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SABI NE PASS TO GALVESTON BAY, TEXAS, COASTAL STORM

Rl SK MANAGEMENT AND ECOSYSTEM RESTORATI ON STUDY

Publ ic Comrent Meeting
Cct ober 8, 2015

Freeport, Texas



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

(Meeting commenced at 7:00 p.m)

COLONEL RI CHARD PANNELL: Good eveni ng,

everyone. | appreciate y'all com ng out
tonight for this public neeting. |'m Col onel
Ri chard Pannell, commander of the Gal veston

District of the United States Arny Corps of
Engi neers; and we wel cone you tonight to
today's public neeting concerning the Sabi ne
Pass to Gal veston Bay, Texas, Coastal Storm
Ri sk Managenent and Ecosystem Restoration

St udy.

For the record, let ne state that this
public neeting is being convened at 7:00 p. m
on Cctober 8, 2015, at the Freeport Community
House in Freeport, Texas. This evening we're
presenting informati on and accepting public
comment on the draft integrated feasibility
report and environnmental inpact statenent that
was rel eased for public review on
Septenber 11, 2015. A court reporter is here
to transcribe these proceedings and all public
comment s.

The Corps of Engi neers and the Ceneral
Land O fice have been conducting a study

anal yzi ng potential coastal stormrisk
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managenent neasures that woul d reduce the risk
of tropical stormsurge inpacts to |lives and
property in the Golden Triangle and Freeport
areas of the upper Texas @il f Coast.

Seven years ago, the region experienced a
near mss from Hurricane | ke that disrupted
many lives and resulted in extensive damages in
t he Sabi ne and Gal veston region. The nation
was wWithin a foot of an econom c depression
when the storm surge nearly overtopped existing
hurri cane fl ood protection systens in Port
Arthur and Texas Cty. |If the areas protected
by these systens had been fl ooded, the nation
woul d have experienced significant disruptions
in gasoline and other petrochem cal supplies
that we all depend on.

For this study, a cost-effective plan has
been identified that we believe would
significantly reduce the risk of storm surge
i npacts in the Sabine and Brazoria regions.
This plan, which we refer to as the Tentatively
Sel ected Plan or the TSP, w il be described
later in the neeting.

| hope that you've all had an opportunity

to read the notice of availability, which we
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handed out at the table in the back; and you
can also get that on our district's website.

W have al so mail ed out announcenents to

i ndi vidual s and organi zations as wel| that had
a copy of this. It contains a summary of the
Tentatively Selected Plan and its environnental
i npacts.

Before we go any further, I'd like to
introduce a representative of the Texas Gener al
Land office, our study's nonfederal sponsor,
M. Ray Newby, Coastal Ceologist, with GO s
Coastal Resources Program

MR, RAY NEVBY: Thank you, Colonel. Thank
you very nmuch. | appreciate you fol ks com ng
out tonight. On behalf of Conm ssioner Bush,
l"d just like to say we're very supportive of
the Corps' efforts and willingness to partner
with the land office on these inportant
proj ects.

The study tonight is just one of many
steps that are being taken anongst the General
Land O fice and the Corps of Engineers to
conprehensi vel y address the whol e Texas coast
to basically | ook at protecting the economc

assets and environnental resources that nmake
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the Texas coast what it is. Thank you very
much.

COLONEL RI CHARD PANNELL: Thank you,

M. Newby.

Before we get started here, | do want to
recogni ze the public officials who are
attending tonight. W've got M. George
Tidwel |, Chairnman of the Board of Supervisors
of the Velasco Drainage District. W also have
M. John Hoss, Comm ssioner of the Port of
Freeport. Good to see you, sir. And we have
Jason Hull, Port Engineer, from Port of
Freeport; and Colonel Retired, Chris Solis of
the Gul f Coast Conmunity Protection and
Recovery District. Good to have you here as
well. Fromresource agencies, we have Coll een
Roco from Texas Parks and Wldlife. Thank you
very nmuch for attendi ng today.

