WANAGENENT CAPARILIZIES

fng Regulatory aud Nasnagement Controla

Coxntal aress ara sdequately proteczad by current

regulatory processes at tha fedoaral, state, and Iocal lavels.
The folloving s a brief List of the major regulatory prograns

that

Btov cover 411 Texas barriey {glands:

Yederal Lavel:

—— i LIRS

""USCE~ Bec, 404 Wetlands

~~USCE- Sec. 10 Comerructions

--Ratfonal Flood Inaurance Progrem (whish indicstes locel
floaod havard prevention codes}

"*Various EPA programe relamting to waste disposal

-Review and comment by Fish and Wildlife Services and
Hational Marine Fisheries Services to the Sec. 404 and
Sec. 10 permit actiens

“cNot specifically ¢numerated ate many financial
4assistance or apcial pervice pregrams iiplemented by
almoat every cabinet level EgEBCY .

Stare Level:

EAL LN 242 N

Local

“~Comstal Pubilc Lands Manapgement Act by General Lland
Offtce

“-Atterney General superviafon of Open Beaches Act

-Dune Protection Act (by zounties with GCenersl Land
GEfice)

~-Stringent get of minimum building codss required to
obtain windstorm insurante seavard of the Intracoascat
Water way--i.e. on the barrier [slands {(Texas Catastrophe
Property Insurance Agucciation!

v“Wide range of environmental quality pPTogrameé under
susapiceas of one or more of the following agencies: State
Health Departwent, Parks and Wildlife, Water Commiscion,
#nd Air Control Board.

Government Level:

crAreas located within wunicipal ETJ's {extrasterritorial
Jurisdictians) are subject to various controle including
suhdivision regulationa.

“*The Dune Frotection Act is implemented by counZies with
techunical assistance from the State, This requires the
preservation of beachfront dunes and keeps them in place
te provide hoth storm protection and wildlife Hhabicat
immediately behind the besach. {From the Report on
Proposed Departwmest ¢f Interior Barvier [siand Program,
Bavrrier [sland Tank Force)

3

Capabiliry Locally of Protecting Kavironmant

Cameron Couwnty #cksowiedges che fedesal governmust's vital
role in many sreas of cosetal management sy cilted above bue
believas that the cople of land use togulation should be handled
by duly alectad state aud local govaroment officialae. Stace &nd
lses]l goveramant protection of undeveloped c¢osstal pubiic lands

preciodes the need for additionsl federal contrels of these
Tands.

The state of Texas has an extensive set of atatutes to
govern the uwe of public Lamdw. 0f partic¢ular relevence to
barriey twland conmcarms fa the Cosstasl Publiic Lands Hanzgement
Act, which wmandates that the natursl resoutrces of the surface
estate in coswtal public land shall be preserved. These
tesources include oatural aesthetic values For the protection
ané nurvute of al) eypes of mavine 11fe snd wvildlife, The Act
dictates thet development not de £31lowed unlesn Lt s shown that
the public f(nterest will not be aigniffcantly impairad., The Act
si10 requires that any developwent take into constderation the
protection of miatine Jife and wiidlife.

The state's initiative in the protection of coastal
Tespurces 1is further evidenced by the istuance of wildlifse
wansgenment iesrex, the development of & state coastal pregervs
systen, and the adopfion of rules wandating consideration of the
intent of the Comsta} Barrier Rewources Act in the review of &1l
proposed uses of coastsl public lands.

In #ddition, the need to pressrve zhe valuable naturzl areas
that serve &a nutatry grounds and habitag for Fiah and wildiife,
a8 storm buffere, 28 recremtional resources, and as assthetic
attractions has been recognized by the Seneral Land 0FFice snd
the School Land Board. The state deserves credit for appreciating
the benefits of proreccing the renevable vrescurces of the barrier
tegion andé for the long-term protection that has been ensured
#3 2 result.

On the Local level, the elected cfficials of Cameron Lounty
have adopted snd sdhered to careful measures to restrict
development on South Padre Island in srder to protect its
environwental characteristics &% & coawta]l beach ares and a
protective barrvier for the mainiand. Pue to thepe measuves, Lhe
pattern of development on the msinland has been exhanced.

Additionally, no evidence has developed to indicate that
Fiwited and cavrefully regulated constreetion on portions of South
Padre Island would adversely affect fish, vildiife or ather
naturel vescurces. Moreover, the econemic impact of probibkicing
further development on South Padre Island will far outweigh the
costs of #any federal fioancial assistanmce invested in future
congtruction, See Tabie 1: Total Estimated Ecopomit hosaes (1985
~ 2000).

1¥. BISTORICAL AND CURRENT ECONONIC CONDITIONS

Iapovarisbed Rconsmy--Creat NHead for Jobs

Camaros County (pop. 249,800) feclodes the cfitiaw of
Srevanvillie, Bariingen, Sam Benito, Potr lasbel, Senth Padre
Iskacd, aud B smaller towns. It ta one of tha poorest
setvopolitan avresw in the United Staten, with per capits iuncome
avaraging $4,)00 per year or AYL lower thas the mationasl Averags

Sowme 14T (13,200 {o the Browneville-Harliingen Texasx
Ketropolitan Scatistical Ares &lone) of our Labor force are
surrently out of work, making ours the third highest unemployment
tevel 1n the state behind snother Rio Grande Valley arear-
McAllen, Edinburg, Nisglon=-vith 16.4%, OGur people are desperate:

*Over 30T of Cameron Cousty resldests sre recniving food
Sramps,

*1 out of 3} fawilies fo the connty depends on some forw of
govetoment aseistance, pffectively drafniag federal,
atate, sod local government resomrcens

Camercon County has long depended on agriculture and retail
trade with Mexico for f{tw econsémic base, This dependence,
though, resulted {0 econvmic disamter for the county when the
citrus industry was alwmost rotsily destroyed by the devasstating
freese of 1983, [n sddition, the Nexicam government dramatically
devalved its currency--~the peso--in 1982-1953 and haw steadily
tontinued this devaluacion., With iess buying power, Mexican
consumers sre purchasing significently fewer Amarican products,
which has divectly affecred local recsil storen

Aeitance on Tourism Industry

In recovering from these sdverse effectes and the severe
deprewsion felt wtatewides from the oi)l indasatry’'s collapae,
Caveren County le diversifying into manufacturing and Iight
indestry and move heavily prowmsting recrestion and tourisn In
fact, due to the zttraciivns of our semi-tropical climate,
beautiful beaches, and proximisy to Hexico, tourism has become
the Vailey's second largest induetyy. Tt i is these areas of
Light industry, recreation, andé tourism that we hope t» find
emplovment for our people

Over the lasy 0 yesrs, Cameron County has growp by 507,
futressing demand for recrestios and lelsure-criented arens. The
propased CBRS additions-~Boca Chica (TiZ) and Souwrh Padre
Island (T11)--are areas planned te sccommodate this victal new
touriam industry, Our success in pulling curselves out of our
current economic sluwp fa bewvily dependent oo this oew
developuwent .
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¥. ONGOING AXD POTENYIAL ECORONIC SROVTE

Positive Lapsct of Tousiam om Adres Kconoay

The tourisw industry haw dirscely bensfited Cameron County
by sttructing sev industries and the substancial capitatl
investments that go vith thew, creatiog V0,000+ nav Jobs within
the lasc 5 years, Visttors to South Padrs Iatand have liked whar
Ehey've spvn and have relocatud their busisesnss here, In 1983,
*u¢ Eres ramked Sth tw the State lu total trawval sxpenditures st
$242,.152,000, New recaill and service businsswas have opaned as &
direct rewult of thin Influx. Asnusl everage employmant in the
tarvices industry, including lodgirg and toursem for Cameron
County for 1986 was 13,400, Construttion om South Padee Fsland
#lone has resulted s some L1700 new jobe,

Boca Chica-~Flaya del Efo

Lotated on Bocs thica Beach, this reasrt conmunity would
cover & 12,500-acre development, cosring $80 billfon over 2 30~
yeur period. Mowst importuntly, the project weuld provide 3,000
Jobu fw the firat 5 years and 20,0060 jobs over 30 yusrs, tresting
4 $350 m1ilien impsct on the arsa

Seuch Pudre Islaad

This tewn of 1,070 residents stteracts 2.5 milliioe visttors
esch yeat. Its tourinm-relaced economy employs 13,400 people.
While a1l other state sales tax figurea for 1986 were down
sigsificantly, South Padre Island's were up 21,74, and eeconeomic
indicators predict continuved gositive growth. Qver a l-vear
period, hotsl/motal raveumes have iscreanad by $24 million.
Construction smployment ham fncressed by £5%, and tourism-related
jobs have groun by 30%. Par capits incowe has improved dy 717%.
Yourism aiows is respossible for ebe Ialand's contributing over
3200 willion & year to ths arvsa cconouy.

Proposed Projacts

Throwgh eapansion and developwent, Coameron Cousty s
Bradusliy chauvging from am fupoverished srea wvicth 11ttis 6+ Bo
future ioto a dynamic ragion of brfght economic possibilivien
Several propoked projects in the Island area premise kubetaniial

job creation:

#1590 room Embaesry Sulzes, costing 53 millien

4, 60C«square~foot addition to Haoliday Inn, costing $%.9%
ailiion

*combination wunicipal golf course and 150-room wmecel
<omplex, cosrlng §4& millionm.

“sctivity cemter of 28,000 sguare fest, costing 57 millien

*The Shores, o 248-acte site in laguana Kadre, sdincent to
Andy Bowis Park and Patk Road 106, accommodating large
singla-familly residences.

Placned Public Vorks projects include:

*{uprovements to public aress of [als Blanca Park, costing
$1.2 million Initially snd $10 million total

*improvements to Padre Bonlevard (Srute Park Road 100) and

GuifBoulevard, costing $2.8 millton In scate and local
funds.

*Avcificial Resf ¢o develop greater volume of marine Life,
Attraciing & grester number ane veriety of ctourists.

The lacd that tbhe Department aof the ioterior wishes to add to the
Coastal Barrier Fesources System is & crucial part of aur
foteneified effort to SLrengiben recrestlon and touriswm
sttractions, +thos providisg mwch-ueeded emplayment, Svch
designations would szifle the bright hopen of & strugpling
teonomy witbout providing any offsetiinmg benefite.

Damage to Indusreisl Expasaion Frospects Cauvsed by Proposed CBNS
Additiona

in addition to the appeal eof pur natural regources, low
electricizy coscs ®ay provide induatries an incentive to
trelocate to Cameron Couttty. Magic Valley Elecrric Eompany serves
the Boca Chica area, & prime ares for future development., Such
developuent would expand the rate bare and tower cowt, thas

steraceing indyastry. Without such development, then, our sppeal

would be diminished.

Adding to Ti2 {Bocs Chica) would alse cercainly affect
dredging and operstior of the Brownsville Kavigation S$hip
Channel, seversly handicapping the functioning of the deep-water

pore.

Finally, the potential income and Jobs losr over 1985-2000
merit careful reconsideration of adding to T1! and T12, Over
$3,920.4 willian 4n income, 6,947 constructian jobs, and 10,305
operdtions jobs would never de svailable to bolster our fragite

cconomy, {Texsas Input/Output Hodel)

¥I. INPACT OF FROTOSXD DESIGWATIONS OR TAX REVENUK

Pavastating Iupact on Tax Roils

Lemoviag thewe lands from the taz roles vould havae o
davastating effect on the tax revenuss of Cameron County and the
Port Leabel Sthool Districr buwcawsse landovoars/imvestors ate
#lrsady payisg taxes ov this tand.

Baand on estimateas cited fn the Texsws Inpur/Output Model,
Camsron County wowld smffar hasvy losses im £AX Yevensues as &
resxlt of the reclassification of thesa landms

Sales Tax 3.6 willion
Federal lucoms Tax JO5.7 willian
*ica 621.6 mitlion
Ad Valorvem 3353.3 miflion
Botsl/Moted Tax 15.4 wiliton

Considering that financing education is the primary funetisn
ef state-owned lends In Texss, the proposed veclassiffcation of
these lands vould severely reduce future revenue sourcen for
publie sthool programs,

In sddition, DO! reclassification veuld transfer the burden
of finsncing education to resident propurty ovaets. Thue, the
ptudent use &nd development of cosatal public lands is clesviy
in the public's bent interest.

F1I. LECAL CONSIDERATIONS OF "TARIBC™ PRIVATE FAOSERTY FOR PURLIC WAK

Justificacion for Federal Subsidies

including laad fo the Gosetsl Barrier Zasources Act wvas
criginally dintendad to limtt costns from federally subhaidized
flood iasurencs, the affect hafag te wirtually k411 davalopment
and sdvarsely affsact proparty valumes.

Why should governuent ssuistance programs bx available to
limicted arens with development potential on the barrfer isiands?
isvestors have done much to minimize riek, Construction
techniques have Smproved considerably fn the ten years since the
Att wvar passed. Damages occuvying from tropical storms, flonds,
#nd hurricanes will be wignificanctiy lespened. Cameron County and
Seuth Padre Taland both maintain sericet butliding and Jand
controla. Is returp for these subeidies, investars have promoted
tourism, providing statewide and natfional sconomies subszantial
Tevenue, Intreased econpcmic accivicy (8 more thanm paying for
subsidien.

Yubstantial Losses ro lévestors

Parte of the 7.5 miles sorth of Andy Bowie Park {T11) bave
slreasdy been divided into 27 subdiviatlons, IF this land i
included in the Cosscal Barrier Resoutces Sywfem, propetly owners
wiil likely fine {¢ impowstble fo seil or develop their Tand
Almost 2,000 property owners are affetted by the groposad
sdditionn to Til and T12, 90T of wbow are fundividosls.

e 1%83, Camercn County Fresh Water Supply District Ho. 1
annexed 580 acves, enabling (t ts provide witer &nd sever sarvice
to that trect for future deveiopment. The developer has patd
over 1.5 millioa dollars to the Warer Districr in annexstion
costm alone and will spend many smore millsons of dollars before
the development is complete.

This confidence in the future of deveicepment on Seurh Padre
Istard {s further illustrated by other inquiries and applications
for snnexation £o the Water Discrict by landewsers perth of Andy
Bowie Park. Those landovners acd developers have been developing
plens and expending funde, ralylog o6 the present status of the
federal law., When part of Padre Island was designaced the Padre
Teland WNational Seashore, the resmainder of the Talund was
undarstopd tp e aveilable for smle, subdivisions, and
developments. Depending on this undersfandipy. perople invested,
creating maty jobs and the potantial for many wmore, A thange
mow vould be devaatating te fnventore ae well ss to the future
development of South Padve Ixland, Potentisl in';{flln:' u:
$2,2712.5 miliion would be loar over 1985-2000. {(The Texa
Input/CGutput Madel) B



Iaplications of Recest Swprame Couwrt Ruling

In sliowiag people to invest tn and bagin developing thia
land, than "changing the rulen™ so that their iuvaestmants are
sasentisily lost, the govarament vould be sffscrively "raking”
thelr groparty. The Suprems Court rolad recenzly that proparty
ovners mudt be compensated vhan sev restricrions are placed, evan
tewporarily, oo cthe wae of thetir land. Doas the Dapartmant of
the Interior incend to tcompenwats sll those who have fnvested
tcosomy-bosacing monias in these tracts of Land? Consider also
the 482 pudlic commants you received op chis issue, the majorizy
of which oppesad the CHRS expantion. Yhis owarwheluing epposition
carzainly warrents reconsiderstion of your reacommendations.

CORCLUSION

fo conntdaring whether to recommand sdding 1o T1i and T12,
the Department of the Interior should take isto sccount tha
tremsndous negative tmpact such & decision could bavwa:

*Loss of 26,900 jobe snsually

*Eeduction of $4.1 MS1lfem 43 censtrmcrisa monies, mot
fsclnding Lawd costs.

*loas of $6.7 billion fw sseociated fncome

*Losn of $3.2 billion {0 tax revenaes te¢ local, stats, and
federsal governments.

A ressonable coupromise bdatween itnvestors/developers and
stvironmantulista can surely be Tesched, a cempromiss thae
provides for ecoscmic developmest and sxpanding job epportonities
while conserving the suviroamest.

fred
vy
WRAE P.0.BOX 3410 . SOUTN PADRE 1SLAND. TEXAS TA587 . PHONE 5127615458
Jane 18, 1987

The Honorable Donald P. Hodel

Secretary of the U.S, Department of the Interior
IBth & C Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20240

Dear Secretary Hedel:

AS you are now doubt well aware, the report which Proposes
recommendations for additions to the Coastal Barrier Resources
System (CBRS) is now complete. The Teport suggests and proposes
the expangion in Cameron County, Texas and the impact of report's
on the tourist development potential of South Padre Island is the
crux of this gorrespondence.

The economy of the Lower Ric Grande Valley of Texas is
heavily dependent upon tourism and development on South Padre
Island, and any effort to directly or indirectly curtail such
development will be devastating. 1In a position paper prepared in

1982 and titled Negative Zconomic Impact of 5 341 () {1} of the
Omnibus Budget Reconcilitation Act of 1981 and the Coastal Barrier
Rescurces At on the Lowes Rio Greme Verise oy biiil BRLZier
iliustrated that with the beginning of development on South Padre
Island in 1976, a tourist economy ih the Valiey began to emerge.
In 1382, tourism was pumping over $200 miilion a year into the
Valley econemy. Hotel/motel revenues Rad increased Ly $24 million
during this period. Construction employment had increased by %544
and tourism related jobs had grown by 30%. In 198%, tigures
obtained from the Texas Tourist Development Bureau showed that
Cameron County consistently ranks high in the top ten destinations
for both short term and long term United States visitors to Texas.
Thig influx of visitors ranks Cameron County a2ighth in the State
in total tourist development expenditures of $242,152,900. South
Padre Island aione receives more than 2.5 million visiters
annually who contribute an estimated $25 million dollars into the
local economy. MAccording to the Texas Employment Commission,
these expenditures contribute to the empioyment of 13,400 persons
in the services industry in Cameron County.
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Cameron County is an economically depressed area, Diminishing
the potential for tourist development in the area deliberately
ensures Cameron County's standing as the poorest region in the
United States. Ipn an article that appeared in the June 8, 1987
iusue of Hewsweek Magazine, the Vallay was bijiled as, "the grim
new Appalachia™. Cameren County tabked No. 2 behind Hidalgo
County as the poorest metropolitan area in the United States,
Cameron Countys' unemployment rate is 15% which represents a
figure of 13,200 umemployed persons,

Tourism is the second ieading industry in the State of Texas
and is the second leading industry in Cameron County. Tourism
development represents the county’s greatest potential for
economic growth, The Department of Interior's recommendation o
expand the CBRS poses a tremendous threat to the economic growth
of the area.

