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2.0 FEDERALLY-LISTED THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES AND
SPECIES OF CONCERN

The proposed project area is located at the mouth of the Colorado River in Matagorda
County, Texas. This area is on the mid-coast of the Gulf of Mexico. Table 1 includes the list of
threatened and endangered species and species of concern considered by the USFWS and the
NMFS to occur in Texas and/or Matagorda County. '

Table 1
List of Threatened and Endangered Species and Species of Concern
Common Name I Scientific Name | Listing Status
BIRDS
Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Recently De-listed
Brown pelican Pelecanus occidentalis Endangered
Piping plover Charadrius melodus Threatened
Whooping crane Grus Americana Endangered
REPTILES
Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas Threatened
Hawksbill sea turile Eretmochelys imbricata Endangered
Kemp's Ridley sea turtle Lepidochelys kempii Endangered
Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea Endangered
Loggerhead sea turtle Caretta careita Threatened
MARINE MAMMALS
Blue whale Balaenoptera musculus Endangered
Finback whale Balaenoptera physalus Endangered
Humpback whale Megaptera novaengliae Endangered
Sei whale Balaenoptera borealis Endangered
Sperm whale Physeter macrocephalus Endangered
FISH
Dusky shark Carcharhinus obscurus Species of Concern
Largetooth sawfish Pristis pristis Species of Concern
Night shark Carcharhinus signatus Species of Concern
Saltmarsh topminnow Fundulus jenkensi Species of Concern
Sand tiger shark Carcharias taurus Species of Concern
Smalltooth sawfish Pristis pectinata Endangered
Speckled hind Epinephelus drummondhayi Species of Concern
Warsaw grouper Epinephelus nigritus Species of Concern
White marlin Tetrapturus albidus Species of Concern
INVERTEBRATES

Ivory bush coral | Oculina varicosa | Species of Concern




2.1  BALD EAGLE

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recently removed the bald eagle from the list of
threatened and endangered wildlife in the lower 48 states of the U. S., effective on August 8,
2007 (72 FR 37346 (2007)). This action was implemented because available data indicates that
the species has recovered, primarily due to the reduction in use of certain pesticides (such as
DDT), habitat protection, and management actions. Although the bald eagle is no longer
protected under the ESA, potential effects on this species were considered in this assessment
since the protections provided by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act remain in effect.

The bald eagle is a rare migrant and winter resident in Texas. Migrating and wintering
bald eagles typically arrive in Texas in November and depart sometime in February. They are
found primarily in association with reservoirs, rivers or other large bodies of water where they
feed on fish, carrion, and waterfowl. Breeding populations occur primarily in the eastern half of
the state and along coastal counties from Rockport to Houston. Non-breeding or wintering
populations are located primarily in the Panhandle, Central, and East Texas, and in other areas of
suitable habitat throughout the state (TPWD 2007a). Based on this information, bald eagles
could potentially occur in the project area. However, due to the lack of suitable perch sites in the
project area, it is unlikely that there would be any persistent use of the area by eagles.

2.2  BROWN PELICAN

The brown pelican almost completely disappeared from the Texas coast by the 1960's,
largely due to the use of agricultural pesticides that bio-accumulate in the marine food chain and
cause reproductive failure (King et al. 1977; Schreiber 1980). Since then, the use of chlorinated
hydrocarbons for pest control has declined and the brown pelican has slowly recovered and
spread through its original range. After years of unsuccessful nesting attempts in the Matagorda
Bay area, nesting activity has been on the increase since the late 1980°s. It is now common
along the Texas coast and it nests on isolated islands from the southern tip of Texas to Galveston
Bay. Pelicans have been successfully nesting for a number of years on Sundown Island in
Matagorda Bay, about 20 miles southwest of the project site. This species is a common resident
of the project area.