Additionally, I'd like to introduce our
teamfromthe Corps of Engineers and |'I| start
wi th our chief of project nmanagenent, M. Rob
Thomas to ny left; and we have Ms. Sharon
Ti rpak, our project manager for this study.
Also in the audience, we've got M. Tim Nelson

our chief of real estate. W' ve got
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M. Don Carel ock, our chief of construction
and we've got M. Joe Hranetz, our chief of
operations in the back. W also have
Ms. Sheri WIlley in the far back, our planner,
chief of planning section; M. Lauren Kruse
fromour regional planning center or planning
| eague; and Ms. Janel |l e Stokes, our
environnmental lead in the regional planning
center.

kay. Let ne just talk a little bit about
the ground rules here. |[|'ll describe the
ground rules and the formats for tonight's
nmeeting. | hope you've had a chance to
conpl ete a coment form when you entered the
nmeeting. The comment formis used to provide
us your contact information so we can keep you
updated on the status of the study. It can
al so be used to submt a witten comment, if
you'd Iike.

And if you'd like to nake your conment
orally, please nmake sure that you have
i ndi cated your intent on the sign-in sheet at
the door. Those wishing to nake a conment w ||
be given an opportunity to do so after the

presentation. |If you prefer not to speak
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toni ght, you may submt you comments in witing
by dropping themin the box provided or you can
send themto us by mail or e-mail and that's
all located on the joint notice of
avai l ability.

Fol Il owi ng ny remarks, Sharon Tirpak, our
Proj ect Manager, was going to present an
overview of the feasibility study; and after
her presentation, I'll open the floor for
public comments. Federal and state officials
that have requested to nake a statenent wll be
recogni zed first. Next, representatives from
the federal and state resource agencies w shing
to nmake a statenment will be called upon; and
then | will recognize each individual that has
i ndicated that they wish to make a coment.

| think we'll be good on tine tonight, so
"' mnot overly concerned; but if | get a nunber
for how many fol ks we have -- do you know how
many we have so far?

M5. JANELLE STOKES: About 20 al
t oget her.

COLONEL RI CHARD PANNELL: 20 conments?

M5. JANELLE STOKES: Oh, no, the nunber of

people to comment, three.
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COLONEL RI CHARD PANNELL: Ckay. So |
think we're good on tine. So you can, you
know, bend our ear as long as you'd |ike on
that; and the neeting will be adjourned at
8:30. So whatever tinme frame we need between
now and 8: 30.

Also, we'd |ike to enphasize that this
wi |l not be a question-and-answer session. The
nmeeting is to provide you an opportunity to
comment on our project.

Now, I'd like to turn it over to M.
Sharon Tirpak to make our presentation.

M5. SHARON Tl RPAK:  Thank you. Good
evening. Thank you for joining us. W can go
past this title slide.

So the purpose of the public neeting this
evening, we're here to present the Tentatively
Sel ected Plan or the TSP and to gather your
comments on the plan and its environnental
inpacts. This is a tentatively selected pl an,
and it's based on prelimnary engi neering
design and tentative alignnent.

The TSP is being reviewed concurrently by
the public, internal Corps of Engineers and

i ndependent technical reviewers and Corps
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headquarters. The plan may change in response
to these comments and technical issues
identified during the final feasibility

anal ysi s.

Since 1854, 61 tropical storns have hit
t he upper Texas coast and sone of the nore
devastating storns are listed here. Certainly,
t he one nost recent is Hurricane |Kke.

Hurricane Rita also in this area. Houston with
tropical stormAllison; and then we al so have
the nost historic stormof all, the 1900 Storm
And you can see sone statistics there on these
st or ns.

A congressional resolution gives the Corps
the authority to study and recomend projects
to reduce the risk of surge danmages in this
region. Qur mssion and authorities do not
allow us to address wind-related inpacts. The
study is being conducted by the Corps of
Engi neers in conjunction w th our nonfederal
study sponsor, the General Land Ofice. The
pur pose of the study is to evaluate
vul nerabilities to stormsurge inpacts in the
upper six counties on the Texas Gulf Coast and

to devel op projects that reduce the risk of
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stormsurge inpacts to people, infrastructure,
t he econony and the environnent. For this
study, the scope was ultimately reduced to

focus on CSRM or Coastal Storm R sk

Managenent, in the Sabi ne and Brazoria regions.