In 1982 when the Coastal Barrier Resources Act was enacted,
Cameron County requested that it be excluded from the CBRS.
Congress specifically excluded 7.5 miles of Socuth Padre Island
from the system. The Department of Interior report suggests
that consideration be given to the inclusion of the 7.5 mile area
in the CBRS and furthermore, recommends that present units not
be removed from the CBRS. The tremendous edonomic benefits levied
against the non-existant or minimal envirommestal benefits 4o not
justify the inclusion of the 7.5 mile portion of South Padre
Esland or any other aveas of Cameron County in the CBRS.

The Town of South Padre Island would be virtwally “land
locked™ with no potential for development north of its present
boundaries should the 7.5 mile portien be ingluded in the CBRS.
The suybdivision plats-that have been recorded, the Cameron County
Presh Water District ¥o. 1 subdivision annexations, the subdivision
cbrrently under construction, and the Town's and the County's
plans for facilities and recreational improvements in the 7.5 mile
area will not be realized. The opportunities and potential jobs
will be irretrievably lost eo citizens of Camezon_County who are
already living at or near poverty ievels. It is imperative to
maintain the incentive for private sector investment and
development of South Padre Island and allow for planned ecological
growth in order to provide for the best use of the land to meet
the needs of the citizens of Cameron County.
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Please render your assistance in re-aasessing the report's
recommendations to expand the CBRS. FPurthermore, we ask thag
every affort be put forth in removing all areas of Cameron County
from the CBRS. The goals and can be readily realized by
permitting future development of South Padre Island in the context
of policies designed %o preserve and protect, and to the extent
required, the environmental resources of the area. But to
eliminate the prospects of futurs development will wirtually
ensure that Cameron County will drown in a sea of opportunity.
Your assistance in preventing such from occurring is of dire
consequence to the economic well being of the Lower Rioc Grande
valiey.

With greatest respect, we remain

Sincerely yours,

. ‘,j ,

Robert N. Pinkerton, J ¢ Rosamond
Mayor Wayor Pro-Tem

Wi,
7

Edmund” K. Cyganiewicz
Alderm:n

TLarry Sagn {1 urcron
Aldermdn Alderman
Enclosures

/enb



RESOLUTION NO: 287

A RESBOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF ALDERMEN OF THE TOWN
oF SQUTH  PADRE  ISLanp, TEXAS, OFPOSING  THE
RECOMMENDATION OF THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT QF
INTERIOR T0 EXPAND THE AREAS OF THE COASTAL
BARRIER REBOURCES SYSTEM, AND THAT ALL AREAS OF
CAMERON COUNTY INCLUBED IR THE COASTAL BARRIER
RESOURCES ACT OF 1982 BE EXCLUDED FROM THE COASTAL
BARRIER RESCURCES SYSTEM, AND RESOLVING ALL MATTERS
THERECY

WHEREAS, the enactment of the (Coastal Barrier Resqurces Act
of 18BZ {P.L. 97348} has  severely impeded the  sourdi

development potential of South Padre Island and Cameron Cous
4nd

WHEREAS, the recommendations by the United Staves Deg
of lInterior 1o expand the Coastal Barrier Resources Svssem
anclude adgivional pertions ©f South Padre Ssland and  Came

County would have a tremendous negative impact on the edonomic
future of Camerorn County; and

WHEREAS, “tourism is the second ieading industry in the S$taze
of Texas and the second leading industry in Camezsn Lounty andé the
Correspending  tourist development reprepencs camercrn  founsv's
greatest potential Zor sesnomic growth: and

WHEREAS, the C(ameron County cities of South Padre Island,
Brownsville ané Karlingen congistently rank in  the 4op  ten
destinations 2or bosh short terk anc long term United States
visitors te Texas which rank Cameron County eighth in the Staue in
Toetal tourist development expencitures of §24%,1532,00C: ané

WHEREARS, <he <puris: development expendicures contyribute e
the emplpyment of 13,400 persons in  the sgervice industry of
Camercr County: and

WHERERS, Cameron Counsy presently suffers from s Zif
percent (15%) unemgloyment rate tepresenting a figure of .3
wnampioyed persons; and

.
.

o i

&
20

WHEREAS, South Padre Island annyally receives more thar 2.5
million visitors who contribute an estimased 523 milliorn doliars
inte the local economy;: and

WHEREAS, i% is impevative to maintain the ingentive for
private sector investmenz and development of Scuth Padre Isiand
and allow Zor planned ecological growsh in order to provide for
the best use of the land to mee:t the needs of the local community
and Camercn County in general, and
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WHEREAS,  any effort Lo curtail the coastal tourism
development wili virtually stifie the potentisl of South Padre
Island, Cameron County and the Ric Grande Valiey.

NOW, THEREFORE, SE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD QF ALDERMEX OF
THE TOWN OF SQUTH PADRE ISLAND, TEXAS:

Section 1. All areas in Cameron County,. Texas presenily

included 1in the Coastal Barrier Resourges Act of 1982 p,L. T
J48) be exgluded,

. Sesztion Z._ All sreas in Camerom County, Texas proposud tc be
added for imclusion in the Coastal Barrier Resources ot Bg
exgiuded.

Passed she 17uh day of June, 1987, (;

Db A oty
Ropert K. Pinkerzon, ¢%.
Mayor

Derotay Marguarde
Ciuy Sesrezary

——
lm S PO ORCK MG - SOUTH PADHE ISLAND. TENAS 78507 . PHOME  S17.754.8458

Thursday, June 11, 1987
4100 P.M.

Rebert E. Lee Youth Center
Brownsville, Texas TE328

OFFICIAL STATEMENT

Public comment presented by Mayor Robert M. Pinkerton, Jr., Town
of Scuth Padre Isiznd, at a public hearing conducted by the U.5.
Gepartment of Interior regarding the proposed recommendations for
addivions to or deletions from the Coastal Barrier Resourzes
System.

“The Town of South Padre !sland is vehemently opposed tc

the U.S5. Department of Interior's recommendation zo add any
portion of Cameron County te the Ceastal Barrier Ressurces
System. Furtheymore, the Town remains steadfast in i%s
upposition to the ingilusion of any portion of Cameron County
in the Coastal Barrier Resources Svstem.

Buuth Padre Island is the leading coasuial resori ih the
State of Texas and is cone of the major coastal resors
attractions in the United States. Tourism is the oniy
industry of this community. Cameron County is heavily
dependent on tourism and the development of South Padre
Island. Any effort to curtail coastal sourist developmens
will be devastating to the local and regional economy. The
inclusion of portions of South Padre Island in the Coastal

Barrier Resources System poses a far greater threai to the
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future of the area's economic viability than any natural
disasver ¢ould present. It is imperative to maintain the
incentive for private sector investment and development of
South Padre Island and allow for the planned ecological
growth in order to provide the best land use for meeting the

needs of the locsl community and Cameron County in general,

The economic Iuture of Cameron Coukty depends heavily on
the deveiopment of South Padre Island, Any proposal to
stifle the potential of South Padre Island will virzuaily

ensure the lapguishing cf what is now & stagrant goonomy.”



ldand 2= Tourist
~ Dureau

Coaatal Barrier Study Group
Dapartment of the Interior
Mational Park Service

P. 0. Box 37127

Washington, DC  20013~7127

Gentlemen:

The South Padre Isiand Tourist Development Bureau supports Resolution

No. 257 of the Town of South Padre Island, Texas, which calis for

&ll areas in Cameron County, Texas, proposed by the U, S. Departmant

of the Interior for inclusion in the Coastal Barrier Rescurces
System be excliuded: and that all areas of Cameron County prasently
tncluded in the Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1982 be excluded.

AS tne lead agency for tourist development on South Padre Isiand,
the Tourist Bureau believes that the Department of the Interior has
not devoted adequate tonsideration or atudy of the potential for
iony~term negative fmpacts on the human environment and aconomy by

the proposed Coastal Barrier Rescurces Act expansions oR South Padre

Iatand and Cameron County in general.

Furthermore, it has come to the Tourist Bureau's attention that

Department of Interior pianners failed to make actual on-site siudies

of certain proposed expansions in Cameron County and that state,

municipal, and pther interested agencies were not consulted in the
planning process.

“he Tourist Bureau must corclude ctuat the Department of the iucerinr's

propossd Coamtal Barriar Resources System expansisns wete bamed un

limited study, apparently arbitrary decisions., and limited Publie
input from Cameron County.

Therefore, we urge the Department of the Interior to withdraw al}
proposed Cosstal Barrier Resourrms System expansions in Cameren
County and to consider the exclusmion of all areas in Cameron County
presently inciuded in the Cosstal Barrisr hesources Act of 1982,

{:f 11y submitied,

a
Chajrman of the Board ace!

1576

; United Assuciation of Journevmen and Apprentices
vl thi. Plumbing and Pipe Fitting Industrv

A A 823 TRTames 2809 South Highway B3
T onrcens Harlingen, TX 78550
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Mr. Donald P, Hodel, Secretary
U. 5. Department of Interior
Mational Park Serviee

P. 0. Box 37127

Mashimgton, DT 20013-7127

Ra: Coastal Barrier Resources Act
Dear Secretary Hodel:

On Thursday, June 11, 1987, a hearing was held in Browngvilie, Texas
ﬁmmg the expansion of T-12 and T-1} of the Coastal Barrier Resources
tem,

. It was quite okwious that the people holding the hearing had their
mdmemmmmtwmﬁmmywmﬁmmﬂdm
and, that is, to memnyacresinMasMLidzis,mrdjmtow
welerstanding, 180,000 to over 400,000 acres with little, if any, regard
given to the effect this would have wyon people living in this area.

Mlthem@msismtabe\mnmkingouxmimmtamm
place for the fishes and birds, etc. with mo reqard to the affect such
actianwujdh&vemﬂwwomgin&namertnewrkﬁnqmlen&ght
survive at the time, There is no question that most pecple in Cameron
Cumﬂaytymdukemmams%nam%lzma@mﬂ' led, or left as

are,

Since many of these arr were made in 1982, it seems grossly
unfaly for pecple that might have made investients in land in thoge sreas
which urder the circumstamces would have a far lesser value, 1f any, if P-11
and T-12 are expanded, 1 don't believe it is the intertion of anyone that
the Pederal goverrsient subsidize ary development ardd certainly any develoge
ment on the beach, and the above mentivhed area is more than welcome.

In this part of South Texas there is o major irdustry whatscever.
The entire area is dapendent on agriculture apd toucism, and, it seams
the goverrment's first priority should be encouraying any kind of de-
velogment that would put pecple to work and take them off direct govermmnt
subsidy rolls.

L5/i¢m / ~
The Beach... The Border... o
¥ ¥ L et ‘?1’\:.{,'. e conkioed o

Mr. Donald P. Hodel, Secretary -z~ June 19, 1987 NATIVE

U. 8. Deparyment of Intericy

We feel the Federal and State agencies such as the Amy Corps of Engineers,
U, S, Pish and Wildlife, E.P.A. plus the many organized public crganizations
such as the Sierra Club, Rudcbon Society, G.85.A., and many other organizations
provide adequate ommeern, protection and restraints on developments. Perhups
rore ooncern should be considered for hwman needs.

My position as Business Manager of Local Union 823 Plumbers amd Pipe
Fitters, the South Texas Building Trades Executive Board, Secretary-Treasurer
of the Texas Pipe Trades Association and ViceePresident of Texas AF{~C10,
has irvolved me in many projects over the vears, most of which, for one
reason of the other, did not become a reality,

We have been working diligently with local developers in the davelopmant
of Playa Del Rip which is in T-12. We have been talking with other developers
which is American Ganeral Insurance Company conceming future development on
South Padre Island., Any of these that would oame about would mean jobs for
80 many citirens of Cameron County. It is orossly unfair to consider, after
al} the investments that have been made both by Playa Del Rio and American
General to scuttle their efforts amd shatter the dreams of employment of so
mary peopl.e

I think oongideration micht be @iven to the vast nuner of acres in
South Texas, such as the Xing Rarch and many othey aame reserves, and the
vast, aount of land that has beer dediceted primarily for wild life. To
not give mnsideration to the people who pay taxes and how they ave going
to pay tham, and to deny pecple in South Texas the chance to work at a
decent wage with so many hopes, prayers and efforts put into this will
be 3 great disaprointment.

I believe when all the facts are weighed that you, Congress and those
cthers in the high elected offices will give same human consideration to
human needs and well being. '

Sincerely yours, v‘_\'\
EJW Py o

Eddie B. Long
Business Marager
U. A. Local Union No. 823

BL:bih
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Hox 1433
Eginburg, Tx 78342

Loastal Barriers Stugy Sroun
001, NPS - 498

5., Box 37127

wassington, 2.0, 20013

apmrowimatel; TU0 menpers In Taxgs® Rln Grasde valley. It sas “ounges in
1381 by Zoncer~ez orofessionsls ang laypersoms im srder to furiner fesasren,
sratection, and arosagation of tne wunigee natlive flors of Shis suztoonizal
ciors voled unamimously to osuomii srlef
~ary rezomendations for the expanslise af
s Resn.roes System, It fs gur feeling that 3ll undevel-
sastline and asspUiated sZuatis hadiiats should be s parh 0f Lte Syshen.
wE recemeens Lhal gfea T oe extendec westwdtc to incluge the spsil
islanps alon astal wateraay, 85 they ars clearly 9srroisreassoclatsd
aquatic haniists, and nave hiogn valoe as nestling and resting arass for many
blro sp ! inn s2veTsl tnrealsd and endangered specles, as igng as
ned,  Furtrermore, Tl should inClude the 7.5 om
2 tne tawn 2F Sauin Pagre Island.  That arez ls urdsvelnszed,
rapizly iosing Lt vegatative oower, due largely $0 Tne
e federal dume protection lecisiastion,
E eng that area T12 exteng southward to tne banks of the g
Grange, The area is ar axfentinon of the South Bay tidal flats ang maren,
ang contains at least 2 endangeres olant species, Anthericum cnargierl snd
Amorosia mhmirantmifelia.  The vegAtative cover is cCharacterlstic of matsh
and sal! prairie, not of uplands. The whole ares floods reagily ang ‘rege
gently, ang there 1s no valld reason o exclude It from the System. \
We urge the Stutly Group and the Secretary of the Interior to resist
the pressure of the developers and other profit-driven special intersst groucs
whry want 4o diminish or apelish the Coastal Barrlers System. The coastal
natural rescurzes here on tne Soutn Texas Coast are too valuable, too unique,
&Nt very threatened. e desperately need the Coastal Barriers Act.

trey are left unoist

Sincerely,

Sames 0. Chapman
Vice Presldent



To: Comstal Barriers Study Group
BOI, National Park Service ~ 498
2.0. B8ox 37127, Washington, D.C. 20013

Dear Study Group:

We support the proposed expansion of the Coastal Barriers Resources
Systes. We in sddition urge that the South Padre lsland segment (map T ki)
be sxtended westverd to include the spodl felands slong the Intercoastal

Wnterway, and sxtended southward to the town of South Padre Laland's
eity limits. Also, the South Bay/Bocs Chica segment {msp T k2|) sheuld
b extended wouthward to the Ric Grénde river, These areas all have

k_:;h wildlife valus, sare undaveloped coastal barrier formations, and are

axtremaly susceptible to £looding. They clearly Fit the CBRA criteris
snd should be part of the expanded syatem,

Kame Mailing Addrems
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June 4, 1987

Coastal Barrier Study Group
Departmeant of Interior
National Parks Service

F.0. Box 37127

Washingteon, D. €, 20013-7127

Dear Gentlemen:

I am writing you this letter in opposition to your proposed
plan to incraase the coasta) barrier arens in South Texas,
I have lived in South Texaz all of my life and have bean
agtive in the economic growth and development of our
community, As past president of both, the Harlingen and
San  Benito Chambers of Commerce, I have worked in the
establishment of thousands of new joba within Cameron County
and feel qualified to speak on the economic growth and
development of our ares. I feel your proposed project to
expand thuse areas, which in effect would pravent future
development, presents an economiz burdsn on those people
living in our county - a burden we cannot afford. Our
current tax basis is too amall to support the services that
we, as citizens of Cameron County, must have. The Federal
Government's intrusion into this area will only aggravate
this serious problem in one of the nation's poorsst countias.
Your effective removal of millions of dollars of value from
future tax rolls will have a detrimental effect upon the
future growth of Cameron County. This action by the Federal
Government is not only unconatitutional , but is aliso
unwarranted. There are plenty of coastal areaz that will
never be developed due to remotenass of their locations.
To restrict the development on prime properties in Cameron
County is a crime.

I can well ramember as a teenager attending the hearings
on the establishment of the Padre Island Naticnal Seashore
and being told at that time it would be all the property
that the government would take and that it would be adaguate
for all foreseeable public neads. T can also remsmber the

P.0. Box 2030 - 1151 Wast Hwy. 77 - Ban Benito, Texas 78588 - 513/369-8331

words of & very well known northesstern Sanator who stated
that he wanted to xeep Soutk Padre lsiand undeveloped and
unapoiled so that individuals could feel free to hike into
it and enjoy its natural beauty. In ail those years since
the establishment of the nationa! seashore, I do not know
of one person who has ever put his pack on his back and hiked
into the area to¢ enjoy its natural beauty. Neediess to
say, the Senator did not visit the Island during the height
of the summer when the climatic elements couid well rival
-the Sahara Desert. No one can carry enough fresh water to
cover more than one day of walking on South Fadre Island
without being re-aupplied.

that same type of mentality I see, today, in individuals
who know very little about the real ecology or conditions
of the area. They are largely a group of presarvationists
whe see the extinction of the human race as the eventual
angwary to our scelogy problems., I am also tired of seaeing
on television those speaking for this preservation movement
who have done nothing to create new Jjobs or assist the
economic growth of ouyr area. They speak with such piety
and yet they have done pothing to warrant the attention they
have receilved in their fight to extend the coastal barrier
aresas in Cameron County. When it comes time to develop a
livelihood for South Texans or work on committees that promote
our growth and development, I never mee them.

T can assure you that I speak with the ssame voice as thousands
of other businessmen in our area, people who pay the biils
and provide the jobs. I think it is time that we be heard
above the loud clamering wvoices of thoese whoe do nothing but
ety wolf whenever thers is an economie proiject that threatens
to change tha status que of some often degolate ares.