23  PIPING PLOVER

The piping plover is listed as a threatened species in coastal Texas. An inhabitant of
coastal beaches and tidal flats, the piping plover is a regular migrant along the Texas coast,
whete it may also overwinter (Oberholser 1974; Haig and Oring 1985, 1988; Haig et al. 1988).
Piping plovers feed in moist sand along beaches and sand-mud flats around inlets and estuaries
(Chapman 1984). The two major populations now winter along North and South Padre Island
and Bolivar Flats in Texas (50 FR 50726 (1985)); Haig and Oring 1985). The beach zone in the
project site is located within designated wintering piping plover Critical Habitat Unit TX-27.
Also, Unit TX-23 is located immediately adjacent to the project arca to the west along
Matagorda Peninsula (65 FR 41782 (2000)). Therefore, the presence of piping plover is likely in
the project area, particularly during the overwintering period.
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24  WHOOQPING CRANE

The Aransas National Wildlife Refuge and vicinity serves as the sole wintering grounds
for the only breeding population of whooping cranes in Texas. Each fall, the cranes fly 2,600
miles from northern Canada to the oak savannas, salt flats and bays of the Texas coast, where
they feed on crabs, clams, shrimp, frogs, small fish, crayfish, snails, roots and tubers of plants,
acorns, sorghum, and other grains (Oberholser 1974). Whooping cranes do not normally stray
from their traditional breeding and feeding grounds. The project site does not have suitable

habitat to sustain whooping cranes. Only the unlikely transient individual would occur in the
project area.

25 GREEN SEA TURTLE

Adult green sea turtles are herbivorous, feeding primarily on seagrasses and algae
(NMFS 2007a). The green sea turtle was historically the most abundant sea turtle in Texas
(Hildebrand 1982). Overfishing brought about a rapid decline, although this species can still be
found on the seagrass meadows of the lower Laguna Madre (Rabalais and Rabalais 1980). The
green sea turtles in these areas are mainly small juveniles. It is unlikely that this species would
occur in the project area.

2.6 HAWKSBILL SEA TURTLE

Hawksbill turtles are most commonly associated with coral reef habitats (NMFS 2007b).
Texas and Florida are the only continental U.S. states where hawksbills are sighted with any
regularity. Most sightings involve post-hatchlings and juveniles, which are believed to originate
from nesting beaches in Mexico. Adults are extremely rare, and Hildebrand (1983) believes that
the hawksbills occurring in Texas waters are strays. Due to the lack of preferred habitat along
the Texas coast and the absence of nesting in Texas, it is not likely that this species would occur
in the project area.

2.7 KEMP’S RIDLEY SEA TURTLE

The only endangered sea turtle that might be expected to use the Matagorda Bay System
is the Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle, the rarest sea turtle in the world. Only juveniles are expected in
the bays, as adults seem confined to the Gulf. Distribution appears closely related to the
abundance of seagrass beds and blue crabs, a favorite food item (Lutcavage and Musick 1985).
Only one major nesting colony exists, located on an 11-mile stretch of coastline near Rancho
Nuevo in Tamaulipas, Mexico, some 186 miles south of the Rio Grande. A secondary nesting
population has been established on Padre Island National Seashore (TPWD 2007b). In recent
years, there has been an increase in the number of Kemp’s Ridley nests reported along the Texas
coast. During the 2007 nesting season, there were reports of nesting at eleven localities, from
Bolivar Peninsula to Boca Chica Beach, with four nests reported on nearby Matagorda Peninsula
and eight on Matagorda Island (NPS 2007). It is therefore possible that this species could occur
at the project site during nesting season.



2.8  LEATHERBACK SEA TURTLE

The leatherback sea turtle is a highly pelagic species, tending to keep to deeper offshore
waters, where it feeds mainly on jellyfish and tunicates (TPWD 2007¢). It is rare along the
Tzxas coast. Due to its rarity in this area, it is not likely to occur in the project area.

29 - LOGGERHEAD SEA TURTLE

Loggerhead sea turtles are capable of living in a variety of environments, such as in
brackish waters of coastal lagoons, river mouths, and tropical and temperate waters above 50
degrees Fahrenheit (TPWD 2007d). They are found worldwide. The major nesting beaches are
located in the southeastern United States, primarily along the Atlantic coast of Florida, North
Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia. In Texas, they are found in the Guif of Mexico and are
occasional visitors to the Texas coast. Only minor and solitary nesting has been recorded along
the coasts of the Gulf of Mexico. Although the major nesting concentrations in the United States
are found in South Florida, loggerheads nest from Texas to Virginia (USFWS 2007). Therefore,
there is potential for this species to occur at the project site.