As originally scoped, the study covered
all six counties and reconmmended projects for
the three regi ons shown here. The Sabine
region, which is up here (indicating), the
Brazoria region and the Houst on- Gal vest on
region. However, the level of effort and
associated risk for the large and conpl ex
regi onal study was determned to be too high
and it was agreed that this study would focus
on recommendi ng Coastal Storm Ri sk Managenent
solutions for the Sabi ne and Brazoria regions
only.

The CSRM sol utions for the | arge and
extrenely conpl ex Gal veston Bay regi on and

ecosystemrestorati on opportunities throughout

the six-county area are included in the ongoing

and separate coastal Texas feasibility studies
as well as Jefferson County ecosystem
restoration feasibility study.

The revised site scope includes a

10
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programmati c di scussion on the entire

si x-county area and a focused study effort on

t he Sabi ne and Brazoria regions. The cost of
the study is $4.4 mllion, and it will take 3.9
years to conplete. The CSRM probl ens have been
eval uated and a Tentatively Selected Pl an

devel oped for the Sabine region, which is
Orange and Jefferson Counties and the Brazoria
region, which is the Freeport area.

Now, after Hurricane |ke, a study was
comm ssi oned by Orange County to eval uate
potential solutions for stormsurge inpacts
i ke those caused by Hurricane Ike. This study
found that the surge generated by the storm
caused w despread flooding in industrial,
commerci al and residential areas of O ange
County. The cities of Orange, Bridge Cty,

West Orange, Pinehurst, Vidor and Rose City, as
wel | as uni ncorporated areas, suffered extrene
damages.

Approxi mately one-third of the city of
Orange was flooded, primarily the downtown and
comercial districts of the city. Rose Gty
al so suffered maj or damages fromthe surge that

travel ed up the Neches Rver. Virtually 100

11
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percent of Bridge Gty was flooded, including
nost residential and conmercial properties.
The "Chem cal Row' area of Orange County al so
recei ved maj or damage and production stoppage
because of Ike's storm surge fl ooding.
Estimates of damages and production | osses
exceed $500 mi | lion.

There were fewer inpacts in Jefferson
County due in |large part to higher base ground
el evations. M nor danages occurred to the
ExxonMobi| refinery on the Neches R ver just
south of the city of Beaunont. The
Sabi ne- Neches Navigation District reported
consi der abl e damages al ong Tayl ors Bayou.

For the existing Port Arthur and vicinity,
ext ensi ve danmages woul d have occurred to Port
Arthur but for the protection provided by the
existing Port Arthur and Vicinity Hurricane
Fl ood Protection Project. While the existing
systemperforned well, it canme close to being
overtopped by the surge.

The picture on the right, this one right
here (indicating), was taken at H ghway 365
after the stormwhen waters were still very

close to the top of the flood wall in that

12
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ar ea.

Areas not protected by the existing

project were heavily inpacted. The inmage at

the bottomis of a barge |ying across H ghway

73 near Tayl ors Bayou.

In Brazoria County, the Freeport area on

the extreme margin of this stormis effects

experienced tidal flooding up to 6 to 8 feet in

areas not protected by the existing Hurricane

Fl ood Protection Project. |If you can't see it,

the red is the highest inundation. This color

here is 2 to 4 feet, and it goes on up

(i ndicating).

The existing Freeport and Vicinity

Hurricane Fl ood Protection Project, Port

Art hur,

Texas City and Freeport projects were

built as a result of storm surge damages from

Hurricane Carla in 1961. Al though it cane

ashore

near Port O Connor, dangerous inpacts

were felt in the Freeport area. Carla was a

Category 4 stormw th stormsurges of up to 22

f eet.

The bl ack and white pictures show

post-storm i npacts.

Several phases of alternative analysis

wer e conducted during the study. Shown here is

a final

array of alternatives that were

13
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eval uated to determ ne the Tentatively Sel ected
Plan. For the Sabine region, the CSRM
alternati ves devel oped by the Orange County
study were evaluated and pl ans which woul d
protect nearly all of Orange County and
northern Jefferson County were advanced for
further screening.

Structural alternatives included
constructing a new | evee systemin Orange and
nort heast Jefferson County and inproving the
existing Port Arthur Hurricane Flood Protection
Project. One alternative included construction
of a large surge gate in the Neches River with
a |l evee system connecting to the new | evee
systemin Orange County and the existing Port
Arthur Hurricane Flood Protection Project.