Over my lifetime, I have watched the growth and development
of Sourh Padre Island and I can only say that today z_'.he
scology has improved. In the Jate 1950's, my family built
ona of the firat houses on South Padre Island. Today, 1
can henestiy say the waters arcund South Padre Island are
cleaner than they were when we had cur home because the growth
and development of South Padre Ialand as & community has
brought in technelogy for sewage treatment and has stabilized
the movemant of sand from the Island into the shallow lagaon
that was sliowly choking it out of existence. 1 challenge
any fisherman who fails to realize that fishing is better
today than it was back in the 50's when I £irst started
fishing.

P.0. Box 203 » 1151 West Hwy, 77 « San Benito, Trxas 78586 + 512/299.3331

1 believe what you are proposing to be unconstitutional as
it destroys the valuwe of land without fair compensation by
the Federal Government. I believe that in any court of law
this will be upheld, and that in the sventual end, will he
a retraction of the Jlaw or a cost settlement by the Federal
Government. I can assure you, as a taxpayer I will be angered
to have to pay the cost of defending this legislation that
is obvicusmly unconstitutional. I strongly suggest that if
you so desire to extend tha natlional seashore area, that
you go oul and buy the property and own it fee simple title.
I see no need for our ¥ederal Government, however, to waste
such monsy as I sincerely look forward to the area of Boca
Chica to be developed as nicely am South Padre Island .
Madern construction and devaelopment techniques will stabilize
the area and in the long run will protect the ecology more
than allowing it o slowly f£ill in, To deny Cameron County
and the citizens of our country the apportunity to develop
thia ares into one that can be used by all, will be a
violatien of the trust placed in your department's hands
when it was organized.

Again, register my strong disapproval of any efforts by your
department 10 increase the coastal barrier area within Cameron
County.

Singerely yours,

Robert B. Dunkin

Presidsant

RBD/gm

P.O. Box 2030 « 1151 West Hwy. 77 + San Benito, Texse 78586 » $12/399.3331



Coastal Barriers Study Group

U.5. Dent. of Interior, Nat. Park Service-u98
#.0, Box 37127

Washington, D.C. 20013-71z27

Dear Study Group Mempers:

1 wish to express my sunoort for your oropesec adaitions to the Coastal
Barriers Resources system., An Act that comserves valuable coastal natuwral
resources and benefits the taxpayer is far-sighted.

The area of South Pacre Islssad, Texas with which T ar most familiar,
is suslect to floosing ang severe damage sven auring mlngr Goif Zoastal
storms, A gase In soirt...prior te 1980, 74 wasnoversitrans.arse festurss
on South ®agre lsland formee by Store surges) nad & mear width of 235
meLlers, Mowever, afrer Wurricagne Slies ir 1982, tne mumser of wasTDweIs
#35 27 put the mean aldte hag nearly dousles to 43e meters, . rrizare
Ailen destroyes Park Soss LO0 weers the store Surge wasnres
Srly ore estade route (s 3veilanle on South Padre Ssland dur
#ark Agac 102,

Inzeel tme Scuthe Texas cosstline needs all “he protection we can zive
ir.

Simcerely,

N
drsert Lorard
111é soputr i3 L

€oinourg, Texas TEIIF

June 11, 1987

Coagtal Rarriers Study Group
Y. 5. Department of the Interior
¥aticonal Park Service, Box 17:27
Washington, D. €. 7001371327

Dear Study Group:

I support the (oastal Barriers Resources Act and the proposed
revigiong. I have lived on & coastal barrier island since 1971
and have visited beaches Ihroughout the United States since
childhood. I have worked with the Barrier Island Watch group
Since the '70's and am also Conservation Chalr for the Lower Ric
Grande Valley Group of the Lone Star Chapter Sierra Club.

The Department of the Interior is commended for taking the lead
in protecting thsse wvaluable natural resources Xnoawn &s  the
coastal barriers and the wetlands associated with them. the
revisions are excellent as far as they go. We would certainly
like to see more put intg the protection of the act such as the
Great lLakes and West Ccast areas. Closer to home, the seven
miies from the North city limit of the Town of South Padre Island
to the end of Park Road 180 is undeveioped and meets all of the
criteria to pe inciuded. It was left out in 1982, This bad
mistake shouid be rectified at this time. We recommend that the
Congress incliude it in its deliberations.

The Boca Chica section from the mouth of the Rio Grande to the
Brownsville Ship Channel ix eroding at a stesdy rate, perhaps the
greatest anpual rate of erosion on the Texas coast. This area
and the wetlands of South Bay deserve inclusion. ¥Much of the
ares is already protected and should so remain.

We have serious concersn about the "ptherwise protected iands".
That designation seems no longer practicai. We suggest that each
of these areas be considered as a separate parcel. We helieve
the 7otherwise protected lands”™ in Texas ta be in jeopardy and
8k that they be inciuded in the revisions to the Coastal Barrisr
Resocurces Inventory. We have had an example set for us in lease
options for development given, ae in the case of the Brazos
Island State Park, It deserves the protection of the Act.

We applaud the Department of the Interior and the Congress for
taking responsible steps teo protect human iife and property. We
know that each hurricane to reach our shores brings with it
millions of deltars in property damages, loss of human }ife and
uncountable pain and human suffering. We believe the Act will
reduce wasteful Federai expenditure for emergency relief and
fiood insurance, as it was designed t¢ de. Those Lands included
will be saved from the destruction of the fragile coastal
ecosystem and the wlldlife it supports. These jasds are a
rational treasure Dpoth for their scenic and recreatiochal value
and their vast economie value to the tourism and fiahing
industries. They must be preserved for al,.\\

!
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. '’ ¥ EJC}),, S -
b pp y to @ = '\:{‘ <13

mary low campbeli post otfice box 2183 south padre istand texas (JBST 512 43 571

F. ¢, Box 492 875

Olmito, "X THSYs
June 3, 1987

Gosstel Barriers Study Group
U.5. Department of Intarior
National Park Sarvice

P, 0. Box 3TI2Y

Washingten, D0, 20013

Qentlemsn:

In & recant lapue of the BROWNSVILLE HERALD, it waa
reported that you had invited comments on the propnsals
concerning development of South Padrs Telsnd snd the
Boce Chioa beach in Browneville,

I would like to volice my wote ageinet development of

any more of these areus than has alrsady been done. Tt
seems to me Lhat we need aome undeveloped beaches in this
coustry amd thers aren't many places left where thars 1s
& shoice.

The development thos far om South Padrs Island leaves a
lot to be desired insofar as corgervation nf the owly
naturel resource we have in this part of the country -
beantiful scenery snd unspoiled hasches, The gresdy
vusinesa pecple on South Padre hava bullt so meny T-
shirt shops and condomdniuws thet thers ism't mch
left to enjoy there until you get past Andy Bowie Park.

It i adsc n commonly stated fact down here that the
dunes are & neceasary part of the arsa ss far as atorms
#are concerned and you have only to drive by the beachas
mow to ses that sll the dunes have besn destroved where.
sver tuilding has taken place,

1 sm mot s scientific person and T really donft know ameh
about conservation amd scclogy but I do imow that the
*lmprovementsa™ made on South Padrs Ysland the last several
yonrs heva domw nothing to snhance it for tourists, natives
or ssyohs slse, There is no reason to believe that any
fatore *improvements® will be swy betier mnd Scoa fhice
Beach would, in my opimion, be much batter left as it ia
whure anyone who cares to can still sse a besch 1ike they
used to ba, We honestly don't nesd snother WMimmi Resch

vhere the heech i3 just 1ike being alongaide & glant

swimming pool.

¥hen making your decision, please remember that there are
® lot of kida in this country who have never mesn a beach
and try to save st leant a part of one for them,

very truly yours, g Z

Barbara J. ¥nsbe
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u‘l, T;. Coantal Barriers Gtudy Group
U, B. Dept. of the Interior, National Park Bervice - 499
TE3 ar P, 0. Bow 37127

[Cosatal ferriers Study Group

U,3. Dept. of Interior, net. Park Service - 498
P, U, Box 37127

Waahington, D.C, 200137127

Mzmbars of the Study Group:

i want to velee sy wholahearted suppart for your pro-
poead noditione to the Cosstml Bartists Resourees
Symtem, An Ack thet both consarves precious conwkal
rasources snd hemaflis tho 0.5, baxpayer ls fac-sighted,

Concerning the South Texss coaat;

{1} Yha spoll islends along the westarn adge

of the Intsriooatal Welerwey Ln bhe jowsr Laguna Medra
arm extramely unluable roosting and nesting heblitet
for hirds which include some threstwned apeciles,

Thass sreas should be included ir Lbe Syutem.

{2) | aupport 1004 your deelsion to axpand the

dystem in tre South flay and Boca Chica ates, Inis
unlque hyparsalince lagoon system is extremaly wulners
shis to flooding, mnd 1t8 weilsndy and wutars support
" an inctedible diversity and quentity of hird, Fish,
anc shallifish lifa. It deserves and reads all the
protection it can get.

Singarely,

Sun, BRIl Gramm

Sar, Lloyd #, Bentson, Jr,
Rep, Solomon Oriiz

B.S, Why wrra the pPacific and Great yskas coagh ] lnas

not included In your Study?

Weshington, B. C. 20013 =~ 7127

Te the Btudy Oroups

We wish to sxpress wholshearted support for yiur
proposed additions to the Coustal Barriers Respurces Hyatem,
an action to conmerve irrepiascwable coastal rescurces whils
at ths same time halping the U, B. taxpayer in these days of
horrendous national budget deficitm. Pleass hold firm in
Your recommencgations to conserve mors of our coastal
rEEOUrCHE.

In the latter connection, the spoil isfands along the
westarn adge of the Intracoastal Watsrway in the lower
Laguna Madra srea of the South Teias coast should be
included tn the Bystemi the islands wre sutrasely vaiuable
roosting and nesting habitat for birds that include soss of
the threatenmd species.

And of particular importence to our region iw your
decision to expand the Cosstal Barriwrs Rescures Bystes in
the Bouth Bay and Boca Chica srwa of the Bouth Texas cosst.
This uniguw lagoon system is sxtramely vulnerable to
flooding, from & harards standpointy and its watlande snd
waters support an incredible diversity and quantity of bird,
#ish, and shellfish life. We don’t want to ses the natural
arua destroyedy it deserves all the help it can gwt.

'

We thank you for your help in ail of thews protective
[T T

Yours tru*

S Pl

CHRRTION B FORNBON (404 k7T

JOHNSTON. RALYH. REED & CONE
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
i W LUFE WUROTNG
BAN ANTONIG, $HXAD 78300
TELEPHONE (14 Wibain1

Once it is included it may never be deleted. By
contiruing the exclusion f£rom the system of the portion
of 5P up to the present and of the States Hwy 100 would

MURRAY L. JOmNTON, 1% be a reascnable provision to permit the City of South Padre
TRBOTOME 4 RALFH Island to provide the ares services and developrment necessary
Pty to the area's reasonable anticipated growth.

Very truly youys,

Jgr.
June 19, 1987

MLJ 3r :heh

Coastal Barrier Resources Study Group
Department of Interior

Nationail Park Service

P. 0. Box 37]27

Washingten, D.C. 20013-7127

Re: Comment on Proposed Changes in Cosstal Barriers
Resaurces System -- South Padre Island, Texas

Gentlemen,

As a marina owner, investor and {requent visiter teo
South Padre Island and Port Isabel, Texas, I want to urge
that no more of South Padre Island be included in the Coastal
Barrier Resources 5System. In particular, I urge that the
7 1/2 mile area ittwediately Horth of the Town of South Padre
island not boe included in the proposed additions to the
System. Portions of the 7 1/2 mile aArea are in various
stages of development. Substantial industry has developed
in the South Padre Island and Porr Iszabel area and thers
is a maior bridge to the island. The island is the hope
and expectation For sconomic stimulus for the Rio Grande
Valley Tourist development.

The SPI Bridge and Town infrasgtructure invites, is
designed to accomodate, and does accomedate a .h;gh level
of activity from tourist and recreational visitors gnd
requires continuous provision of Dhealth and sanitation
services as well as habitable accomodations.

This is & nasural apd inevitabie develspment ayea which
can be developed without undue risk to the Eede;nl government,
A certain portion of the island should remain entitled to

the forms of Pederal Assistance and participation avaslabie
to other developments for orderly developrant. There is
need for water and sewer services which are tied to Federal
Govarnmeny participation.




Ms. Merriwood Ferguson
95 Poilnciana, #1317

Browesvilie, Texas 78521

June 19, 1987

the Cosstal Barriars Study Group
Departwent of zhe Interior
Nationsl Park Service

P.O. Box 37127

Washington, D.C. 20013-7127

He: Draft Repart to Congress
Coastal Barrier Rescurces Systenm

Gent Llemen:

i would like to commend vou for the exceilent reporr ow the Cesstal
Barrier Resource Systems of the Atlantic and Gulf coast., I sUpPOTE
Your recommendations to retain existing unice and expand units along
the Gulf toast. Your FEPOTE Sums up the dangers of developing these
aress very well and I syre don't think the Federal government needs
to continue subsidizing private development in areas whevre cthere is a

proven hazavé., The following ate speciific comments on the proposal
and recowmendations:

1. I support vour proposals to expand Unite TIl and Tir. While I

understand your criteria for including areas in the sv

stem, what
i8 your criteria for excluding ateas or taking out pro

posed sreas !

I hope that you wight reconsider the southern boundary of Unit Ti2
and extend 1t to inslude areass along the river. In looking at it
on the map using the scale, thers doesn’t appear to be bul wmavbe a

half of mile, at most, from the wouth and then the boundary cuts back
in towards the north away from the river,

Whila there is considerable tontraversy syrrounding the
of Interfor's possible inclusion of the 4pproximately 7y
beyond the town of South Fadre Island {Unft Ti1)}, I do believe it
weets &il the criteria vou have ysed in your decision making., This

area 1s extremly suseptable to washover and has not built back up
since Hurricane Allem skirted the area Ln j950.

Department
unile atrecch

I appreciate the opportunit
will se¢ the need Lo protec
deficit.

¥ to make these ¢omments and hope that Congruess
t these areas, zlong with treducing the Federal

Yours truly,

L\b¢»-\;v£:; A‘Hﬁ&« -

Merrivood Ferguson

O OO ALK AN
interests oo

HORTMBMOTK, L a0

June 22, 1987

Coastal Barriers $tudy Group
U.5. Department of the Interior
National Park Service - 498
P.O. Box 17127

Washington, §.C. 20013-7127

RE: Public Comment regarding Proposed Recommendations, in
Report by Secrevary of Interior to Congress, under
Section 10 of the Coastal Barrisr Resources Act
Gentlemat:

This letter is intended as a public comment with respect to
the proposad recommendations of tha Secretary of the Interior,
under Section 10 of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act {"CBRAY),
regarding additions to or deletions from the Coastal Barrier

Resources System {"CBR3®) and modifications to the boundaries of
the CBRS.

This comment concerns South Padre Island, in Cameron County,
Texas, which has been assigned the designation of CBRS Unit T-11.
At the time this unit was established by Congress in 19482,
Congress excluded 7.5 miles of this island from the CBRS unit.
This 7.5 mile area is located immediately North of the existing
town of Scuth Padre Island, and extends to the Northern end of
State Highway 100 on South Padre Island., I am the owner of
Approximately 600 acres of land within this 7.5 mile portion of
South Padre Island. The Secretary of the Intarior, in the
proposed recommendations, has stated that there is no development
within this 7.5 mile area, and suggests that Congress may wish to
recensider the exclusion of this 7.5 mile area.

It is my opinion that the assertion in the proposed
recommendations, that there is no davelopment in this area, is
completely inaccurate, and that the considerations which led
Congress to exclude this ares from the CHBRE are even mate
compelling today than they were in 1982.

The area in question was excluded by Congress from the CBRS
in 1%82, for two important reasons:

Coastal Barriers Study Group
June 22, 1987
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1. Substantial development activity had been completed in
this area, both by local governmental units, and by the owners of
many of the tracis of land within thiz area. That development
activity is described in the attached letter, dated September 18,
1482, from Mr. R. X, Whittington, than Mayor of the City of
Harlingen, Texas, to Congressman Thomas 5. Evans, Jr.

2. The designation of the 7.5 mile area as a part of the
CBRS would have resulted in an unjustified and ynreasonable
adverse impact on the already fragile aeonomy of the Lower Rio
Grande Valley of Texas, without any offsetting benefits, ang
without furthering the stated goals and purposes of the CBRA.
The disastrous impact on the economy of the Lowey Rio Grande
Valley of Texas, which would have resulted from the inclusion of
the area in guestion into the CBRS, is described in the attached
Position Paper, dated July 5, 1982, and entitled “Negative
Economic Impact of Section 341(d) (1) of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Ahct of 1981 and the Coastal Barrier Resources Act
on the Lower Rio Grande Valley, Texas."