2.10 'WHALE SPECIES

The five species of whales listed by the NMFS are known to occur in the Gulf of Mexico
off the Texas coast. Since whales are open-ocean species, they normally would not be expected
“to enter the shallow water habitat of the project site.

2.11 DUSKY SHARK

The dusky shark is a large shark with a wide-ranging distribution in warm temperate to
tropical waters, including the Gulf of Mexico. It is coastal and pelagic in its distribution, where
it occurs from the surf zone to well offshore. Its diet includes bony fishes, cartilaginous fishes,
crustaceans (e.g. crabs and shrimp), and cephalopods (e.g. octopus and squid). This shark is
known to make seasonal migrations in response to temperature changes, moving northward in
summer and southward in fall (Compagno 1984). In NMFS tagging studies, dusky sharks tagged
in New England were recaptured in the southwestern Gulf of Mexico. Known coastal nursery
grounds are located off New Jersey to South Carolina (Cortes et al. 2006). Given the distribution
of the dusky shark, it is possible that this species could occur in the project area.

2.12 LARGETOOTH SAWFISH

Historical occurrences of largetooth sawfish in North America were strictly confined to
shallow (<10 m), near-shore, warm-temperate and tropical waters (>18-30°C), estuarine
localities, partly enclosed lagoons, and similar situations. In the United States, largetooth
sawfish were reported mainly along the Texas coast and east into Florida waters, but it is now
considered extirpated in U. S. waters. The last confirmed largetooth sawfish reported in Texas
was in 1943 (NMFS 2007f). Therefore, it is extremely unlikely that this species would occur in
the project area.
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2,13 NIGHT SHARK

The night shark is a deep-water shark reported in waters from Delaware south to Brazil,
including the Gulf of Mexico. This shark is usually found at depths greater than 150-200
fathoms during the day and 100 fathoms at night (NMFS 2007g). Since the project area lacks
any deep-water habitat, is very unlikely that this species would occur in the project area.

2.14 SALTMARSH TOPMINNOW

The saltmarsh topminnow is endemic to the north-central coast of the Gulf of Mexico of
the southern United States from Galveston Bay, Texas castward through Louisiana, Mississippi,
Alabama and parts of western Florida. This species tends to live in salt marshes and brackish
water. It requires shallow, flooded marsh surfaces for breeding and feeding (NMFES 2007h).
Due to the lack of suitable habitat within the immediate project area, which is outside the known
range of this species, it is unlikely that this species would occur in the project area.

2.15 SAND TIGER SHARK

The sand tiger shark has a broad inshore distribution. In the Western Atlantic, this shark
occurs from the Guif of Maine to Florida, in the northern Gulf of Mexico, in the Bahamas and in
Bermuda. They are generally a coastal species, usually being found from the surf zone to depths
around 75 feet. They may also be found in shallow bays. They usually live near the bottom, but
may be found throughout the water column (NMFS 2007i). Given its distribution, it is possible
that the sand tiger shark could occur in the project area. However, given its scarcity, this is
unlikely. '

2.16 SMALLTOOTH SAWFISH

Smalltooth sawfish have been reported in the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans and in the Gulf
of Mexico. Sawfish species inhabit shallow coastal waters of tropical seas and estuaries
throughout the world. They are usually found in shallow waters very close to shore over muddy
and sandy bottoms. They are often found in sheltered bays, on shallow banks, and in estuaries or
river mouths. The U.S. population of smalltooth sawfish is found only in the Atlantic Ocean and
Gulf of Mexico. Historically, the U.S. population was common throughout the Gulf of Mexico
from Texas to Florida, and along the east coast from Florida to Cape Hatteras. The current range

* of this species has contracted to peninsular Florida, and they are relatively common only in the

Everglades region at the southern tip of the state (NMFS 2007d). It is very unlikely that this
species would occur in the project area.

2,17 SPECKLED HIND

The speckled hind inhabits warm, moderately decp waters from North Carolina to Cuba,
including Bermuda, the Bahamas and the Gulf of Mexico. The preferred habitat is hard bottom
reefs in depths ranging from 150 to 300 feet (NMFS 2007j). Due to the very shallow water and
sand substrate in the project area, it is very unlikely that this species would be found in the
project area.