In Brazoria County, inprovenents to the
exi sting Freeport Hurricane Flood Protection
Project were advanced for further screening.
Nonstructural alternatives were al so consi dered
and those which are within the Corps' authority
to i npl enent were advanced for further
sScreeni ng.

The Neches River gate alternative included

t hree conponents: New |l evee/flood wall system

14
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al ong the Sabi ne Ri ver and Sabi ne Lake. And
that would be up in here (indicating); a surge
gate in the Neches R ver with | evees connecting
to the Orange and Port Arthur systens; and

i nprovenents to the Port Arthur Hurricane Flood
Protection Project, which is this blue |ine

(i ndicating).

The Neches River surge gate would need to
be | arge enough to acconmobdate | arge oceangoi ng
tankers and ot her vessels which use the river
to access nunerous petrochemcal facilities in
the Port of Beaunont. The channel is currently
40 feet deep, and deepening of the channel to
48 feet is authorized. This alternative was
conpared to a | evee system which protected the
sanme areas; and no surge gate woul d be needed
in the Neches River. The construction cost of
the gate was estinmated to be about $865 mllion
nore than the all-|evee approach.

Again, the gate would need to be very
| arge to cross the Neches R ver and the deep
navi gati on channel. Large punp stations woul d
al so be needed to prevent upstream fl oodi ng
while the gate is closed. |In addition,

consi der abl e operati ons and nai nt enance costs
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woul d be needed to maintain and operate the
gate into the foreseeable future. For these
reasons, the gate was determ ned not to be cost
effective and was elimnated from further
sScreeni ng.

So the final array of alternatives; and

what | nean by "final array," these are the
alternatives that we | ooked at to determ ne
what we wanted to be the Tentatively Sel ected
Plan. The No Action Alternative is always an
alternative that we | ook at, and for Brazoria
regi on, we have the Freeport and Vicinity
Coastal Storm Ri sk Managenent, which incl udes
the inprovenents to the existing Freeport
Hurricane Fl ood Protection Project; and we w ||
al so | ook at nonstructural alternatives.

I n the Sabi ne region, we have new | evees
and flood walls in Orange and Jefferson
Counties, inprovenents to the existing Port
Arthur Fl ood Protection Project and then again,
nonstructural alternatives.

So the proposed Tentatively Sel ected Pl an
for Freeport and vicinity include -- and let ne
see if | can step through this because there's

a bunch of segnents here -- the raising of
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about two-and-a-half mles of |evee along north
Oyster Creek by one to 3 feet. So that's up in
this area (indicating). Raising two-and-a-half
mles of the east stormlevee by one foot.
Constructing a new surge gate and punp station
at the nouth of the DOW Barge Canal .
Navi gati on woul d be mai ntai ned during and after
construction. That's down in there
(indicating). And raising about a half mle of
| evee at the DOW Thunb by one foot and
installing erosion control and scour protection
features on about three mles of levee in this
area and that would be down in here
(i ndicating).

Reconstruct about 700 feet of the Tide
Gate |-Vall, raising it by one foot and raising
about four tenths of a mle of adjacent |evee
by one foot. And | think that's right in here
(indicating). And reconstructing about a half
a mle of the Freeport Dock Flood Wall and
that's at Port of Freeport.

Most of the construction activities would
occur within the existing project right-of-way.
And again, this is a tentative plan; it could

change as a result of the ongoing public and

17
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technical reviews. However, at this point, the
pl an does not inpact existing structures.

For the Orange and Jefferson CSRM
al ternatives, costs, econom c benefits,
environnmental inpacts of the O ange-Jefferson
reaches were conpared. O ange Reaches 1 and 2
and Beaunont Reach B and C were elimnated from
t he proposed CSRM | evee system because costs to
protect these areas woul d exceed the economc
benefits. And we're tal king about this area
Orange 1 and Orange 2 and Beaunont B and C
(i ndicating).

Orange Reach 1 had an estinmated average
annual benefits of $275,000 and average annual
costs of over $2 million. If it were expressed
in a benefit-to-cost ratio, it wuld be a 0.13.
Generally, a BCR of at least one is needed to
retain in a plan. O ange Reach 2 had average
annual benefits of $42,000 and an average
annual cost of $1.8 million or BCR of 0.02.