Both of these considerations were valid reasons for
excluding the area in gquestion from the CBRS in 1982, and they
are gven more compelling teday. Local governmental units and
propervy owners have invested many millions of dollars in
additional development activity (sinee 1982), in rellance on the
Congressional exclusion of this area from the CBRS. In reliance
on the Congressicnal exclusion, the Cameron County Fresh Water
Supply District Number One (the "District®™) annexed approximatcely
800 acres of the area in gquestion inte the District. In
connestion with this Annexation, and in reliance on the
exziusion, property owners in the area have paid in excess of
$1,600,000 in annexation fees to the District, and have acquired
and conveyed to the District over 200 acre-feet of water rights,
at a cost of more than $125,000.00. Additionally, property
owners in the area in question have agreed with the District to
acquire and convey to the District more than 2800 acre~feet of
additional water rights, to construct and convey to the District
water transmission iines, laterals, lift stations, pumps and
related jimprovements to be located on the land in question, and
to construct and convey to the District a waste water treatmant
plant to be located con the land in guestion, In addition to
these expenditures by property owners, the District itself has
aexpended many millions of dollars in improvements negessary to
service the development of the annexed property. Property owners
in the area in question have alsc expended large sums gf money
for planning and architectural services, and construction has
already begun on at least one residential resort development
within the area in question, All of this development activity

Coastal Barriers Study Group
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has been done in reliance on the Congressional exclusion of this
ared from the CBR§ in 1982, “The designation of this area as an
undeveloped coastal barrier within the CBRS at this time would
deprive the property owners of the benefit of these multi-million
dellar investments, which were made in reliance on the exclusicn.
Further, the District, which has agreed to annex and provide
water services to the area in question, in reliance on the 1982
Congressional exclusion, would now face the loss of federal
assistance hecessary for its continued existence,

Similarly, the economic impact of the designation of the
area in guestion as a part of the UBRS would be even more
devastating to the economy of the Lower Rio Grande Valley in
Texas than it would have been in 1982, The Valley is a three
county area with a 1980 population of over 500,000 persons,
approximately B0% of whom are Mexican-Americans, Two of these
counties, Cameron and Hidalgo counties, were at that time the
pocrest and next to poorest metropolitan areas in the United
States, in per capita income. Tourism i@ the second largest
industry in the Valley, after farming. Since 1982, thres .
important economic events have occurrad which make the exclus:qn
of the area in question from the CBRS even more ¢ritical to this
fragile economy. The drastic devaluation of the Mexican peso,
the drastic reduction in oil and gas prices, and the drastic
decline in farm prices have had a tremendous negative impact on
econoiy of the Valley, and have made the tourism ihdustry, and
the related congtruction industry, even more critical to the
survival of this economy. From August 1982 to the present, the
pess decreased in value from approximately 45 pedos to the dollay
to approximately 1,300 pesos to the doliar, This devaluation,
combined with restrictions by the Mexican Federal government on
the exit of pescs from Mexico, has destroyed that segment of the
local economy veliant upon wholesale and retail trade with
Mexico. Likewise, the dramavic decline in ¢il and day prices
over the past few years has severely curtaileq oil apd‘gas_
exploration, development and production activity, eliminating
another gource of jobs and fynds from the local economy. The
reduction in farm prices has severely curtailed the buying power
of farmers, which has adversely impacted 21l phases of the
regional econcmy. The tourism induscry is the only major
industry in the region which has not suffered severe setbacks
since 1982, The portion of South Padre island in guestion ig the
last portion of the island available for any substantial
developtent, and development of the area in question is necessary
for the continued vitality of the South Padre Island area as a
resort center.
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The area in guestion rapresents only a small fraction of the
many miles of South Padre Isiand already included in the CBRS, or
in the National Seashore. The development of the area in
gquestion is vital to the regional accnomy, and it is, in fagt,
3lready being developed. The continued development of this small
portion of South Padre island, when so many miles of it are
permanently protected from development, will have no measurable
impact on the protection of wildlife or natural resources, With
respect to the budgetary goals of the CBRA, the additional cost
of welfare and other federal government social service programs
resuiting from the Inclusion of the area in guestion into the
CBRS, and the damaging effect of such an action pn the local
economy, will far cutweigh the cost of federal financial
assistance invested in future development .

Aggordingly, I urge the Secretary of the Interior to
recommend, in the report ¢o Congress under Section 10 of the

CBRA, that the 7.5 mile area in question continue to be excluded
from the CBRS,

5§ AR
i
TR
HP Pinnell
HP:lml
Enclosures

June 22, 1987

Coastal Barriers Study Group ‘ﬂ(.
Department of the Inteviar

HWational Park Service

F. O, Bex 37127

ingtan, D.C. Eler b i) R
Mashington. D.C. 2001 12 RE: 7.5 Miles 30. Padre Islani

Dear Sirs: Camersn County, Texas

In a recent review of the March, 1987 draft Taport o congress of the Coastal
Barrier Pesources Systam, I notice that the 7.5 miles north of the Town of
Scuth Padre Island had been excluded Erom your recommendations for inclusisn in
the Coastal Barrier Rescurces System. However, reference was made that enfiyress
may want to reconsider and include this area within the SYsStom, as at the sre-
gent time it remains an undeveloped area,

There are 3 wajor property awners within this 7.5 mile area, one of which is my
brother and me. We own a tract Gontaining approximately 250 acres at the south
erd of this area. We are ¢urrently in the procass of develvsping a subdivision
called THE SHORES op this par¢el, THE SHOHES will contain single~family, and
multi~family homesites, as wail as locations for commezcial development inciuding
hotels and condominiums. We began the initial planning of this development in
1981, and are currently in the process of hedgiﬁq the bayside of this proiect,
Completed to date is almost all of the perimeter chaanel fronting the Laguna Madre,
Heedless te say, we have invested many millions of dollars in this sropercy and
the development of it: and slthough there are ao existing structures on it, 1t is
certainly far from & property that is undeveloped., 1If it were hot for the sof«
real estate market we have, and have had for the Past several years, Phase Tne of
this projact would alresdy be completed,

In order for you to fully understand the details of the project I am describing

to you, I am enclosing & copy of aur brochure which, I feel, will better deszribe
our development,

The other Z taior property owners are alsc ih various srages of development of
their parcels, and T am sure they have, or will, make you aware of the plans they
have and the expenditures they have incurred ts date.

For thése reasons I urye you to delete from Your report to congress the ppriions
which suggest that congress may want to reconsider this 7.5 mile area. I would

. further urys that you sonsider excluding all propervy located in Cameron County
in your proposal, as I think the sconomic ispact to our already depressed sconomy
will be disastrous,

Thask you for allowing me to comment os this gituation. ¥f you have any questions
or would like further details on our project, please do not hesitate to call.

DENHIS A, FRANKE
RICHARD FAANKE

IRIOES

2:]
P2, box 2108

phone {512) 761-2606 south padre istand, texas 78587

June zo, 1487
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American General
investrment Corporat

BLOBMCIMEr e g gy T Tt e

Matapa oy
AN s Tapee

June 15, 1887

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

2, . Box 37127

Washington, BC 20613-7127

Gentlemen:

American Genera! Corporstion, through its wholly owned subsidiary, South Padre
Land Company, acquired roughly 22,000 acres on South Padre Isiand in 1977,

South Padre Island is a nmarrow strip of land that separates Laguna Madre and
the Guif of Mexico. The istangd is approximately 3¢ miles from its ngrthern
boundary of the Mansfiald Chamnel to the Port [sabel Channel in the south.
This barrier island provides protectign from the full impact of the sometimes
fierce 8ulf storms. The land cwned by South Padre Land Company 15 still in
its netural state, being sand and barrier flats covered to some extent by
native grasses. The majority of the island is only 5 to 10 feet above sea
level and has no man-made improvements to prevent inevitable natura! erosion.

The 22,000 acres is composed of four {4) separate tracts, Yract 1 has the
only existing improvement, State Park Road 180, State Park Rpad 100 extends
through the Temgth of Tract | and terminates some 2.5 miles to the north of
the agrihern boundary,

Tract I containg approximately "30 acres. The tract extends from Laguna Madre
to the Gulf of Mexico and has approximately 1.5 miles of Gulf frontage. This
tratt is south of the ares to be included in the Coattal Barrier Resources
System.

Tract 11 begins roughly 3 miles to the north of the end of State Road 100 and
extends 1.5 miles to the north. This tract extenss from the Gulf of Mexico to
Laguna Madre and contains approximately 1,850 acres.

Tract 111 contains approximately 3,346 acres. The southern boundary of Tract
111 s roughly 3,75 miles north of Tract [{. Thiz tract has 2 miles of front-
age on the Gulf of Mexico, Like Tracts ! ane Tract 11, Tract 11! extends from
Laguna Madre to the Guif,

Tract IV¥'s southern border 15 5 miles north of the boundary of Tract 111,
Tract IV has been partially platted for subdivisions. The fotal agreage in
the tract is appronimately 16,000 acres. This tract aise extends from Laguna

Madre to the Guif of Mexico, There is approximately 6§ miles of &ulf
frontage.

$ince 1978, numercus studies have been commissioned in order for American
General to develop ¢ comprehensive matter plan to maximize the potential of
the property.

Lyons Associates, associated with Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co., were Commise

sioned ts do a two-stage report. These studies were compieted in 1978 and
1979, respectively,

The stage one report investigated the potential concepts for deveiopment,
construction costs and market values, and environmental considerations, Stage

one resulted in a favorable opinien for development as a viable destination
resart,

The stage two report refined the destination resort concept and restricted ity
investigation to Tract I, This report addressed the aconomic feasibility ag
well a3 the environmental concerns of developing a resort of this magnitude in
this specific area, In addition, the report addressed the concerns of a1l
those involved as to water service for the property.

A separate, independent study was commissioned, completed fn July of 1984,
dealing with the zreation amd construction of & desalinization facility to
service the property. TYhis study, by Jones and Neuse, Ingc,, aralyzed the
desalinization alternatives for South Padre island. American Geners!) is
committed to bringimg poteble water to this area of South Padre lsland en.
abling the development of a resart community, American General Investment
Corporation and Jones and Neusa, Inc. keep in close comtact concerning the
most recent developments in desalinization tachnalogy.

As 15 obvious by American Gemeraz!'s consistent attention and actions concern
ing the potential development on South Padre Istand, our commitment to improve
irg the ares 15 active and sintere. American Genera® has the expertise and
strength to transform the developmemt plans into & world class destination
resert. A resort of this magnitude Ras the tremendgss potential of generating
substantial and far reaching positive economic growth n an area that has been
bludgeoned by z stagnant economy and devalued Mexican peso. The considerable
number of permanent jobs necessarily created, atong with the constant poten-
tial flow of dollars into the area, further illustrate the Tmmense benefits to
be derived from this development,

This potential will be not frustrated, but destroyed if the additional arss
proposed, as well as that already in, the Coastal Barrier Resources System ig
allowed. The potential development would not thwart the United States Depart.
meni of the Interior's laudable efforts to preserve ang protect our coastal
areas, We submit this type of development would enhance the natural
attributes of the island, provide desperately needed human assistance in the
prevention of the snevitable and constant process of natura) erasfor, and
expand the tax base to an area suffering from econamic hardships,

In confunction with the referenced plans for South Padre [sland, American
General worked closely with members of the Texas Senate and House to assure
the passage of Senate Bill 10. Sponscred by Senator Uribe znd Representative
Hackney, Senste Bill 10 provides for the barrisr islands to be included in the
definition of a "gualified subdivision.® This means that the Texas Ratlrcad
Commissior upen application by the surface owner for the designation of a
qualified subdivision will hold a public hearing befare appraving,
disapproving, or amending such application. The area per subdivision
applicatien may not exceed 160 acres and the subdivision will include two or
mgre operations or drill sites, each with an area of two or more acres, and
road  and pipeline easements to allow access to the site for mineral
develapment,

This legislation was passed by both Houses of the Texas Legistature and has
begn signed by Governor (lements, The passage of Senate Bill 10 is a
very pasitive stamp of approval by the Texas Legisiature for development on
the barrier islands,

Senate Bill 10 was actively supperted by:

Texas Association of Bullders

Greater Houston Builders Association

Texas Mid-Continent 011 & Gas Assoctation

Mischer Gevelopment Corporation )
Association of Genersd Contragtors, Texas Building Branch

We respectfully request that Area Y11 of the Coasta) Barrier Resources System
be removed from the Department of the Interior‘s Plan and that any additions
be disallowed,

incerely,

ch g::e
Presigent

M5 mt

ES mubtacy leack.




MYRA CARAUTH MILLSAPPS

B602 THUNDERBIAD ROAD

AUSTIN, TEXAS 7TB7%6
(512)268~1414

July &, 1987

Cosstat Barrier Study Group
Ospartment of the interior
Natlonsl Park Service

P, 0. Box 37127

Washington, DC 20013 - Yiz7

't has racently come to my attentlon that your Survey
team has proposed fo Include under *the Jurisdiction of +he
Coastal Barrier Act of 1980 cer+sln wet]ands along tae
Taxas coast, specificaily property witnhin Cameron County
and adjscent to & resort communlity on Sauth Padre lsiand.

My husbend #nd ) wiil one day return to this srea when
w0 retire and have a vested Interast In |¥s future,
Theratore, ! wish to lodge & formal protes+ against tnis
inlcuslon. By effectively prohibiting any future
deveiopmeant of beachtront property in this area you sre
condemning 114 sole esohemlc base to extlrctlion, namely
the tourlst Iedustry, by which » slgniflcant proportion of
Its resiconts make *hets Ilvlng,

1 am swnre of the conservationist Intent of your study
and cartalnly feel that the original thrust of the Act
faudatory, However, the sddl*lonal inciuston of tand
within this ares will only serve to worsen the aconomly
deprassion belfng experlenced in Cameran County, as well Ia
surroundling communitles. 1t is, in my oplrion,
irresponsibia and shortsighted to place economic
wati~being and human queal ity ot 11fe at the bovtem of your
List of priorities. Cartalnly & batance can be achlevad

whareby both the quelity of human |(fe and wiid«|ife can
be sustalned,

Is

1 suspect that, 1f you were to ask thelr opinfon, &
farge majority of the affected popuistion In this area
would confirm my statements.

Sincersty,

Myra Carruth Willsapps

235 Arequa Ridge Irive
Zolorado Springs
Solorado  B0915

20 June 1937

My, Frank B. MeGilvrey
The Department of the Interior
Washington, D. <.

Vear Mr. MoGllvrey:

I have just iearned about the possible inclusior of
additiona, land on South Fadre Island, Texas, in the Federal
coastal Barriers Act. I am Co-owner of property on South
Fadre Isiand that would be affected and I an appallad av “he
arbi<rary action by the leparsment of the Interior,

The propesal to include all of Sputh Fadre Isliand nor*h
of the urincorperazed ares is in i+tsel? arkizrary, wefair ard
2 groes disregard of the rights of the currsnt landown
Ever. worse, the very corsidéra*ion, anncurcement and P
low of such a Dreposal in and of iuself verzually condemr
Froperty from re-sale and/or development. T now magLes llittle
difference whether such a proposal is aprroved by the Jorgress
at this time or rot because even if the proposal Fails now,
the specture of such & Iropesal surfacing again in the fu-ure
hat the same impect as 1f the proposal was approved. The re-
sult is that I, ag 2 landowner since 1969, will hereaSter pay
taxes which are currently cutrageous, with absolutely no po-
tential for use, resale, development or control.

nt by the Deparimert of ths In
ure to conslder the property ow
(rnoe development w s Tted on South Padre Island, wizn
governnent, f#£tate, Tounty and public funds, the Governmen<

nd other state and loval agencies invelved in funds suppor?
mage a commitment that in effect {I) alieowed and encouraged
growth, {2) perpetuated that growth and (3) piaced no lLimits
er the duration geographic extent of the suppert. The effect
wag, for myself, very misleading in that there wers no indic-
ations that the V. 5. Government would not continue to support
flood insurance and road work; factors essential for anyone,
like myself, who saw South Fadre Island as a desiradble iong
term investment. And, in my case, a very personal cne.

o

g

I wag born in Mercedes, Texas, and ralsed in Harlingen,
Texas in the Lower Rip Urande Valley. For years ! roamed
South Padre Island when it was barren sand dunes, Access %o
the Island was by sailboat with my father and family, later by
row boat until the ferry was introduced and I could afford the
price. I had always wished to own a part of the Island, as it
wag a most erjoyable and important land area in my youth, “her
in 1969 I could first afford it, with the neip of another pariy,
cur limited funds couldn’T buy arything closer to tha city of
South Fadre Island than the North half of tract 62, South Fadre
Island Irnvestment 2o., which is Just & short way rorth of andy
Bowie Fark. It was our hope that once the road was exsended
through our tract we would either sell or develop <the property.
Neither optior has worked ou* because of many problems--the
road nct extended through our tract, waster supp.y, hurrizans
degtrustion, ete. lNow, however, whatever possibility would
gtill ke avallable to us is completely znd finally ended by
the subject proposal whether favorably tonsidered or not.
Accordingly, I submit that the Department of the Intericr has
acted irn s$ucth & way &g o impose 4 severe injustice on mysell
and my partner Irom which we have nc recgurse ¢ther than sue
the Federal Goverrment and what are cur ¢thances and fogts ap:
to be in that course action?

I wiil conceed, given events as thay have occurred through
1684, that our purchase of Sputh Fadre Island property war net
the best investment: we have never recelved a serious offer,
Wow, however, the proposal the Department of the Interior is
shaping vertually condemns “he Property we own as warthless in
a commercial sense and offers no recourse, ro capacity to re-
cover the original dollars invested or ever reallie any opPpors-
unities to manage our property.

Why doesn’t the U. 5. Government assume responsibility
for all of Fadre Iziand North of the unincorporated boundry
of South Padre Isiand and relmburse landowners for at least
their original, document purchase price, or, why deesn®i the
U. 5, Government establish the paved road north of the incorp-
orated area of South Padre Isliand as a toll road to off-set
sosts of maintenance and/or repair? The extension of the road
to Fort Mansfield would open up a vasgt area of Gulf Shore for
use by the people while restricting other areas from people use
to preserve the wild 1life habitate. Such actions and programs

ag desoribed above have been used and supported by the Covern-
ment in many other locatiens within the United Stazes. I can-

net pelieve that there is not some approash/tourse of action

which would be accepiable to gll parties; the SJevernment, .
environmentalists and landowners if the Department of the interior
would put some thought, time and effort in%to it. Up until new
what has ocourrad is what oftern happens: & Government Beaurocrasy,
unfesling, unconcerred and unimagirative taking a posiiion thaet
ignores someones rights.

Sincerely,
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APesumrany Corporanont

. June 15, 3987

Coastal Barrier Study Group
Washingten, D. C,

Re: Texas Coastal Barrier

Study. )
Gentlemen: Y

1 am enclosing statement {n oppesition te the
inclusion of South Padre Island Texas properties located
in Camergn County, Texas, in the prohibired Zone,

There are many, many investors who will be gdversely
affected by the recommended action of rhe Study Grogup, who
like the seventeen I Tepresent as Trustee, will have their good
faith plans for retiremenr income negated.

We feel that our Government will be breaking faith
with us 1if they now accomplieh by indirection what they failed

to accomplish at the time the Padre 1sland National Seashore
was established.

The threat to the Texas Tourisr Industry is too
great to ignore and, the cost te the Government can possibly
be greater chan the costs of the so-called subsidy, if 5
glass action suit L{nvoking the principles established by the
Supreme Court in che First Evangelical Luthersn Church Case
is successful. You may rest assured thar the question of a
taiking will be litigated.
: On behalf of my asspciates and hundreds or thoussnds
of others.like ws I entreat You Lo reconsider your recommendations

and give some consideration to the €conetic impact and the wnan
element if vourrepommendations are adopted.

Respeprfully yours

€C: Senators Bentsen & Gramm
€C: Congressmen De La Garza and Ortiz

PRACTICE UMITED TO WHLLS £5TATYS AND PROBATE
Wy APPGICTMENT OMLY

4 L]
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LA OFFICES OF
MOOBERRY axp HURT.pC
WLIAM % MOORARY W5 E LU EBANGS SAVD tuGENE e AT
0 SROWNSVILLE TERAS TS

R WETN
A Prpaatininia Coroeann:

June 1i,19E87

1O WnOM 1T MAY CONCERN:

REFEREWCE: SOUTh PADRE ISLAND
TRACT 26 TRUST INVESTORS
CENTLEMEN:

In 1958, & group of Brownsville, Texas businessmen purchased
Tract 26 South Padre Island Subdivision as a long term invgst-
MEnt. as a part of their recirement plans. For over twenty-five
years these investors paid taxes on the land which was sold in
the vear 1983, Under the terms of the gale ,the purchasers whao
are mettbers of a Limited Partnership, paid a down paygment and
gave back & promissory vender's lien purchase moniey note with
interest only payable for the first ten years and principal
payable in 1%93.