2.18 WARSAW GROUPER

The Warsaw grouper is a very large fish found on the deep-water reefs of the
southeastern United States. This fish ranges from North Carolina to the Florida Keys and
throughout much of the Caribbean and Gulf of Mexico to the northern coast of South America.
This species inhabits deepwater reefs on the continental shelf break in waters 350 to 650 feet
deep (NMFS 2007k). Due to the very shallow water and sand substrate in the project area, it is
very unlikely that this species would be found in the project area.

2.19 WHITE MARLIN

White marlin are found in offshore waters throughout the tropical and temperate Atlantic
Ocean and adjacent seas. White marlin preferred habitat is deep blue water over 330 feet deep
with salinity around 35 parts per thousand and a surface temperature of about 72 degrees
Fahrenheit. Prey items include a variety of fishes, crustaceans, and cephalopods (NMFS 20071).
Since this is a deep-water species and the project site does not provide any deep water habitat,
this species is very unlikely to be found in the project area.

220 IVORY BUSH CORAL

Ivory bush coral is endemic to the southeastern U. S. and ranges from Cape Hatteras,
North Carolina through the Gulf of Mexico and Caribbean, although the main population is of
east-central Florida. Colonies of this coral are found in depths of 160 to 500 feet on substrates of
limestone rubble, low-relief limestone outcrops, and high-relief, steeply sloping prominences
(NMFS 2007e). The shallow water in the project does not provide suitable habitat for this
species so it is extremely unlikely that this species would be found in the project area.

3.0 EFFECTS OF PROPOSED ACTION ON LISTED SPECIES AND SPECIES OF
CONCERN

3.1  EFFECTS ON BALD EAGLE

Since bald eagles are temporary migrants that are not likely to utilize the area due to lack
of suitable habitat, the proposed project will have no effect on this species.

3.2  EFFECTS ON BROWN PELICAN

Foraging brown pelicans are common along the Texas Coast and may be found in the
project area. However, no nesting sites are located in the project area. Further, pelicans are
highly mobile and are able to relocate to avoid any disturbance from construction activities. The
proposed project is not likely to adversely this species.
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3.3 EFFECTS ON PIPING PLOVER

The proposed project is located within and adjacent to designated wintering piping plover
critical habitat. However, the project is not likely to adversely affect the piping plover or critical
habitat. The duration of impacts from construction activity would be relatively short and piping
plovers are adaptable enough to shift foraging areas to avoid the immediate construction site. In
the long-term, the completed structure is expected to be beneficial to designated critical habitat.
Once constructed, it is expected that the new jetty will cause sand to accrete on the beach to the
east of the structure, nourishing the beach and providing additional foraging areas for the piping
plover.

The project is also expected to be beneficial to Critical Habitat Unit TX-23, on the west -
bank of the Mouth of the Colorado River. The structure would act as protection to the west bank
of the river, which currently experiences significant erosion along the northern end of the west
jetty. The reduction in shoaling rate would also be beneficial to the piping plover. While
material excavated during maintenance dredging would continue to be used to nourish the beach
within Unit TX-23, the need to access the site with the construction equipment needed to place
dredge pipelines would be reduced from an annual or more frequent basis to about once every
two years. The location and timing of the placement of dredged materials would be coordinated
with USFWS prior to placement.

3.4  EFFECTS ON WHOOPING CRANE

The winter population of whooping crane remains largely confined to the Aransas
National Wildlife Refuge and only a few individuals have been observed outside that area. Since
the project site does not contain suitable habitat for the whooping crane, the project will have no
affect on this species.

3.5  EFFECTS ON SEA TURTLES

While sea turtles may occur in the project area, the proposed project is not likely to
adversely affect any of these species. The species that have the highest probability of being
encountered in the project area are Kemp’s Ridley and loggerhead sea turtles. Kemp’s Ridley
turtles nest from April though July (USFWS and NMFS 1992) and loggerheads nest from late
April through September (TPWD 2007d).

If construction or maintenance activities in the beach zone occur during the nesting
season for these species, conservation measures and monitoring of construction would be
implemented to reduce the potential impact on these species and help to ensure that the project is
not likely to adversely affect sea turtles. During construction, the beach would be monitored
daily before any work that could impact sea turtles begins. Construction personnel and Corps
construction inspectors would be trained to recognize and avoid impacts to sea turtles, and to
understand the reporting and monitoring requirements for the project.