These were conpared to Orange Reach 3,
whi ch have average annual benefits of $24.7
mllion and average annual costs of $14.9
mllion or BCR of 1.65. And that's this reach

here for Orange Reach 3 (indicating).

18
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So the proposed TSP for Orange and
Jefferson includes a 27.2-mle-l1ong new | evee
flood wall system which would be constructed
fromlinterstate 10 at the Sabine R ver down the
west bank of the river, across the north bank
of the Sabine Lake and up the east bank of the
Neches River to the vicinity of the junction of
Orangefield Road and H ghway 1135. So
basically, we're talking -- this is the
27.2-mle-1ong | evee (indicating).

And surge gates on Adans and Cow Bayous
woul d need to be constructed where the | evee
system crosses these bayous. Existing
navi gati on on the bayous woul d be mai ntai ned
during and after construction. So there's two
smal | er gated structures that are needed on
t hose two bayous. |In addition, an 11-mle |ong
flood wall system would be constructed in
northern Jefferson County to connect with high
ground near the existing Port Arthur Hurricane
Fl ood Protection Project. Protection northwest
of this section is not needed because shoreline
el evations are sufficiently high.

So Jefferson County, you have 11 mles of

new | evee systemhere that would tie into the
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existing Port Arthur hurricane system
(i ndicating).

Lastly, one 3.6 mle-long systemin the
vicinity of the ExxonMbil plant is currently
included in the TSP, and we plan to continue to
evaluate the facility's existing protection
systemto determne if additional protection is
warranted. The |evee/flood wall systens woul d
be constructed to a m ni num el evati on of
11 feet. Elevations during final feasibility
anal ysis may result in higher final elevations.

The alignnment, as laid out now, is
tentative. There is a high likelihood that it
wi Il change as a result of public comments and
techni cal reviews. Sone residences and
structures would |ikely be inpacted by
construction of this new system In the event
the project acquires property that displaces
residents or business, the property would be
purchased at the current fair market val ue and
assi stance with noving costs would be provided.
Rel ocations of pipelines and utilities wll
al so probably be required. Relocation costs
are a nonfederal responsibility.

The proposed TSP i nprovenents for the Port
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Arthur protection project, replacing and
raising a railroad and vehicle closure
structures and raising 2.3 mles of |evee by
one foot at the north end of the Sabi ne-Neches
Canal. Reinforcing the I-VWall and rai sing
about 1.3 mles of adjacent |evee by one foot
near a tank farmat the south end of the
Sabi ne- Neches Canal. Here's the tank farm and
here's the other reach (indicating).

Rei nforcing the existing I-Wall near
Val ero and raising about one-half mle of |evee
by one foot in the Tayl or Bayou basin area. W
woul d al so reinforce the 8- to ten-foot I|-Wal
and raising about one-third of a mle of |evee
by one foot west of the Tayl or Bayou basi n.
Most of the construction activities would occur
Wi thin the existing project right-of-way.

Again, this is a tentative plan; it could
change as a result of ongoing public and
technical reviews. At this tinme, we believe
the plan may inpact some existing structures.

The environnental inpacts of the
Tentatively Selected Plan, Port Arthur and
Freeport CSRM pl ans have negligible

environnmental inpacts that would require no
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mtigation. The Orange-Jefferson CSRM pl an
avoids and mnimzes wetland inpacts to
greatest extent possible and trade-offs have
been necessary to bal ance environnental inpacts
agai nst inpacts to hones and busi nesses.

Construction would directly inpact about
300 acres of wetlands, including nmarshes and
wetl and forests. Indirect fisheries access
i npacts would occur to about 2200 acres of
marsh in Adans and Cow Bayou fl oodplains with
installation of the surge gates at Adans and
Cow Bayous. The value of direct and indirect
wet | and i npacts has been determned with the
Wt | ands Val ue Assessnent Mddel in coordination
wi th the resource agencies.

No known hazardous or toxic waste
rel eases, violations or sites of concern would
be affected by construction. No significant
inpacts to cultural resources are anti ci pat ed.
No endangered species inpacts are expected.