At time of closyre the Investors each paid their capiral
gaip tax arising from the sale and have been paying taxes on the
semi-annual interest payments as received.

At the tiwme of the sale in 1983 the property was valued at
and sold for approximately $8,00Q.00 per acre., 1f the sublect
property is placed in a prehibited zona as pycposed, the propercy
¥ill lose 90 to 95 % of its mavket value. Not only will the
investors lose the intersest income for the next six vears but
the present Owners-Debtors wiil undoubtedly default on their
obligation and farce a foreclosurs,

Iz is our posicion that the action of the Gavernment under
the exiscing circumstances will consticute a foreed taking of
our property and that we will be enticled to reimbursement frpm
the Government for our losses under the principles set fourth
by the Supreme Court of the United States in its recent judgment
in .the case of che First English Evangelical Lutheran Church,

Hot only will individual property owners be damaged by loss
of values and destruction of marketability of their procertcy
but the tax base of Cameron County, Texas and the Part Isabel
Scheol Distrige will be severely reduced as rheir present high
valuations based on merket value will have to be revised.

FRACTICE LIMITED 70 WILLS E§TATLS AND PROBATE
BY AMMGINTMENT ONLY

LAW OFFICES OF
MOCBERRY and HURT. »pc
%05 £ 105 ERANOS BLYD ELGENE S 8T
BROWNSATLLE. TEXAS MER
332t U9
1A Prodrianote: Eormprarn:

The no-growth philosophy of the opponents of development
on barrier islands is compietely devoid of ebjectivity and
completely lesves sut the human element. This bartle was
fought over thirry yesrs age when the Congress was urged to
place all of Padre Island in the National Seashore. The Congress
refused to buy their argument then and iimited tha taking for
the Nacional Sesshore to appronimately 85 miles 6&f the Island.
Having been upsuccessful in thelr efforts ro halt all develop-
ment on the entire Island before Congress, they are now trying co
come in through the back door and take gway the property rights
of Island land owners by buresucraric regulatisns withour com-
pensating the landowners.
The Supreme Court in effect stated that “if the pyblic
wants to maintain a freshwater wetland, landmark or view, the
"Pubiic” must pay for ir. There is no question that the Government
under it powers of eminent domain can force property owners to
give up their property, but the Supreme Court has sald thar {:
Wist pay just compensation for the taking, and that iimitation
on the highest and best use of the property comsritutes a taking.
We respectfuily urge the "powers that be''to leave that part
of Padre Island which i{s not in the Hational Seashors Area our.and
legve us along and thus aveid years of expensive litigation
and millions of doliars of lusses wiich will eventually have to
be borre by the "“public" which the environmencalist puwportedly
s¢ek to protect.
Many members of the South Padre Isnand Tract 26 Trust live
out of Brownsville or our of tihe State and are not present to
register thelr ppposition but would undoubtedly do so if they
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MMACTIOR LIMITED TOWILLY ESTATES ARD PRCRAYE
BY APSOISIMENT GAE Y

¥illiaw F. Hors

Asat, Secretury of Fish & Wildiifs
€/0 Department of the Iaterior
Rashingtos D.U. 20240 Marchy 18, 1988

Dear Mr. Horn:

I vought my land on South Fsdre Isleaad almost 10 YOATS REO
#0 that I could bulld my homs for retirsent. Now ! understand that
you spd your departwent have elemismted flood insurapce for propars
ties north of routs 100. since 1982. And are now in-the promses of
sloninatimg flood insurence for the reat of the propartiss,

Mr. Born will you plesase tell me how can an average U.5, cet-
1zex prepars himaelf for old mge? If you and your department kynp
chagging the rules in the middle of the gaze, And making 1t iapoe
saible for me and other densrs to dulld sur proparties,

T would appriciate it i you could stop this pelicy of no
growth for Sputh Padrs lsland, Y have also writtsn letters to ny
sspators and congresamsn reguarding this satter. I hope 1t will
be resclved in & satisfsctery fashion for all concern,

Sincerely,

6236 X, Albany
Chicago 11 £0639




325 A8 168 51,
H, Mgsxi Beach, Fis 35160
March 12, 1988

fionsrable Willler Lehman, Cougremsman

4020 X.R. 163 S,

F. Kiani Heach, Pl 35160

Dear 31r:

1 was 1nforaed todsy, of an metien eonitmplated By the Dep't.
of Inaterior tint will be dlasetrovs $& me and others. Any gponments
Ty the publie aupt be received by Wiliiam P. Horn, Ass't. Bsorstary
o7 Pran b $1143480, &6 Dept. of the fnterisr, Waab, D.C. 20046,by3/16/88
Obvricusly, tims te of the ssmence; 1 sk your help.

In 1954, I purcuwped MCTHMEE 57 the asuthern snd of Padre
1aland {onlled South Fadya Imland},s 115 mile island off the copst
of Tuxme, oonnected to the mainlend by causwweys, Approvismately 10
RLLOA { sore thus 60K} 45 o Netiorul Ses Park. Over the years, 1
k% By land slowly grow fn value. Ky anthusissm carried over te
frisnds ard aeguelttances, sné in £roups we hought additisnal
aoTeage,

In 1982, Congress ansoted toe Coasts) Resources Barpier dct (CABA),
prodded and urged on By a well-organtzed, wall-hasied, nnd very vocal
group of snvironeentalists. The vast majority of us don't belong to
ALY PTORAUTE groups, 86 the vocifsrouw few have thelr velees hanrsé,
and theiy Influence felt. Thiw CRBA, $n effect, aéded tp the Nutionsd
Enashore on 1% Aouthers snd, withou: Congrass havine 4o pay far the
laxd, Thie Act gebdled up APProximetely 20 wors miler of 8.1, i~
tluding 5 parcels of lsnd our graups had bought previcusly. This gct
#lininated Federal ?lond Insursnce on thess 27 =1lex of gulfufront.,
»o Yedorslly imsurss (PDIC or FALIS) bank or arvinde snd losn fnstit-
Wiions is allowsd to finsance projecta. ¥o further fsderal fundy for
highwsys, wewage treatmant Tacilities, alrperts, bridges, and aroston
Projects, 18 short cur proparties hecame valueless; numsrous ree
JUARTE to Tealiors for offers on sur Proparties result in ne quotes,

The tows of Routh Fedrs oocupls ®iles of the Ladand =t fta
southern tip., Its muis rosd extends 7§ siles pardy Tayond the tewn
Limitn. dbove that the CEBA s in sffent. My last placs 4f property
1% on this T mile of roud porth of the town. Xow, thim same CABA
15 abeut te Leprive we and all the Other Lendownars again. Tue Dept.
of Intertor has declarsd iis intention of includsng thiv T§ wile
#trip under the CHBA, &nd hes weked for comssnts from the pubiie.
Ehe Dapt of Intarior clalms that the government loase Bobay on the
Federal Yiood Insurance sc they want to plass us under the [ i TV
Can't they see that we would be on}ly %58 MAppy to pay Imeresswd
pramiusn If that would Prevant the “affective conﬂn-uoa'}_ sf our
propertiest? Dant they ses that the rapidly ETeving town of South
Fudre would bs atifies?

T urgs you to contect the abovs meatipned ARE% Bacratary of
Iaterior, to reguest not only that this last M atlen of 5.1,1,
B¢ oot ineluksd in the DEBA, and Just aw lapsrtantly, revsrse tha
Applioation of the URBL to the 22 mies south of the Watiswal [ 1T
Fark, the desision s mot enbedded in lew; 1t 1e left ke Qe
eration of the Depft of Interior,

1 hnes worked hard to Pay my martrages and taxes for tha last
32 yesrn. Help us pleass, to ke our Bopes alive, wnd our
Isgitinats rights ss iandowners, Thie ONBA 18 & Elseriningtory
sotiss sgainat § mwall &Foup, which sboulé not be tsisrated Yy swr
Anformed congrensmen. I spssk net omly for wyself, but far the EI
aabers of wy group who live in Fyour dimtriot whs purchsesd ap-
srty on 8.P.I., insluding & « Gentiste, ph ioks, asll
businessaen, Again,tiss is very short, Wuld you plesss sall and
#pesk to Wr. Horn?

Our apprectation and thenks,

s
Samusl Deito) ‘
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Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR QUADRANGLE
TEXAS
Mapped, edited and published SCALE
by the Coastai Barriers Study Group Lu. FE .wl.fz g 1IILE
1.5. Depariment of the Interior 0.0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7GLO FEET
Narh

Washington, .G, 20240 1 5 ] 1 KILOMETER

Sofid fines depict recommendations for additions to or detations from
the Coastal Barrier Resources Bystem. {Section 10 of P.L. 87 - 348}

3ash lines depict approximate baundaries of existing units in the
Coastal Barrier Resources System, for reference purposes only.

Dotted fines depicl approximate beundaries of an undevelopaed caastal
barrier thit is “otherwise protected”’ or & military or coest guard

property.

Base Map & the 1.8, Geolegical Survay 1:24,500 scale guadrangts,




T12 - BOCA CHICA

State Position. The State of Texas opposes
all additions to the CBRS. The State
supports the exclusion of the Brownsville
Ship Channel from the CBRS.

Other Comments: One hundred comment letters
with 3,440 petition signatures were received
concerning T12. Seventy-two of these letters
and all of the petitioners supported the
proposed additions to T12. Twenty-four
letters opposed the proposed additions to T12
or requested the deletion of the existing
unit from the CBRS, including those from
Cameron County, the Brownsville and Port
Isabel/San Benito Navigation Districts, and
the South Padre Island Tourist Bureau.

The major focus of many of these letters was
the proposed addition of the former Brazos
Island State Recreation Area to the CBRS.
Supporters argue that because the area is no
longer a State Park, it should be added to
the CBRS to "protect" it from development.
Opponents argue it should still be excluded
from the CBRS as otherwise protected because
it is GLO land and/or it does not meet DOI
criteria to be considered a coastal barrier.
The developer of the proposed Playa del Rio
project argues that he has invested consider-
able money 1in acquisition and planning for
the area and would suffer substantial

economic hardship if the area is added to the
CBRS.

Several Tletters opposed the inclusion of a
portion of the Brownsville Ship Channel and
adjacent spoil banks in the proposed
additions to T12 in the 1987 Draft Report.
These letters argue that the spoil banks are
heavily modified and that the Congress has
authorized a widening and deepening of the
channel and inclusion in the CBRS would make
this project more difficult.

Several commenters also requested that a
developed area along the Boca Chica Highway
included in the proposed additions delineated
in the 1987 Draft Report be excluded from
DOI's final recommendations for addition. A
Tew commenters asked that the proposed
southern boundary of the additions be moved

south to the Rio Grande, to include all the
wetlands.

Representative, substantive comment Tetters
concerning T12 are reprinted below. See
also the General Comment Letters section and
the letters under T11.

Response: Considerable discussion about T12
occurred both within the Department and in

Congressional hearings during 1982. Congress
determined that Boca Chica did qualify as
an undeveloped coastal barrier and included
it within the CBRS. The Department has
carefully reexamined T12 and confirms the
determination of Congress. The unit fully
meets DOI criteria and the Department finds

no rationale for its deletion from the
CBRS.

In 1985, the State of Texas removed the
Brazos Island State Recreation Area from the
jurisdiction of the State Parks and Wildlife
Department and vreturned it to the Juris-
diction of the General Land Office (GLO).
The GLO then signed a lease option agreement
with a developer, Playa del Rio, Inc., for
the property. In May 1986, the developer
relinquished the lease option but retained
a conditional easement to build a highway
through the Island. Iin June 1986, GLO
offered Brazos Island back to the Parks and
Wildlife Department for use as a public park.
Parks and Wildlife has not yet made a formal
decision about the property; however, as
stated earlier, in 1987, the GLO promulgated
rules which require that the Island be used
primarily for wildlife refuge, sanctuary, or
natural resources conservation purposes.
Because of these rules, the DOI considers GLO
Tands State-protected.

The DOI is recommending that existing Federal
navigation channels be excluded from the
CBRS. This recommendation dincludes the
Brownsville Ship Channel. The spoil banks
are heavily modified and do not qualify for
addition to the CBRS under DOI criteria.

The DOI agrees that the small community
along the Boca Chica Highway exceeds DOI's
definition of developed and is ineligible
for addition to the CBRS. The DOI's
delineation of the southern boundary of T12
was meant to follow the interface between
the estuarine and riverine environments.
Examination of U.S5. Fish and Wildlife
Service wetland maps has shown that the
estuarine environment in this coastal region
extends all the way to the river.

DOI Recommendation: The b0l recommends
adding the unprotected associated aquatic
habjtat to the existing CBRS unit. This
recommended addition does not include the
Brownsville Ship Channel and spoil banks
or the development along the Boca Chica
Highway. Because Brazos Island is State-
protected, the DOI does not recommend that it
be added to the CBRS.




FACK A GOOLSBY

COUNTY JUDGE
CAMERON COUNTY

1423

Coumty Courtnouse
984 E Harrsor St
Brownsy fie, Ta 7RGS0
512 544.083C

June 16, 1%87

Mr. Donald P. Hodel, Secretary

U, S. Department of ths Interior

Coastal Barriers Study Group

C Street (betwsen 18th and isth Sts., Horthwesty
washington, D.C. 20244

Dear Myr. Secretary:

Under separate cover ! am forwarding to you the position of
Cameron County relative to the Coastal Barrier Rescurces
Systes expansion. OQur position paper is being forwarded
through the review commlttee channels given to us at the
recent meeting here in Brownsville. We werm read at the
recent public meeting, the purposes of the act creating the
Coastal Barrier Rescurces System. There are I main purposes:

1) Public safety.
2)  Protection of wild and marine iife
3} Protaction of natural resources

Let me address these 3 issues to you very briefly and I hope
lnat this short letter will inspire you to assure that the
position of Cameron County relative to the expansion is
thoroughly reviewsed and understood. Tha i{spacst of this
proposed expansion, if adopted, will produce a devastating
effect not only on Canmeren County, but Scuth Texas.It alse
puts us at an sconomic disadvantage with the areas not in the
CBRS. Insofar am the public safety is concerned, during the
Hurricane of 1967 (Beulah) and the hurricane of 1980 {Allan)
thera were no casualties in Cameron County. During tha most
racent tornadoes in West Texas and the flocds in Central
Texas, there were about 50 people killed. We beiliave that
the Texas Emergency Management System is thoroughly vapable
of assuring the public safety in times of hurricanes and no
additional protection is needed alony the coast through the
Coastel Barrler Resources System.

In 1962, when the Padre Island National Seashore was created,
we wera told that this was all the land on Padre fsland that
would be needed for the protection of marlme and wiid iife.

Mr. Donald P. Hodel
June 18, 1987
Page 2

Since that time, an additional 46,000 acres were taken to
craate the Laguna Atascoss Wildlife Refuge, Wa agresd with
that refuge and atill beliesve it is e fine thing. That, we
have no probiem with. The northernmost area of Willacy
county and all of the land in Xenedy County to the weat of
Fadre Island, stretching all the way to U.S. Aighway 281 im
used for ranching activities. Thera are approxizately 1
million acres of land being used by these ranching activities
ard thesa 1 million Acres ars virtually inasccedsible to the
public. This 1 milllon acre rafuge is probably cne of the
world's largest. We have no problem with this ares on Padre
Isiand being in the Coastal Barrier Resources System becausa
of its inaccessidility to the public and the potentisl for
developnent is virtually nonexistent.

The third purpose of the act Lo presarve hatural resources in
utdeveloped areas le another point with whieh we take issus.,
In the process of devalopwant of land the first step is
platting and subdividing. In both Camersn and Willacy
Counties, numerous subdivisiona have already been platted,
subdivided and approved by the counties involved, We bellieve
that this makes the land already under developmant, In order
to further develop these lands, axtension of roadways and
utilitjes will be required. 1If these lands are included in
the Coastal Barrier Resources Systen development would ba
virtually impossible without floed insurance or federal
monjes to assist in the devalopment. Many peopla have
already invested as much as $5,000 per acre in tha meven
miles already subdivided to tha north of Cameron County Park
knowr as Andy Bowie. We believe these citizens have the
right to use this land for thelr private usa., I would remind
you of ths recent Suprems Court decision concerning the
taking of private property for governmental purposes, It is
slmply not falr to these individuals who want to live on
Padre Island and are awaiting only accessibility and
utilities in order to build and raside thers.

Bordering the T-12 ares, ws hava plans under way to construct
a new intarnational bridge linking the Republic of Mexico
with the Port of Brownaville. “his bridge is essential to

the transportation needs of both Mexico and the United
States.

In conclusien, HMr. Secretsry, to restrict tha further
developaant of South Padre Ysland is infiicting mors economic

Mr. Donald P. Hodel
dune 16, 1987
Page 3

woes on an ares of the country that is alraady economically
depressed by the financial ceondition of the Republic of
Mexico, by the rscent freeze which dastroyad much of the
citrus industry in this area. Soth of these factors have
contributed to the vary high unhemployment rate nov axisting
in Cameron, Hidalgo and Starr Counties. We want and nead the
oppertunities to develop South Texas so that we can rscover
sconomjcally and put our people into gainful smployment. We
baliave that the land areas from the Port Mansfield Channae)
Herth is more than adaguate to satisfy the protection of
marine and wild lifa and the natural resources of Padre
Island. I am asking you to please consider the nesda of
Cameron County and lesve the seven miles of land
area MNorth of Andy Bowia Park alone, but daiete all of the
aresas of Padre Island in Cameron County in T-11 and any
expanslon the T12 area to the Southanst of Brownsvilie.

Sincersly youyrs,
JRCE A, GOOLERY
County Judge

TAG/ tyyp
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County Courthoyse
964 E. Harrison 51,
Brawngville, T, 76520
612/544.0830

FACK A. GOOLSHY
COUNTY JUDGE
CAMERON COUNTY

Mareh (4, 1988

Ma. Audrey Dixon

Coastal Barriers Study Group
National Parks Service

1100 *L" Btreet Worthwest, Room 3310
Waghington, D.C. 26805

RE: BSBection I8, Coastal Barriers Resources Act {1¢ U.5.C. 3509}
Dear Ms. Dixon:

Recentiy, the U.5. Department of the Interior (DOI} issued a draft of the
Sugplementai Legislative Environmental Impact Statement (LEIS), which
contains recommendations to the Congress on the Coastal Barriers Resources
System (CBRS). The LEIS incliudes the addition of several areas in Cameron
County to existing CBRS units in South Padre Island {Tll) and Beca Chica
(Fl2}.