Any turtle, nests, or eggs found by monitors or reported by construction personnel would
be safe-guarded until they can be relocated by the appropriate authorities. Ruts in the beach

11



would be smoothed out at the end of construction each day so that any new turtle tracks would be
visible and small turtles would not become entrapped. Nighttime light interference is not
anticipated for this project, but could be avoided by the use of directional and shielded lighting if
necessary. Maintenance dredging in the entrance channel would be conducted using cutterhead
dredges, which move at slow enough speeds that turtles would be able to move out of the way of
the cutterhead.

3.6 EFFECTS ON WHALES

Whales occur in offshore waters and none of these species are likely to wander into
shallow coastal estuaries. Therefore, the proposed project will have no effect on these species.

3.8  EFFECTS ON SMALLTOOTH SAWFISH

Due to the scarcity of this the smalltooth sawfish and the unlikelihood of occurrence in
the project area, the proposed project will have no affect on this species.

3.9  EFFECTS ONIVORY BUSH CORAL

This species does not exist in the project vicinity, nor does suitable habitat for this species
exist in the project area. Therefore, the proposed project will have no effect on this species.

3.10 EFFECTS ON FISH SPECIES OF CONCERN

With the possible exception of the dusky shark, habitat for these species does not exist in
the project vicinity. Therefore, it is unlikely that these species would be found in the project
area. Accordingly, the proposed project will have no affect on the largetooth sawfish, night
shark, saltmarsh topminnow, sand tiger shark, speckled hind, Warsaw grouper, and white marlin.

Although there is a possibility that the dusky shark could occur in the project area, it is a
wide-ranging and migratory species and any occurrence is likely to be brief. The project area
would not represent a significant portion of the dusky shark’s range or habitat. Therefore, the
proposed project is not likely to adversely affect the dusky shark

4.0 CONCLUSIONS

The overall conclusion is that the proposed project is not likely to adversely affect any
foderally-listed threatened or endangered species, nor will it adversely modify critical habitat.
Also, the project is not likely to adversely affect any species of concern. Although several
threatened or endangered species may occur in the project vicinity, no regularly used habitat is
known to exist in the immediate project site. Should any of these species wander into the project
vicinity, the size and mobility of these animals would allow them to avoid the immediate project
site during construction and maintenance operations.
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Division of Ecological Services
17629 E! Camino Real #211
Houston, Texas 77058-3051
281/286-8282 / (FAX) 281/488-5882

January 23, 2008

Ms. Carolyn Murphy

Chief, Environmental Section
Department of the Army

Galveston District, Corps of Engineers
P.O.Box 1229

Galveston, TX 77553

Dear Ms. Murphy:

This responds to your letter dated December 19, 2007 requesting our concurrence with the U.s.
Army Corps of Engineer (COE)’ determination for the proposed construction of a new East Jetty
at the Mouth of the Colorado River, Matagorda County, Texas is not likely to adversely affect
any listed species under our jurisdiction. The proposed construction of the East Jetty would
include beneficial use of the dredge material through beach nourishment in an area adjacent to
the project location.

The Biological Assessment did not contain enough project specific information to allow us to
concur with your determination of not likely to adversely affect. We have attached a letter of
concurrence for another COE project that lists very specific project details, avoidance and
minimization measures that will be followed during construction phases.

We recommend the incorporation of these avoidance and minimization measures into your
project. If they are not practical for this project, then you should consider initiating a formal
Section 7 consultation with the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service.

Please contact staff biologist Catherine Yeargan at 281/286-8282 if you have any questions
regarding these recommendations.