For, at this point in time, our mtigation
pl an, adverse inpacts on ecol ogi cal resources
resulting fromthe construction of the TSP have
been avoided or mnimzed to the extent

practicable. Further refinenments to the plan

22
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wi Il occur during final feasibility analysis,
and efforts will be nmade to further avoid and
reduce i npacts.

Remai ni ng unavoi dabl e i npacts will be
fully mtigated, as required by law. The
wet | ands val ue assessnent nodeling will be
conducted to quantify the benefits of
mtigation neasures. Selection of potential
mtigation sites and nodeling of benefits wll
be conducted in coordination wth resource
agencies. W anticipate that the recomended
plan wll include inpacts to Texas Parks and
WIldlife property.

W plan to work with Texas Parks and
Wldlife so that those inpacts will be
mtigated on Texas Parks and Wldlife property.
The final mtigation plan will be devel oped and
presented in the final integrated feasibility
report and EIS.

W have identified sonme marsh restoration
eval uation areas in the Bessie Heights and A d
Ri ver Cove areas. Areas targeted for
eval uati on exclude areas already identified for
beneficial use or mtigation in conjunction

Wi th other projects. Sedinents fromregular

23
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mai nt enance dredgi ng of the adjacent
Sabi ne- Neches coul d be used to restore marsh in
areas of open water.

For forested wetlands mtigation, areas on
t he Neches and Sabi ne Rivers north of
Interstate 10 contain | arge undevel oped tracts
of forested wetl ands, including cypress-tupelo
swanps and bottom and forest. W w | evaluate
the acquisition and | ong-term conservation of
forested wetland areas to mtigate inpacts of
this project.

Addi tional benefits could be earned by
maki ng i nprovenents to the forested wetl and
conservation areas such as inproving tidal
flows in inpounded areas or renoving and
controlling invasive species, such as Chi nese
tall ow

So for prelimnary project costs,
construction would be cost shared at 65 percent
Federal and 35 percent non-Federal. W
currently have indications from Orange County
and Jefferson County that they would be our
non- Federal sponsors for construction of the
O ange-Jefferson CSRM pl an. Jefferson County

Drainage District No. 7 may be the sponsor for
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the Port Arthur and Vicinity CSRM pl an.

Vel asco Drainage District has indicated an
interest in sponsoring inprovenents to the
Freeport and Vicinity CSRM pl an.

The next steps are the final feasibility
anal ysis, and that would include the itens
listed here. There's potential changes in the
| evee alignnent |ocation based on the coments
that we served during the public and technical
reviews. So we will go ahead and devel op the
final feasibility |level of engineering. Al so,
we Wil do an analysis of effects of relative
sea level rise that could result in increases
to the recomended hei ght and wi dth of the new
Orange and Jefferson plan and the Port Arthur
and Freeport plans. Analysis of potential

changes and environnental inpacts will occur

and devel opnent of environnental mtigation and

nmoni tori ng plan.

W did want to cover relative sea |l eve
change, and this table presents a range of
estimated increases in sea |l evel by the year
2080 in the Sabi ne and Brazoria regions. The
low, internediate and high estinmates are based

on a | andmark National Research Council study

25



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

from1987. The high rate is within the range
predi cted by the current studies.

In the Sabine region, relative sea | eve
rise could range from about one- to about
t hree-and-a-quarter feet. |In the Brazoria
region, it could range from about
three-quarters of a foot to about 3 feet by
2080. These future projections will be taken
into account in developing the | evee flood wall
hei ghts for the final recommended pl an.

So the schedul e for the study
conpl etion, we anticipate releasing the Fina
Integrated Feasibility Report and EIS for state
and agency review in August of next year. You
can see the concurrent review i s ongoing
t hrough Septenber, October and Novenber. W
shoul d have our recommended pl an by
January 2016 and the final Chief's report in
Sept enber of 2016.

If the public and technical reviews result
in significant changes to the TSP, another
public comment period nmay be warranted; and the
potential additional comment period is not
included in this schedul e you see here. It

woul d del ay conpl etion of the report.

26
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When final feasibility report is
conpl eted, notices will be mailed to everyone
who has expressed an interest or is an affected
| andowner; and copies of the final report wll
be available on the Galveston district website.