Cameroh County is concerned becsuse the proposed additions have already
peen targeted for development, and in many cases, are integral parts of
multi - million dellar investments. This development is necessary to
promote  the Valley's tourist +trade, which along with manufacturing and
Light industry, has helped Cameron County to recover from recent economic
disasters brought upon us by the steady devaluation of the peso, and the
stata~wide depression resulting from the oll industry's cellapse.

Sinee CBRS desiynation will make Lhe proposed areas ineligible for floed
insurance, development efforts in these areas of Cameron County could come
to 4 sereeching halel

Consequentl the Cameron County Commissioners’ Court has adopted a
Rezolftinn o%‘opposition to the proposed additions (Copy attached), and we
respectfully request that you delete these areas from inclusion in g:h:ei
CBRS. Cameron County is willing to work towards a compromise which m.lb
provide for continued economic development and expansion of jo
opportunities in Cameron County while censarving the environment.

¥ will look foyward to hearing from you with regard to this matter.

Sincerely,

Attachment

ATir/hgk



RIS ey
BROWNSVILLE

June 19, 1987

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

P. 0. Box 37127

Washington, DC  20013-7127

Gentlemen:

The purpose of this letter ig o request that the northern
boundary of the proposed additlon to Unit Ti2 of the Coastal Bar-
rier Resources System be moved at least 3000 feet south of the
8rownsville Ship Channedl. on page 20 of volume 20 of the
February 1987 proposed Department of the Interior recommendations
the northern boundary is shown running along the center line of
the ship channel. That location would then include a key portion
of the channel and the already developed upland dredge disposal
Areas in Unit T12 and thus degrade the abllity of the Pore of

ara;-nsville te remain responsive to modern day transportation
needs.

As you know, the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
recognized the much needed widening of the channel from 200 ta
300 feet along with deepening from 36 to 42 feet and the improve«
ments were authorized by the Congress and signed into law by the
President. Without the federal investment it will be impossible
for the projest te proceed and an outdated port facility will
jeopardize all the past investments by the federal government and
the local citizens as well as deny South Texas of an important

asset needed in  its efforts to become an economically viable
part of our nation.

The objective of the boundary relocation is to exclude the
existing channel, the suthorized channel, the dredgs disposal
areas along the channel and the ocean jetties with maintenance
right-of-way from the Coastal Barriers Resources System. The
disposal areas extend along the south bank of the ship channel,
are located on upland areas, are weil developed with levees and
sophisticated drainage structures and represent a significant in-
vestment by the citirens of the Brownaville Navigation District.

We very much appreciate the time and attention given to this
issue by members of the study group during their visit to the
Brownsville area last week. We were pleased to have the oppor-

tunity to present cur case and provide for & tour of the areas in
question.

PO Bow 3020 7 Brownavilie, Texss 78520 - 51278314592 7 Telex 66611

The Cosstal Barriers Study Group
Page 2.
June 19, 1587

The Port of Brownsville im governed by a Board of Navigarjon
snd Canal Commissioners elected by the civizens of the
Brownsville Navigation District, a political subdivision of the
State of Texas. 1 am eanclosing a resolution pazsed by the Board
at their regular meeting this week that states their official
position on Unit Ti2 of the syatem. We request your considera-
tion and support.

Sincerely,

BROWNSVT NAVIGATION DISTRICT

Ack P. Campbell
Director Planning & Port Development

=14
Bnel.

RESCLUTION

WHEREAS, the losstal Barriers Study Growp of the Bepartmeat of
Interior is considering a recommendation to increase the size of Unit
Ti2 of the Coastal Barrier Resources System; and

WHEREAS, the proposed northern boundary of Unit 712 would then run
along the ceater line of the Brazes Istand Harbor Havigation Channel
{Brownsvitle Ship Channell; and

WHEREAS, Unit T12 would then include the right of way area and the
upland spoil disposal areas for the Brownsville Ship Lhannel; and

WHEREAS, the spoil disposal areas are weil developed, man-made,
leveed uplard areas with state of the art drainage structures; and

WHEREAS, such inclusion would deny the use of federsl funds to
deapen and widen the Brownsvilie Ship Channel; and

WHEREAS, the deepening and widening of the Brownsyille Ship Channel
has been authorized by the Congress of the iinited States in the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986; and

WHEREAS, continued improvements to the Brownsville $hip Channel are
essential to the usefulness of the channel and to the economy of the Lower
Rio Grande Valley and express the will of the Congress of the Unitaed States;
NOM, THEREFQRE;

BE IT RESQLVED BY THE BOARD OF NAVIGATION AND CANAL
COMMISSIONERS OF THE BROWNSVILLE NAVIGATION DISTRICY
OF CAMERON COUNTY, TEXAS:

Sectian 1: That this Board strongly desires and usgently

recommends that the area within 3000 feet of the
center Tine of the Brownsville Ship Channel be excluded
from the Coastal Barrier Resources System.

Section 2: ‘that Certified copies of this Resolution be
detivered to the Governor of the State of Texas,
the Secretary of the Interior and other fnterested parties.

ek iy

1. W. W. Reed, Jr., Chairman of the Board of Navigation and Canal
Coninissioners of the BROWNSYILLE HAVIGATION DISTRICT OF CAMEROE COUNTY,
TEXAS, do hereby certify that the attached snd foregoing is a true and
correct copy of a Resolutfon adopted by said Sgard at a regular meeting

held on wednesdsy, June 17, 1887 . at 3:00 O’clock P.M. and that the
same has not been aTtered, amended, or rescinded.

TO CERTIFY WHICK WITNESS WY HAND AND THE SEAL of said District on
this, the 17th of June AL D, 1987,

W. W, Reed, Jr. J




Port Isabel - San Benito Navigation District

PHONE (3121 g4 7828

Juns 18,1887

The Coastal Barrier Study Group
Departmunt of the interioer
Natfianml Park Servioe

F.0. Box 37127

Ueahingten, b.C. 20013-7127

Dmar Blrs:

As  Chairean of the Port Iambe!lsSan Benits Navigation
District tomrd af Cunal Comminsionars, I would (ike ta
#o on  record aw apposed to the inciusion of additional
Camaron County land in the Coanstal Resourcws Systes. I
and my feliow board mombers were “lectad by the citizens
of Cameron County to promote  Navigation and the
developmant it creates in the Laguna Madre Aras.,
Inciusion of sdditional Jand in the vicinity of the
Bratos Santiago Paks wii) pravent our sipter Port of
Brownsvitie from despaning and widening the channe! that
serves Brownsvilie and the Port of Port Isabel.

We considar thin despaning ang widening project to be
vital to the long term visbility of our Port and to the
Port of Brownaville. Dur loomtion on the far southarn
tip of Texas mmkes waterborne ComAdrce essential to  the
sconomic well being of the sntlre South Taxas srea.

1 hope thet you consider our fesiings and tnterssts in
making yeour decision and we appreciats this opportunity
to make our opinlons known. The Board will maet on the

24th  of this  wonth and PRES & revclution eiating our
foslings tn this matier.

Sincarely,

ne| Betancourt
Chatraan
Fart iesbel/San Benits
Navigation Distriot
Cansron County
Toxas

1143

TEXAS COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES
5934 Roys! Lane, Suite 223
Dallas, Texas 75230
{2141 36817191

June 22, 1987

Coastal Barviers Study Group
1.5, Deparcment of the loterior
Natiomal Fark Service ~ 498
P.C. Box 37127

Washiagton, DO 20043-7127

Dear §irs,

Texas {ommittee on Natural Rescurces supports the recommendations on the
expansion of the Coastal Barriers Resource System. In additien, we urge
you to reconsider including the Pacific Northwest and Grear Lakes Araas.

Texa: Commictas on Katural Resoyrces is an B00-member, state

~wide conserva—
tlon organizaries with an lB-vear history of activism

in Texas matters.

Coastal Barriers protect some of the werld's most productive habirats,
Development of these areas ususlly causes serious envivonmental hatt, and

it leads to excessive federal expenditures for flood insurance claims and
related damages.

We are concerned about the diminishing wetlands and coastal habjitat of
the Texas coast, The spoil {slands along the western edge of the Inrer~
toassal Waterway in the lower Laguna Madte are extremely valuable bird
habitat and has a concomitant value for tourst attraction/sconomic hoost,

Additionslly, South Bay and Boca Chica areas are in need of protecrion
becsuse of rheir incredibly diverse ecosystem iwportant ro habiltac
maintenance for a vast area.

Sincerely
/‘) .
/);{L¢1¢a:<4<f§;37‘~‘2j::‘“’

Janice Beranson
Chairman

a¢i Texas Congressional Delegation

wa

SIERRA  LOWER RI0 GRANDE GROUP
@CLUB LONE STAR CHAPTER

20 June [987

Coasta! Barriers Study Group

U.S, Dept. of Interior, Mat. Park Service - 498
P.0. Box arizr

Washington, D.C. 20013 - 7127

Dear Study Group:

On behaif of the Lower Rip Grande Sierra Club | wish to
voice our support for your propoged angitions to the Coasta

Barriers Resources System. The time has come to stop the
unhecessary ang destructive deveiopment aiong the Texa;
coast. Too many daveiopars ignore the fact that the coastai
Larrier islands are oynamic and compietely vuinerabie to
atorms. These aevelioper® can oniy continue as iang‘as the
U.5. Government unoerwrites their floog insurance. There s
ng need for more gevelopment Since RURGTERS of concrete
condominiums are Aitting empty along the Texas coast, Oniy
the deveiopern greed (s evigent ang such greeqg deﬁ}rcys
Precioun coastal wetianusa. The proposeqg adoitions wouig De
cf tremendous ecciogicai and economical value. Ecologically
it woulw protect our vaiuwapie coastal resources ana
economically would penefit the U,5, taxpayers.

Two comments pertainihg to the South Texas coast, F;rst:
the spo1l j9lands aiohy the western eage of the intercoastgr
Waterway 1n the iower Laguna Madre are extremeiy valuapie
rooeting ana nesting habitat for bhirgs which inclugde some
threateneq species. These areas shouig be inciudeag in the
System. Second, we wholeheartedly support your decimion to
expand the System in the South Bay and Boca Chica area.
Thi# unigue nypersaline lagoon system 1y extremety
vulnerable to flooding, and lt® wet]ands and waters support
an incredivle diveraity and gquantity of bird, figh and
ahellfish |ife,

Sincecely yours,

fﬁ -
xﬁkx’-3’3»»\m§&\
Giean D. Bowarg
Chairman

1022 5. NEBRASKA AVE. WESLACO, TEXAS 7BS98 (312 S3-2113
é:bannthﬂnﬁ””

LONE STAR CHAPTER

COASTAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

200 East 11th Street
Weslaco, Texas 78534
June 17, 1987

Coastal Sarriers Study Group
National Park Service - 498
P.O. Box 37127

Washington, 0.C. 20013

Oear Study Group:

These comments are on behalf of tre 13,000 Texan members of
tre Lone Star Chapter of the Sierrs Club. wWe fully suppcré ine
reauthprization of the Coastal ferriers Resgurses Aot ang “ra
proposec exgansion of tne System. Tnis Act makes ths atmpst serse
OnosTonomic graunds, oo nemsn safety grounds, and on natyral re-
saurce protection graunds. We recommend thne following adciticns ta
tre System.

1. The ®acific Ceast and the Great Lakes coastline, The or
of flovsing, erosion, sea-level rise, ang develgpment im
on coasvel naturs!l resources g1l apply with paual vallql

2. The Sou'n Padre IslignT section {Map T311) should exteng southward
to the city limit 3¢ the town of Soutn Padre Islang, Tris ares
remaing undevelopes, ls gxtremely narrow and flat, with numersus
wige wasbovers. Last fall a storm off the coast of Florida
Caused an 1§ inch nigher tide than narmal, which washe? across
the lsland ang dig extensive gamage to highway 100.  [5 is s-esr
econemic lunacy to nermit subsidies which encourage gevelopment
af this 7 mile stretch, .

3. Tne Soutn Bay/Boce Chica sectien {Map T1i2) should extend poth
wesiward, to include the tidal flats surrounding the lomas,
and sguthward to the Rio Grande River. The tidal flats and
coastal marsh exteng to the river (and to the south on the \
Mexican sice). Tire river simply cuts through a %arg? :aafta_
marsh a-: pralris. The entire area is & floodplain, is axiremely
unstadble due to the river's changlng course at the mouth (it has
maved 7*3 feet since hurricans Allen ln 1980) and Ls an ares
where peach erosion is very high - 10 to 40 feet per year gﬂortcn
1985, Clevelopment should not pccur here. It should remain
the productive "anrld Class™ wetlands that it already is.

Sincerely,

AR
\AQbh;ééa«a&
Jim Chapman
copy: Wep, Xika 2 la Garza Coastal Affairs Coordinator

Rep, Sglor-  l:tiz

"When we fry  plch out amything b ¢ Sud 1 hitehed (0 ewrything dise i the-universs,” Joha Muir




BIRD RESQUE

200 FEAST 1™ STREEY
WESLACQ, TENAS T35

(212) PE8-1719

June 15, 1987

Coastal Barriers Study Group
U.5, Department of the Interior
National Park Service - 498
P.0. Box 37127

Washington, 0.C. 20013-71yY

Dear Coastal Barriers STudy Group,

We are a wildlife remabllitatlon and education Pregram here inm southernmgst
Texas. We handle more than 1,000 birds esch year, many of them coming to us
from falks In the 2 scuthernmost Texas countles, wWillagy and Cameron, It is
apparent thal thete s a nigh diversity of protectag slrds in this area and
that the malority of nroblems assoriates with these specles are humsn.related.
Of partlecular concern is loss of hanitat, for greater than 50% of tne original
natural areas of this regiom have been alterad, leaving little left for wilg-
life resgurces. Secause of their reritage and ecologlcal values, and because
of their ageitional economic impertance to this reglon (through honting, Fishing,
tourism, bird-watehing, shrimping ang phatograghy ), these resources ars of
utmost value to this nation left in their natural state.

W2 thus fully support tne continuation ang expansion of the Coastal Barriers
Resources System througnuut the Couniry, and in particular, here in southersms:
Texas. There is no reasan why tne United States taxpaners should be underwriting
the flood insurance ang other subsidies ‘or development In coastsl parrier
ecosysiems, losing natural resources ang tax monies st the same timel

Bevelsoment In our free snterprise system shoulg proceed al the developers!
Tisk, ..ot at the risk of the federal government. We belleve that such develooe
ment will, In fact, contirue but st iniand and aiready-developed aress where tre
risk of total ouliteration is significantly less...and where the risk is borne
by those profiting from the venturs.

Please expand the current boundaries im southern Texas to include the natural

and spoll islands west of the Intracoastsl Waterway bouncary now delineated.
These islancs meet all COBRA criteria and should never have been isft out, Please
also expand the southern U.S. boundsry to the Rig Grande Rives. The Rip Grands
tuts through a matura) barrier island/wetland ecosystem which extends north into
the Unitec States and south into Mexicg, The ecosystem functions ss a whole ang
leaving part of it (the Rio Grande) out makes ne ecologieal sense. I addi.
tion, the area in guestion is curTantly not protectad In sny other manner and yet
tepresents the most endamgered habitat im this entire region with far less than
1% of original netural ares remaining, There is every prudent reason available
to back your intlusion of tme Greater South Bay/Boca Chics sreas into the System.
These areas, ang the northerrmost part of that same scosystom known as Sehls
Grande, are extremely nigh in wildlife values, are extrememly susecptible to
Flooding ang hurritanes, are under ng recognizable arotection, and ere under
immense development pressures. we fully support inciusion of the entire area,
including Bahia Grande, in the COGRA Systes.

BIRD RESCUE

200 FAST 1™ STREET
WESLACY, TEXAY P¥8ap
{512) 96B~171%

We ate enclosing a copy of our 1988 statistigal reparts on numbers of

birgs cared for and the reasons for their problems.  The teports will pack

up the region's diversity of migratory bird species and the problems directly
attrivbuted to humans. In acdition, we include s listing of the birds {dentified
on our 1587 Spring Boat Tours of the Lower Laguna Madre/South Bay/Brownsviile
Ship Channel, again showing high diversity and rumbers of migratory tirds,

We wish to remain on the malling 1ist for future Information about your wark.
We request a copy of your flnal report tp Congress when 1t is ready.

Thare you fOT your work to date. We suppgr & final report which expands yet
fUTther your current recommendations. Wi such a report the United States wiil
e one sten Lowards reducing tre federzl tax burden while slso protecting
economically and ecologieally valuable natural resources. Cne BIC step.

Sincarely,
(girﬁm' lgho&,mw.
Cyn#his Chapman
President
CC/me
gnes,

€C:  Semator Lloyg Sentsen
Semator Pnil Gramm
Cangressman Kixa de la Jarza
Congressman Solomon Dryd:

1301

SLUTH BAY TASK FORCE
P.0. Box 8124
VWeslace, Texas 7389g
(512) M3-550 / Ne-1 19

June 2C, 1987

Coastal Sarriers Study Sroup
U.S5. Department af the Interior
Natlonal Park Service

#49g

#.0, 8ox 37127

washington, D.0. 20013.7127

Oear Study Growp,

The South Bay Task Forze is a working cealltion of grouss and individuals
from all ouer the Uniteg States and Canata who ars woTking 1o see thal the
southernmost sortions of Zamersn Coumty, Texas, are mermangntly crotestes
in trelr natural state.

We pelieve that these areas are extremely valuable to tne people of Teras sen

3

tD the rest of the sontinent pecause they are mome {permanent ard
o osuch B widely giverse assersiage 57 olamts and animals. wWe urders
WrGteUTing these areas in tneir matural state will:

o tral

L - oreserve tose #11Z1ifs, nistorizal ang archeclogical values anizn
are found mere and no wrere aise;

Z - ennance gur matutal mersitage Tor the generatinns to come; ang

3 - nenefit far tne lang-tere sur local ang regional tourism, “isminz,
shrlmping and “unting ecoromiss.

We are actively working to see that fhese areas are included in 20z Teseral
wildll®e refuge or matioral sark system,

Sinze summer of 1986 we have gathered signatures on petitiors sucporsing
the wilgilfe valugs of southerwmost Zamercs County, and seekiny its permarert
Jrotestion. We irclude nere a set of those etitlons gatnered o cate. They
represent 3,187 tndividuals.

We ask that these petitions be included In the puslic record for =
stion ang expansion of the Coastal Bsrriers Resources System as
the Greater South Say/Boca Chiza area. We woulg like to see you incl
System ine Bahia Srange area o the immediate north and the Rig Grande 2T e
the south. Soth areas {ang the area further south in Mexice) are ail part of
the same funciloning ecosystem ang meet the COBRA criteria.

& continu-

Please keen us informed of the Drogress of the Coastsl sarriers Resources
System. We thank you for your attention to our comments.

3incerely,
ﬁy,\/;(gop’tfnf_

Karen Boward
ENGs. - petitions
co Senators Phil Gramm & Lloys Sentsen
Congressmen SClomon Ortiz & ®ika de la Sarzs

WE BELIEVE THAT THME CDASTAL AND RIVER ¥ILDERNESS
RREAS OF SOUTHERSTEAN CAMERON COUNTY ARE EXTREME.
LY VALUABLE TO THE PEOPME OF TEXAS AND t0 THE

RESY ©oF

R HATIONAIL, PARK (A REFUGE FROM THE RIQ GRANDE 10
RAHIA GHANDE, [WCLUDING SOUTH AAY AND BRAIDY

I5LAND,

AND ARCHEDLOGLCRL VALUES FOUND WEAE, AND NO
MHERE ELSE, WE WILL ENMANCE OUR NATURAL HERTTAGE
FOR THE GENERATIONS TO COME, BND wE WILL BENEFIT
THE LDCAL & REGIOWAL TOURISM AND FiSHERIES INDUS.
TRIES IMMENSELY.

WE AFPRECIATE YQUR SUPPORT,

QUR COUNTAY. WE SUPPORT TME CREATION OF

BY PRESEAVING THE WILDLIFE, HISTORICAL,

HAME
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Coastal Barriers Study Group
June 15, 1987
Page Two

SIERRA CLUB reot funs
LEGAL DEFENSE FUND, INC. renos . iund was not compensated for the land. The Department

acquiesced in this interpretation. GLD rasumed mar - rement of
;he %and. and prowptly signed a lease option with a resery
» ! o ev#loper, Playa del Ric Inc., for the tract, (See Option
Sumnit, M. MeKunisy Amel Adama 1600 Brosdway Streee, Suite ibon  Denver, Calorads o107 103 Béi-gdgh Ag rectent dated Fabruary § . 1586 , ¢opy enclosed. )

ROTLY MERNTAIN OFICE

Lovt Porer June 1%, 1987

Under & storm of pudlic protest, the develonar

1 Amthans feachel Felinquished the lease option but rerained a

Kt 9. Shen ) highly-controversial easement to build g highway through Brazos
aff Arome Coa§:ai Barriers Study Group Island. My clieats have strongliy opposed both the lease option
gmgunnmmu National Park Service and the easement as violative of federal Iaw and of the publig
w dusertae P.O. Box 37127 trust. In June, 1986, GLO offered the area back to Parks and
Other Offizey Washington, D,C. 20013-7127 Wildlife to manage as a park. but a Full vear has passed and the
$A% FARMCESED OFRITE Parks Department has still not responded to the offer, (See

o4 Fiimace St D@ AT Study Group: enclosed lecters from Texas Land Commissioner Mauro te Charles
S Francio, CA party Travis, Director, PaTis and Wildlife; and from General Lang

U8 gETeRrog I submit these gcomments in general suppoert of the

Office Attornev Jonathan Steinberg to

Lori Potter, Sierra Club
Legal Defense Fund attornev,)

wasmedton oo omct recomgendations for additions to the Loasta} Barrier
piiefSuen MW Resources System in south Texas, This area, known as South

Wi D sooar B3¥4 18 an important ecosystes containing some of the iast Given this record of nismanagesment, delav, and
inz e son undeveloped coastal wetlands and barrier isiands in Texas. environmental insensitivity on the part of Texas state agencles,
R We also request that the Study Group recommead the I 4o nat believe that the Coastal Barrier Study Group can
g s, §nc§usi?n of spoil islands in the Laguna Madre znd the consider this tract "otherwise protected™, and therefore should
e e seven miles north of the city timits of the town of South include it in the final recommendations for addition to ghe
Jureau. AK sader Padre lIsiand. Svstem. While the General Land Office argues in its June 5
gov gdtry 1987 comment letter to the Study Group that all of these lands
My clients, the Sierrz Club and the Frontera ire protected -~ just as was argued in 1982 -- its actians over
Audubor Society, will subamit separate comment letters which the past two vears belie that ciaim,
will detail the natural resources of this scosyszem. I

ditect my comments to the issue of the need for CBRA At the same time that it gave. a commercial resort
protaction for this ecosvsten, particularly Brazos Isiand develeper an option on the Brazos fsland State Recreation Area
and South Bay jtself, in that these areas "are not inciuded {Pebruary 5, 1985}, GLD signed a second lease oprion with the
within the boundaries of an area established under Federal, same developer for 729 acres of submerged lands in South Bay.
State, or local law, or held by a quatified oTganization as (See Option Agreement, enclosed.] This acreage also falls
defined in section 170(hj{3) of Title 26, primarily for within the newly-proposed revisions and is not “otherwise
wildlife refuge, sanctuaty, recreational, or natural

protected” in any appareat way. We think that the placement of
resource conservation purposes,” Loastal Barrier Resources these lands within the Svstem is essential.
Act, § 3; 16 €.5.C. & 3502{1)(B)(ii).
In sum, #y clients Support the Department's
In 1982, the Department of the Interior considered recemmendations for inclusion of units T-11 and T-12 in South
the addition of Brazos Isiand, an undeveloped barrier, in Texas, with the qualifications noted above, We urge the Study
its "interim proposed designation” list. Howsver, the

Group te denv the reguest by the Texas General Land Office to
proposal deleted the so-called Brazos Island State consider this land “otherwise protected”., Thank you for vour
Recreation Area at the insistence of the Texas Parks and consideration of these commeats.

Wildlife Department, which ciaimed that the area was -~

"otherwise protected”. See Memorandum from Chairean, Y qg;KtYUIY N

Coastal Barriers Task Force, to Secretary, dated Juiy 27, ? ‘ .

1982 {enciosed). In 1985, the Texas General Land Office ’ﬁﬁVLﬁJ\ —~
advised the Parks and Wildlife Department that GLO o

considered unconstitutional the ork¥ina1 transfer of the Lori Potter
recreation area to the Department, In that the permanent

Prava DELRIO

fronters sudubem society

Box IHOB June 22, 1587
Soutr Padre Island,
Texas 78597

Mr. Donald P, Hodel, Secretary

i U.S. Department of the Interior
U et et s ek e o i e e N
Washington, D. €. 20013-7127 Washington, D.C. 20240
Dear Study Group:
We wish to support your proposed ainbicns to the Dear Secretary Hedel:
i?Ziigiaszgggi;j izzgﬂigzz :gsizTi azhgiiggthz:Z?i;Y:i In the area of the Rio Grande valley of Texas, lies the

to the U, 5. taxpayer. We also feel that the Pacific pocrest and the second poorest counties of the United States in
and Great Lakes Coastlines should be included in this

terms of effsective buying income accorging to the 1980 Census.
Acy, After the census was taken, we received a devastating blow with
the devaluation of the Hexican pess and as if that wasn't snough

¢ 1 agree with your decision ko expant the the Rio Grande Valley's citrus indgstry was destroyed through a
systzmt?ﬁatii S;Et; Bay aid Boca Chica area.P This uni- freaze, The population of the Rio Grande Valley is even e;qh;y
yue hypersaline lagoon system is extremely vulnerable percent (80%) Mexican-American and consistently has pneio ;‘e
to flooding, and its werlands and yaters support an in- highest unemployment throughout the United States. It 13 n this
credible diversity and guanity of kird, £ish, and aheli- area that the units designated as T11 and T12 are located.
fish 1ife. Also *he spoil isiands along the western .

] : : ¢ i : “a Your committee has called for an expansion of both of these
::gieoir;ﬂ:x§?;:;§;a3;i3a2§zei;:§t;:gtzsﬁhigzii;;g:gg- unirs, The net effect of this would be to dlsguagel;ny
itat for virds which include some threatened species. development along the coast and thereby put the Rio Grande Valley

ar & competitive disadvantage with the rest of the naticn the
Tourist Industry.
Sincerely yours, There are cother areas that are simllarly situated but are

' i ed and it 1is my understanding that the decision was
FRONTERA AULUBON SOCTETY gﬁggg gﬁcéﬁz sconomics of thi situation. The first observation
Ana Drefke would be what Frank MeGilvrey of your study group admitted and

- o ’ that is that similarly situated property was being treated in a

eézbf Vi*iftanéa/ dissimitar  fashien. In the Rio ¢Grande WValley yeu have the

- 2 additic~>. facror of a high concentration of an impoverished
Conservation clairman ethnic roup.  Further, if the sconomics of a situation is going

cc-Congressman Solomon Ortiz to be considered them clearly the poorest area of the United

States should not have disencentives for construction and
deve'lopment in an area that would attract more tourists.

a del Ric project is located in the area designated
as ng? Plagn “hat a?ea$ you have inciuded cthe Brownsville
Navigatien Distsict Ship Channel which is a form of development:
the area of Koperrick sShores which is a subdivision with homes in
it and the bulk ¢f "he Playa del Rio project in which literally
#Millions of Dollars have been spent to plan, permit and develop

Paya det R, inc
955 West Price Romd
Brownerdie, Texas 18510

I8

“Tg Increase Environmental Awarensss”




AL SENTENG
COUMTY CHAIMMAN
International Rescrt thav

at bulld ocut woyld creats over twenty
thousand jobs on zite.

Caberon Counsy ‘:l....\

® O BOX 3803 346-5596

With first liens, second liens and money spent on WROWKEVILLE. TEXAR 78520

masterplanning, environmental planning and permitting
infrastructure planning and construction there are approximately
Forty Million Dellars ($40,000,000.00} atr risk. The plans call
for construction above the 1o¢ Year flood elevation levels and
the construction requirements to call for buildings that would be
hurricane resisrant. The addivional premiums paid would help

spread the risk on a Bigger risk pool  and therefore help make
that risk pool tore self sufficient.

20 April 1987

Cowstsl Barrisra Study Group
Clearly if a long term economic impact study were made I Natiowsl Park Service, (498)

think you would £ind that the United States Government would save F.oo0. Box 37127

money by: spreading the risk over a bigger pool; ecreating jobs Washington, D. C. 20013-7127
that would rake reople off the welfare rolls in the poorest area
of the United States; increase the tax base on an overly burdened
Sounty and State Government ; produce more saies tax and income BE: Coastal Barriers Rescurces Syartawm
tax that would help fund government sarvices that people have a

right te enioy.

I would reguest at this time that T11 and especially Ti2 be
eliminated from the Coastal Barriers Resources Area so that the
pocrest area of the United Staves net have disencentives created

Gentiemen;:
for development and that the at rigk money of Playa del Rio,

Inc. not be put at any further risk by your agencies actions. I have been liviog within the ares of Cameron County for
over 4O years and during all the time that I have been living iu
Thank you for your attention Te this matter and until our Cameros County, that area of Boca Chica whith you have designated
next communication I remain, #5 T12 has always been a waiz part of the mainland, I have never
ceen aty islands out there other thas Seuth Padre Istand. It iw
4% avea that has Southbay, which ias the only important wetland

Sincerely yours,

4Tes byt other than that, thar whoels aTes i nothing but sait
flate that are primarily dry throughout wmost of the vERL .
fZ:::L>f{f; f” Certainly not productive or contributing te any kind of food
Ead ' chain.
Porheie F. Grady
Presijident The Playa del Rio project is proposed for this area and the
Developers have invastaed manmy many milligns of deilars getting

it ready and now you come ia proposing further expansion of the
arex of Y121,

In case you den't reaiize it, the ares of the Rio Grande
Yallay is one f the poorest iz the United Statea. Populated
primarily by Mexices-Americans med youy expansion of T12 wiltl
inhibit  any kind of development that will create jobs for che
community whiech ara screly needed, Theew sra not juat lines cn a

P but it imvolves ths potential jivaiibood of a comaunity that
is suffering tremendously already.

For ali the rearons stazed above, I would request the
elimination af T1l and wore specificslly, the elimination of that
part of the wainlasd known a1 Barcg Chica which you Have
designazed as T!2 cut of the Coastal Barriers Reacurces Systez,

20 April (987

THOMAS R. MORRIS
F.0, BOK b4a
EGINBURG, TEXAS 78540

Page ~2=
Fune 9, 1987

i rhan vou for yeur attentiosn to this watter, && aiwvays, Y

remain,
) Coastel Burrinrs Study Group
.5, Dept. of Interior, Nabional Park Service - 498
- P.Q. Bow 37127
e x

e
Singerily wvours Weshington, ©.C, 20013 - 7127
RE: Additions to tha Coeatal Barriars Rescurces Systam
Dear Study Group,
L wigh to voice my auppor! for the additions to the Cossinl Barriers Respurced
Syster, This 4ct Borh Lonssrves precious coastsl resources and benelits the .5
taxpaysr.
i ask thay you help aupport the decision $0 expgand the System in the Bouth Bay
and Boew Chice sres of South Yewas. This unigue hyperasline lagoon ayatem s
#xtremely volneranie to Floeoing, and 31ts wetlands and waters xupport &n
wncredibie Suiverpity 400 guantity of bird, fish ang shelifish jife. [t dJeserves
4il of the protsction 1t can get
cec; Senstor Phil Gramm sincerely,

Senstor Lleyd Benteon

Congresswan Selomon Ortir 5 - @ “

Governor Biil Clemsnts > =

Thomes R. Harris

e
Honorenie L. “Xiwe" de la Garza
U.5. Housa of Aepressnistives




The Coastal "arriers Study Group ~12-87
Dept. of Ir. rior Ntl. Park Service
P. 0. Beox 37127

Washington D. C. 20013~7127

Re: Taking of Texas Beaches

The Rio Grande Valley of Texas needs all of the dev-
lopment that 1t can get. I have been in Brownsville
Texas, for thirty years and T have never seen the
economy in such hads=a ppsition that it is in today.
Why inthe worid would anyone in the (overnment want
to kick us when we a down. T would think that the
human beings would come before the wildlife, After
all, if God wanted the wildlife to prevail over
humans then he would have featured the wildlife in
the Garden of Eden instesd of Adam and Eve.

Lets face it, the United States 1s In terrible fin-
ancial trouble and wants to generate more revenue,
and here you are putting hadd cuffs on development
that would bring in more taxes than the "Biprds"

I would like to kmow how much taxes the "Birds" are
golng to pay.

I am sure that this will end up 1n the "round fiie",
but I Just had to have my say.

If you did read XNWEXI¥ this, thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
e R : -
' N\\\\\Jﬁi’é‘ e < ,JL4-AL~?4"”
) -

I

e

NoG/amass Mealty
Boce Chion 11
LTX Y2581

g%i

Tropecos 962

P.O. Box 488
COlmito, Texos 78575
(512) 350-9937

14 Jume 1987

Loastal Barriers Study Group
U 8. Department of Interor
Natioral Fart Service-—-4%98
F. G. Bow 37127

Washingron, B.C. Zuma-Tiz7

Dear Study Group:

As & tax payer, I give my total wunhouwalsfied supDort  to vour
Proposed e:pansion of the Loastal Sarriers Resturce System. It
wiil protect all U. &, tavpayers and a:g in balancing tne budget
By eliminating the usse of Faderal, State and iLscal funds  to
Hgirectly ang sadirectly subsidize the development o©f trese lards
(roads, bridges, sewers, #tc.) and subseguent predictable costs
tar emergency relief and flood PNRUFANCE which runs  into  the
billions of deliars eech year. 1 bscome partigularly srate when !
find our ta dollars being used to back  unscrupylous tdeveloners,
realtors  and  Sthers whe destroy these lands for personat gait.
and to assist buvers of the resulting properties who are g1ther
ton maive to realize the canseguences of buying in thesp coastal

areas or nave the 1mmoral att:tude of "iet the ta:paver foot Lhe
brilv,

Az a protessional in forest grotection and a conservationiat 1
also give my wholeghearted support to your recommendation for such
Bovernment action taien now will directly andg indirectly protect
fragile yet highly progductive, interdependent ecosystems for the
future of the world. I am very slated that vau included the
South  Bay and Boca Chica areas of South Yeras, They and the
#diacent wetlands are siciegically very unique. Further, the Ba.
1tself is the incubating area for a goog pe#regntage of the shrimp
and figh caught by area tommercial irterests. These areas f!pod
2asily and any development would mare them most vulnerable.

Although they lie along your five mile limit I do  suggest that
you inciude the speil isiands #iong the western edge of the
intercoastal Waterway in the lower Laguna Madre as they are
axtresely valuable resting and mesting habitats for birds, many
of which are endangerwd,

Sincersiy,

ﬁ:’ﬂ. £l1ark PHD

cc: Congressmen Lioyd Bentsen, Phil Gramm, Nika de la Barza, ang
Soloenn Ortiz
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frontera sudubon sosisty

243 Shoreliire Dr,
Brownsville, TX 78520
June 17, 1387

Coastal Barriers Study Group
U. 5. Department of Interiar
National Park Service—498
P. O, Box 37127

i » D.C. 20013-7127

Dear Study Group:

Your expansion of the Coastal Barriers Resource System to inclhude
the South Bay amd Brxadumaxeasofﬁmm'mxasmmmtordybea
oot the average Mwerican taxpayer, bat especially to those of us
in the immediate area. Should cpportunists urssely develop these
pracious coastlines being assured their bridges, roads, barladings, ete.,
wonld be insured by the U, 5. Government against storm and waber Garade,
the present residents of Cameron County, TX, most of wham could not
affort the luxuries of an expensive resort, might suffer most heavily,
while ac the same time losing the natural protection of the coastal
barriers and the many other benefits now afforded by South Bay and the
swrrounding wetlands,

I am also hopeful that certain spoil islands on the western edge
of the Intercoastal Waterway in the lower Laguna Madre may be included

in your survey because they provide nesting grounds for endangered
bird species.

Please help us prevent the erosion ard ultimate destruction of
our fast disappearing wetlands.

Sineerely,

POV S DU
SYLVIA ROBINSON
Bio, Tech. USDA, Revired

"To Increase Environmaental Awarsness”

1074

Costal Barriers Study Group

U. 5. Dept of the Interior, Nat. Park Service-4g§
?. C. Box 37127

wWashington, D, C. 200137127

13 June 1987

Dear Study Sroup:

A5 & costal resident and property awner, I wish to express

my total sappert for all proposed additions %o the Toatal
farriers Fesources Systefi. This wise action will save notb

only priceless, irreplacesble wetlands but hard-earned tax
gollars. There can be no rational opposition to thiz expansion.,
As a resident of tne lower ¥ip Srande valley committad to
preserving our Joval natural resources, I am especislly
interested in egeeing thalt tke proposed acditions te T1Z in

the Ecga Chica/South Say arez are intluded.