So for updates on this study, please
visit the Galveston district website at the
address shown here; and a copy of this
presentation and transcript of today's neeting
wi |l be posted on our website. Witten
comments on the Draft Integrated Feasibility
Report and the Environnental |npact Statenent
can be submtted to us here at the neeting or
sent to us by nmail or e-mail. Al comments
need to be submtted by Cctober 26th, and
that's the end of the presentation.

COLONEL RI CHARD PANNELL: Ckay. We'll go
ahead and nove into the coment period. Wat
|'d ask is: Please give all speakers the
courtesy of being quiet during their
presentati on.

Pl ease turn off your cell phones, hold
appl ause or other reactions so that we can have
an orderly neeting; and be respectful of

everyone's tinme. Al individuals have an equal

27
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right to be heard.

What we're going to do is: W'IIl start
off with our elected officials, resource agency
representatives who wi sh to nake a statenent.
| currently have a list, so |I'll go down the
list here.

Qur first speaker that | call forward is
M. Ceorge Tidwell fromthe Vel asco Drai nage
District.

MR CGECRGE TIDWELL: The only thing |
think that 1'd like to do publicly, we have --
as you know -- as a |l ocal sponsor, have deal t
with you for several years concerning this
because we're one of the bookends of the
feasibility study as Vel asco Drainage D strict
bei ng a | ocal sponsor.

And as |'ve commented to al nost everybody
involved with the Corps in this study, Velasco
Drai nage District has sonme concerns about the
study; and we woul d prefer to work with the
Corps as we work through those. | wll --

Vel asco Drainage District will nake sone public
comments in witing. The tine is sort of
short. 18 days, it's not long to get that al

t oget her and read that unpteen-page report, but
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we'll do what we can.

But 1'd like just to nmake sone genera
comments that | think y'all can take back.
It's nothing that you haven't heard, | think
but our basic primary concernis -- is that the
Corps is intransigent in taking the position
that a coastal |evee be treated like a riverine
|l evee and it just nakes comon sense to us in
the coastal region that as you consider risk
anal ysis, risk assessnent, that you treat a
coastal |evee the sane as riverine |levee if
it's the sane. But if the conditions are
different, then you treat themdifferent and
evaluate it as a coastal

And y'all know the reason is that a
coastal |evee has a flood condition that's
[imted by tine. W all know the storm cones
in and | eaves in a short period of tine. It
doesn't stay. The flood condition doesn't stay
up for six weeks or four weeks or sonething;
it's up in hours.

And so our concern is that the Corps takes
the position that it stays in a steady
condition, and we disagree with that. W'l

continue to work with you to try to resol ve
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t hat .

The second comment is -- is that in that
sanme light, we would |ike the Corps to be nore
anenable to | ooking at data that we've used to
eval uate our |evees and give that a fair
evaluation and |'"mprimarily tal king about
fragility analysis on the fl ood slopes of the
barge canal. [|'mtalking about groundwater
nmovenent on a sand | ayer underneath the | evee
for underseepage; and those, we think, have
validity. They're used in the comunity, and
we think that the Corps needs to take a serious
| ook at that and hel p us eval uate because it
does go to risk-based anal ysis.

And the other final comment | think |'1l|
make is: | think you need to take a very hard
| ook at how you communi cate and adverti se your
public hearings. For instance, | don't see
anybody from our |ocal newspaper here -- there
may be one that | don't know about, but | don't
think so. And it is inportant that the |oca
community -- the taxpayers -- get the
opportunity to hear all of this because they're
the one that's paying the bill.

If we end up being a sponsor -- a
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partnership -- in this endeavor, then they're
going to be footing that bill; and they need to
be able to have sone comments and make sone
deci si ons about whether they want to spend the
nmoney to do that based on the assunptions you
have nade in the study on still water

el evation, wave runup, all those kind of things
that, to ne, based on what |'ve been told, are
rather arbitrary.

So with that, I'll wite sone public
witten comments; but we will continue, as a
| ocal sponsor, to work diligently with the
Corps intrying to resolve these. W're glad
that those are tentative recommendati ons rat her
than final recommendations, and we | ook forward
to neeting with you and discussing all these in
a nore technical -type atnosphere. Thank you.