I arplaud vour efforts to protect our natural and financial
resources., Thank you.

ingersly,
.
54 Sonulz&

231 Eeach Elvd. .
Laguna Vista, TY 72278

corien. Lloyd Bentsen
Zen, Phil Grano
fe; . Solomon Grtiz
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(" Nehael Dickson - 1807 Stitlbronke - Houston, Tared” “\ap
March za, 1087

Dear Mr. Hodel:

I would 1ike to commend your department for the additions you are
. trying to make to the Coastal Barrier Resource Systaem. It doesn't
really matter if the drive is Reaganomic cost-cutting or right-minded
Conservationism. The result in this case is the same. Particulariy,
-1 would 1ike to see your depariment hang tough {as we say down here

in Texas) on the matter of the area around Boca Chica Beach in South
Texas. The planned Playa del Rio resort

boondoggle needs to be stopped.
Thanks,

Sincerely,

%éhae? Dickson
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June 21, 1,/ ’170

Daar Sirs,

We are responding to the letter we

recieved concarning the Costal
Barrier Study,

We have a home and vacant property on Koperanlok Shores., ¥e bought

this fant tn good fafth and a good future for us, our children and grand-
children,

We have heen paying taxes on this land for nearly twenty years and
in raturn have recieved no help from any government agency. We have not
even been given the privliege of fyesh drinking water but are gtill
charged for the 481ty guif water we are subjected to use. OQur taxes have
helped support naardvy cities which have bloesomed while we have been
naglected, We, as a community, have been vaying out of cur own pogkats

for nermal city serviges danted us such as street i1ights, sewers and
garbage removal.

We care about where we live and the future of the land ana put
our savings here. Now, not only are they trying to deny us from gatting
any lnsurance for our homes, they want to take away our homes, We
too are human resources and need protection., Plause haip us,

Aadru ’Wmﬂua;,r//(’,
v “Fomduy

27 Weems Street
KXoparnick Shoreg
Brownsville, Texag

78521

225

Jape 1Eth,, 1987

Mr. Domald Fodel

Seeretary of the Interior

Inter or Bldg,

C Strect between 1Bk, & 19th, St, H.W,
Washington, D. €, 20240

Dear Mr, Fodelt

I read Jour artiele "The need tc seek o1l in Aretic
refuze, 1 sgroe vith you on every eount to seek oll

in the constal plains of the Arptis Netional Wildiire
Aeluge,

The following is an exzmnle of the poor jwdgment

env ronsentelists mzed in stop~ing the develoners

of Plays Dol Rlo (resort loceted st the sowbhers wost
end of Soutk Pzdre lsland, Tewas,) The environ.
wentalists would like 2 sancturary for birds, wildlife
and vet lands, The Playa development would wean jobs
for mary peopile. The Interior De t, Wug - in PFrownsville,
Texas “he other day saeinr wkat tﬁey conld tske sway
{rom Flaya Del Rio, There are otheT areas the Irter'or
Dept, have excludedewhy not Playe Del Riot Aren't .
husar lives more important than Brd sameturar es {wricrh
ve have quite a few of down kers in Teras) and wet i:nds
inasmuch as the envirecnmentalists de net know whas
savings the wet land resulte would be.

1 would aprreclate your locking ‘nto this matter and
let the Playa Del Rioc develowment go ahead,

Very trul: ryours,

M?/m e

TG
. alien Vo
Fre s

Consral Barriers Sgudy Group
U.5. Depr. of Interior
National Park Service-498
P.G. Box 37127

wWashington, [,C. 20013-7127

Dearest Scudy Groyp,

The Ceastal Barriers are im
some of the Yorld's most pr
Barriers here in Texas incl
haibtats,

portant to he because it protects
oductive etosystems, These Coastal
ade estuaries, marshes and #qvatic

The Coastal Barriers buffer the mainland from sctorm waves{hurvicane,
tropical depressions and ecz.) from eraosion and flooding.

The Costal Barrier Resvurces Act was passed in 1982 to discnyrace
Lhne aeveiopment of these coastal areas.
“het the Rescurces Act means is that there will be No Federal
Funding for roads, bridges, sewers, water linas, gas lines,

houding or flood insurance.

With the stroke of a pen the expansion of the Cosstal Barriers
wWould hecome even more of an asser to the government; is that
it would save Uncle Sam millions snd protect God's creatures.

I do not think thar (it is right for our government ro promote
the distruction of thig fragile area, whith includes extreamley
valuable roosting and neasting habitat. Those threatened species
which reside here mav eventuality become indangered.

T suppore 100% Your decision to expand the {oastal Barrier
SYSLED 1o include the Scueh Bay. Boca Chica and Spoil Islands
located along the Westars Edpe of the Intercosastal Wacerway in
the Lower Laguna Nadre.

Yours Truely
and
Sincerely

.
s / footom A
¥
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June 17, 1987

Ronorabie William Hodel
Secretsry of the Interior
Washiagron B. €,

Dear Secretary Hodel,

1 2m adding my name to the list of the people objecting te the expansion of
the Coastal Bavrier Resources Act in the area known as T~12.

1 am presently the ovner of approximately 1200 acres in this location, which
is now under contract for sale. At the rime the CONLTACt was entered inte the
expansion of T-12 was nor consideved, 1If ¥ou pursue this expsnsion of T-12 ro
include the additional 15,000 scres of Bocs Chica property, the economic
ramifications are and will be unbesrable ro the area due to the depressed
financial situation of the Lower Rie Grande Valley,

I urge you thersfore, to consider not only =y situation but the other voices
you have heard coming from this area.

Respec% subnitt gl
g
Ropert F.

Bartes

g 1419
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June 23, 1987

Coastal Barrier Study Grougp
U.5. Dapt. of Interior
National Park Service

P.O. Box 37127

Washington, D.¢., 20813

Gentlemen:

As the immediate past President of the Port Isabel ‘South
Padre lsland Chamber of Commerce, as a iivensed practiging
atrorney with offices on South Padre Istand and in Brownsvillia,
Texas and as a concerned citizen, I wish to express to you my

extramy Jissatisfastion with the recommendation of your comnmittee
thus far.

First of &1l I wish to point out that the study committee
had no representatives from business, industry or the public anpd

all members of the committes were from environmentalist oriented
grouns.

All of South Padre Island from Boca Chica to the Marnsfield
tut shouid be available for development. All of Boca Chica to
the Mexican Border should be available for development, including
the Port lsabel/Brownsviile Havigation District.

Very truly yours,

June 1%, 1987

Mr. Donald R. Hodel, Secretary
U.5, Pept. of the Interior
Coastal Barrier Study Graup

€ Strest (between 18th & }9th St
Northweat)

Washington, DC 20240

REF: ©.0.3.R.A.
YNIT T-12

Pear §Sir:

I request that Unit T-32 be deleted from the "Report fo
Congress Coastal Barrier Rescurce Systea” {Proposed
Recommendation for edditione to or deletions from the
Coastal Barrier Resource System).

The sres included in Unit T-12 is heavily used by the
public for recreationsl purposes. On s normal weekend the
beack between the Rio Grande and the Brownsville-Santingo
FPase will receive 1,500 plua car loads of wisltors per day.
This is based on actus}l traffic counts.

The normal fuanding for roads, parks, utilities and
other infrastructure needed to serve these visitors is
norxally partially paid for with public funds which are
controlled and dispersed by federal agencims. This
infrastrugture is for the bepefit of the citizens not some
"had old Developer”. The ftunding for this infrastructure is
the rightful ahare of Federal Tax Dollars bHelonging te the
local taxpaysr; and the locsl taxpayer should not be
reguired to pay twice for this funding, once to the Fedsral
Government with taxes which would be collected from the
local people but would not be dispersed back due to
C.0.B.R.A. and pay the second time either by purely local
taxes or by doing without this needed infrastiucture,

Within the Unit T~12, as proposed in Volume 20, dated
February, [987, there are gver 1,500 lots in recorded
subdivisions and approwimately 30 family homes.

RFB: {b . ““Edward F. Butler
EF8/ag
86233701 .efh
SHoldar Engtreering Co. !
MR DONALD % HODEL SECHRTARY PAGE 2
2390 Cmtao? Bhed. | Sulle "O;;‘:-g‘%gzs:ml‘%m» Diwvos 18520 C.0.B.B.A. URIT T-12 JUNE 18, 1987
Prermmet Enpusrs Dngutried Pbdr Banogrs

I have nat researched the exnct appraisat valus the
Cameron County Appraissl Diatrict has presently placed the
property withiz Unit T-12, but I expect it to be
approxismately tenm million dollmrs which produces for the
local tawiog agencies appronimstely $150,000.00 per ysar ia
proparty taxes. Whet this property iw fully developed the
tax revepue w e ipn & Lion do 8 per
ygar.

If Unit ¥-12 remaiuw ne propomed and the property
reaaine usdeveloped; which I understand is the goul of
"C.0.B.B.A", then the other property owners in Cametron
County will have to pay the differesce belween taxea
requited and the taxes lost due to the land in Unit T-12
losing its value,

Cameron County ham one of the highest rates of
unespioywent snd lowest Per Capita Income in the nation. We
in Cameron County are trying vary hard to develop our
tourist industry in order teo provide employment and raise
the Per Capita Income. The gulf mod beaches of Cameron
County are the msjor resources we have to compete with other
aress for tcurism. If we are unable to develop our Gulf
frontage we »iil lome the advantage of these major
resources.

Your favorasble consideration of this request is greatly
apprecisted,

Sincerely,

Z. oldar
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(512) 3813837

m PAN AMERICAN
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5 June 1987

Coastal Barriers Study Group
Kational Park Service
PO, Box 3z

Washington, D.C. 200§3-7127
bear Sirs,

I suppart your efforts 1o expand the Cossts] Barrd * R
System. This program is ome which T beliave will nelp §rot::i"§§§s
barrier fslancs snd seashores along the Gulf ang Atlantic coasts, Any
strengthentng of 1{tg provisions, expansions or #aditions to the System
15 highly desiradle for now ang n the future, | am particulasrly
plessey that several areas in the southernmost tip of Yexas have been
cited for inclusion. These are sensitive argas ecologically and their
pretection through the Coasta! Barrier Resources Act will heip to
preserve these ecosystems for future gemertions of Americans,

Sinceraly,

Robert J Edwaras

Associste Professor of Biology

1201 West Univeeatty Drivw | Eetinbiury, eons 78530290 7 (512) 381,201
N\ﬁwﬂGunmmerMmumoanEdeEg

39&11:1 Zarriers Stucy firoun

Ve S, Dent, af Interior, iat., Park
F. 0, fox 37127

Adashington, b, Q. 2)013-1127

]

<E-r Ghay Groun:

farth iudub
e e
LS} By
ica ©rné the ret of tha
;¥ BEe Dircs there thet can ve seen
their hsbitat would be 2 ¢rima,

vopy: Congressnan Jim Wright

810|

Marst, Texas
June 12, 1987

Service ~ 498

on Zociety I wish 3o sneak for our

E O Ty ocrancued rddition: to the
<&ns of us visit the Souta Bay snd

Rio frende velley a least once a yeer,
aowhere else in the U, 5. Te lose

[

Sincerly your N

3 ¢ Prepident
PL. Jdorth iudubon Society

7| Fowler

THCORBORAT T

alty

1205 M. Exgressway, (.0, Hox 3868) Brownsviie, Tx. 7TR520 . (512} 546-2415 -
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{Merrith-Lyacn Blidg

Jume 16, 1987

My. Dorald Hodel,
Secratary Of The Interior
Washington, D.C. 20240

Re: Cosstal Barrier
Resources Svstem

Dear Secretary Hodel:

T have first enclosed a list of over 300 names of persons who attended rhe
forum held In Brownsville, Texas on Thursday, June 11, 1987, There is a

great amount of concern in regards to your recommendation toe Congress both
pre and con ot the issue.

The recommendation you make the Congress regarding the Coastal Barrier Re-
soutce System as it pertains to Cameron County, Texas must consider the sro-
fnemic fmpact. This county has been through economic hardship in the past

four {4) years. When the economy of Mexice and the United States falterved,
this county took the brunt of it. 0%f) related indugtry such as Union Carbjide
had to shut down, Marathon oil had to let a wajoricy of its work force ga and
many others. This had a major effect on the commusity; retail sales dropped,
stores to numercus to fist, closed and are grill closing, adding to the almost
182 unemployment fm the county,

The senuitive ecological facter of the Coastal Barrier of Cameron County can bhe
tsken care of by ordinances, efther City, County or Stste. The habitats of var-
lous wildlife wil) ba preserved through better msintained avess, from both State
and Natfonal wildlife authorities.

Mr. Donald Hodel, Secretary OF The Ipterior

June 16,1987 Page 2

Secretary Hodel, your trecommendation is laportsnt to this issue, but mere im-
porrant sre jobs for people. If pesple cannor find ruployment and cannot feed
4 family, they begin to hunt for food and all the wildlifa protection knows,

canoat Btop & person from feeding a family,

Li/yd
Enclesurs

Very Truly Yours,

AN

Larry Jokl,
Past Pres. B sville Board Of Resltors
Past Pres, Brownsville Chamber Of Commerce
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1835 S. Oklahoma Ave.
Browngyill
Jone B4 18,7 78520

ton, D.C. 20013-7137
Dear Study Group:

leMPﬂntaxPaye:schmCmm it
w0, in g al, want £ Bats e : ty, Texas, from cur own Moiliticians

@ profiteers, especially when they t;;%gggvzs precicus and productive wetlands

taxpayers be further burdened, but thoy would 1om L d the Caneron County

1190

Coastal Barriers Study Group

U. 5. Dapt. of Interioer Hat, Park -
P. 0, Box 37127 ' Serviee-igs

Waghington, D. . 20013-7127

T8 June 1987
Dear Study Group:

Today the lazst dusky seaside sparrow died. This m

extinetion of one more species of animal and bring:agi gg:
step closer to extincbion ourselves, Thig bird was lost
solely Lhrough the destrustion of its habitat, The proposed
sddi:ioqa te the Coastal Barriers Rescources System would help
Stop this senseless destruction of habitat and life, As a )
resident of the Rig Srande Valley I am especially interested
in the spoill islancs in the lover Laguna Madre andé in the
South Bay and Boca Chica aress. The preservation of these
aress is vital to the preservation ef many species of birc
and_animal. How many species must die Ut before we take
ACtions Lo save our woprlg? Rememberw. extinction is forever!?

Sincerely yours,

SR Nowns D
Leah Larson

201 Beach Blvd.
Laguna Vista, Texas 78578

1750
608 5. Chicago 5t.

South Bend, IN 46619
March 10, 1988

Wm, P. Hern

Asst. Sec. of Fish & Wildlife
c/o Dept. of the Interior
Washington, 0.C. 20240

fear Sir:

1 am writing you as a concerned $6. Padre Lsland, Texas property owner
tor

1. Prevent the further elimination of flood insurance on the
South Texas coast.

2. Reversing the decision to remove flood insurance availapility
from the nerthern portion of So. Padre Island.

3. Explore legal remedies ageinst the U.5. Department of the
Interice to prevent this action in the event the lobbying
efforts are unsuccessful,

i ask you to recomsider this legisiatiom and vote as if you werg a tang-
owner in this area, There has already been enough land set aside for
conservational purposas in this ares, 50 now why not allow for some develap-
mert. Your kind consideration would be greatiy appreciated.

Z‘ncer?ﬂ o
Mr. & Mrs, gﬁex R, Retek

cc:  Congressman John Hiter
501 £. Monroe 5%,
So. Bend, IR 46501

Senator Richard |, lLugar
3H 306 Senate Office Bidg.
Washington, D.£. 20610-1401

[1753]

3735 West Bay Circle
Tallag, Texas 75214
March 9, 1988

Mr. Wiliiam B. Homn

Assistant Seuretary of Fish & Wildlife
C/0 Department of the Intericr
Washington, B, C. 20240

Re: Coastal Barrier Resouces Act:
etimination of flood insurance on
South Padre Island, Texas, and Boca
Thicago Beach, Texas,

bear Mr. Horn:

We would Like to urge you to exert your best afforts in pre-
venting the further elinimation of federally guaranteed Slond
Lasurance on the South Texas Coast the aid in reversing the
decision o remove flood insurance availability from the northern
portion of South Padre Island and Boga Chica Seach for the £oLlow-
ing reasons:

{1} It seems vary discriminatory to allow some owners on Scuth
Padre Izland ancess to this insurance and deny it to others.
This is contrary to ocur American Way. It shounld be avallable
to all or none.

{2} There is no reason to eiiminate this insurance program if the
premiums are adjusted to stem any federal toss. This offers
protection to those people in the program, equally spreading
the risk. with no cost to the fedbral government. It would
Seet Lo De a "no iose® proposition.

{31 There is no viable alternative to this insurance since, as a
pracvical matter, private insurance would be unobtainable.

{4) It is unfair to those owners who bought, their property when
this insurance was available and will now suffer great econam-
i harm if it is withdrawn,

1%} With Texas new experiencing economic difficutties, it would
seem that we are not taking avantage of a valuable asset of
Texas--South Padre Island--and we feel it should be developed
and promoted as a tourist attraction with the resultant econ-
aric benefits that would ensue to all of the people of Texas.
This would also jessen the tax burden now carried by cur
citizens in Texas, ag it would supply a much-needed source of
funds. Turning South Padre into a wasteland or anecther
“Natura® Jeashore" was not 3 success considering the condition
»f the .:ezsent one and would require maintainance cost, instead
of gene:sting income.

Sincerely yours,

ol




STAYE OF TEXAS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

FODIE LUCio, JR,

PTCT 20
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LT June 18, 1987

Dept. of the Interior
National Park Service
P.O. Box 37127
Washington, D.C. H0013-71

Coastal Barriers Study Group

To Whom It May Concern:

This Ietter will serve g
OPpOS® EC any more land
area to he added to th-ﬁ

.yeu that I am strongly

ur- South Texas Coastal

Fpdpral Cosatal Barriera Acs.

Ay ey

WK Hhlar that will be handi.
T CondeRe 18 alloved to habpen,

he

Theze are two proieg ;j
capped aeversly LrPy

Rt s

Hegs . !

Pleass rest xagured that the vast majority of my constituents
support my remarks to you.

v-rytkespeattuxiy Youra,

N @ t&a‘*‘}/ !
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