COLONEL RI CHARD PANNELL: Thank you,

M. Tidwell. Next, | call up M. Jason Hul
fromthe Port of Freeport.

MR JASON HULL: I'Il try to talk a |ot
slower than | normally do. | know the
stenographer is hard at work over there.

Agai n, Jason Hull, HUL-L, director of

engi neering in Port of Freeport. 200 West 2nd
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Street, 3rd floor, Freeport, Texas 77541.
(979) 233- 2667.

As Sharon nentioned, the flood wall was
built shortly after Hurricane | ke, which was
Sept enber 13th, 2008. The Corps' design had
built the flood wall design in 2009 and
conpleted it in 2010 at record speed. The
Port, then, objected to the 3-foot-high flood
wal | under the precedence the dock was built in
1954, one was built in 1957, in 1986 and a
pi ece in 2001.

The section that was built in 2001 is an
open-faced- pi | e-supported dock, and our friends
at the Vel asco Drainage District conm ssioned
a -- their district engineer did a study that
said that the open-faced dock would Iift off or
in a stormsurge, would be raised and cone
apart, basically.

We are supportive of a design that
i ncorporates sone sort of closure |ike sheet
pile driven in front of the dock to cl ose that
off with sonme sort of access panels that we
could get in and inspect if we need to so that
a wave could not lift that off, as nade

ref erence to.
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Al so, the 4-foot-high wall that is
proposed -- currently at 3-foot-high -- | think
the proposal is to go another foot higher
W' re asking for nore renovabl e sections of
wal |, somet hing that would not inpede the
| oadi ng and unl oadi ng of cargo.

Currently, when a linesman has to tie up a
ship, he leans over a 3-foot-high wall and has
to tie up between eight, 12, ten |ines; and
it's a whole |ot safer on themif there's a
renovabl e section that could be quickly, easily
depl oyed i n advance of an oncom ng storm and
t hen renoved when there's no danger of a storm
comng, |like nost of the tine.

Al so, when you do your final feasibility
study, incorporate, please, in the design the
cost associated wth contract working around
shi ps; our schedul es cannot be delayed. It's
very inportant that the ship have priority so
that the cargo is unloaded tinely and when it
| eaves, then the contractor can cone in and --
just like the wall in 2010 was built that way.

So pl ease consider that in the cost to the
contractor premum standby tine. That's all

have. Thank you.
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COLONEL RI CHARD PANNELL: Thank you,
M. Hull. GCkay. At this point intine, |I'm
going to start calling on nmenbers of the
general public. |'d ask when you cone up to
speak into the m crophone and nmake sure that
you identify yourself by your full nanme and the
organi zation that you represent.

The first nmenber of the public I'd like to
call is M. Janmes Sacconmanno.

MR, JAMES SACCOVANNO  Good eveni ng.
Thank you. M nane's Janes Sacconmanno. |'ma
retired engineer fromBASF, and | live in
Freeport, 1507 West 10th Street.

And ny comment is that the proposal or the

plan to raise the | evees by one foot seens |ike

a nom nal, al nost token anount. It's not
possible to -- | don't think it's possible to
accurately project stormsurges. |It's

essentially making a weather forecast and so
it'd seemto ne nore reasonable to nobilize and
spend all that nuch noney to raise the | evees
to raise themtwo feet or maybe even hi gher.
And | know there's reasons why you
referred to the one foot, but that just seens

li ke an awful nom nal anount for the anount of
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investnent that's around this area. Anyway,
that's ny coment. Thank you very nuch.

COLONEL RI CHARD PANNELL: Thank you very
much, sir. ay. |s there anyone el se who
woul d It ke to make a comment? Ckay. Since we
haven't heard any comments from anyone el se,
we' |l go ahead and concl ude this neeting.

Witten comments on the Draft Integrated
Feasibility Report and Environnmental | npact
St at enent nust be received on or before
Cct ober 26t h, 2015, the conclusion of the
45-day coment period that began on
Sept enber 11th, 2015.

I'd like to thank the General Land Ofice
for their efforts and assistance in preparing
for and holding this neeting, and | thank you
for your attendance this evening and the
interest that you've shown in the project
t oni ght .

This neeting is adjourned.

(Public comment neeting concluded at 7:43 p.m)
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