Sincerely,

Stephen D. Parris
Field Supervisor, Clear Lake ES Field Office

Enclosure

TAKE PRIDE’ +
INAM ERICA%
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ce:
1. Shubert, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

R. Swaford, NMFS, Galveston
S. Ireland, USACE, Galveston
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= ] United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Division of Ecological Services
17629 El Camino Reai #211
Houston, Texas 77058-3051
281/286-8282 / (FAX) 281/488-5882

‘May 31, 2007

Fred Anthamatten

Chief, Regulatory Branch

Attn: Sam Watson

Galveston District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1229

Galveston, Texas 77553-1229

Dear Mr. Anthamatten:

This responds to your letter dated April 9, 2007 requesting our concurrence with the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (COE)’ determination that the proposed widening of the Freeport Harbor
$hip Channel (Department of the Army Permit 23752) in Brazoria County, Texas is not likely
to adversely affect any listed species under our jurisdiction. The proposed widening of the ship
channel would include beneficial use of the dredge material through beach nourishment in an
area adjacent to the project location.

The COE has developed the following avoidance and minimization measures for use during
construction: '

1. The permittee will have all construction workers trained by qualified personnel to
_recognize protected species including shore birds, nesting sea turtles and their tracks, and
on the avoidance and minimization measures required during project construction.

2. The permittee will provide the COE with the name of a single point of contact (POC)
responsible for communicating, monitoring and reporting on endangered species issues
during construction, including keeping an activities log. This POC will stop work in the
event sea turtles, their nests or their eggs are found; the POC will safeguard them until
they can be relocated by the appropriate, permitted individuals. In addition, this POC
will ensure that no piping plovers are affected by work activities, and ensure loafing
and/or resting birds are not in the project area during construction.

3. Material placed on the beach will be predominantly beach quality sand consistent in
grain size, color and composition with the existing beach sand and free of hazardous
materials.

4. Materials and equipment required for the project wiil be staged in upland areas, not on
the beach, and transported as needed to the work sites. There will be no overnight
storage of equipment on the beach.

TAKE ?‘RIDE?‘E <
INAM ERICA%.'
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Chief, Regulatory Branch
Attn: Sam Waison
Permit 23752

May 31, 2007

Page 2

5. The number of vehicles transiting from the upland staging areas to the project sites will
be kept to a minirum, all vehicles will use the same pathway whenever possible, and
vehicle access will be confined to the immediate needs of the proposed project.

6. Placed dredged material will be maintained at a gradual slope, and after project
completion all mud or wind tidal flats and/or project sites seaward of the mean high tide
line will be restored to pre-construction slope or contours, and all ruts leveled.

7. No beach nourishment/dune restoration activities will be conducted during the peak sea
turtle nesting season, from April 1 through July 15.

8. Any construction activities conducted during the remainder of the sea turtle nesting
| season (from July 15 through September 30) would require impiementation of the
following additional avoidance and minimization measures:

a) An independent, qualified monitor or monitors wiil be hired and trained by the
permittee to monitor all construction activities, escort construction vehicles to and
from work sites, and monitor for the presence of threatened and endangered
species. The trained monitor will survey the beach daily for sea turtles, sea turtle
tracks, sea turtle nests, and shore birds prior to the initiation of any construction
activity, and periodically throughout the day. The monitor will keep a daily log
documenting all surveys conducted during the beach construction project.

b) Permittee will smooth out ruts in the beach at the end of each construction day.

¢) Use of night lights will be minimized, directed toward the construction activity
area, and shielded from view outside of the construction activity area.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) concurs with the COE’s determination that the
project is not likely to adversely affect any federaily listed threatened or endangered species
under our jurisdiction. This concurrence is based on a review of the project information and
Service files, and is contingent upon implementation of the above avoidance and minimization
measures. If the project changes or additional information on the distribution of listed or
proposed species becomes available, the project should be reanalyzed for effects not previously
considered. Our comments are provided in accordance with the provisions of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 (87) Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.

The NOAA Fisheries Protected Resource Branch (David Bernhart, 727/551-5767) should be
contacted for information on listed species under their jurisdiction.



oheet, Rezulatory Brench
At Sarn Watsen
Permit 23750

May 31, 2007

Pagz 3

If vou Lave any questions, or need additional information, please contact Catherine Yeargan at
281/286-8282.

Sincerely,

A Stephen D. Parris
) Field Supervisor, Clear Lake ES Field Office
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
GALVESTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P. 0. BOX 1229
GALVESTON, TEXAS 77553-1229

March 11, 2008
Environmental Section

Mr, Steve Parris

Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
17629 El Camino Real, Suite 211
Houston, Texas 77058

Drear Mr. Parris:

The purpose of this letter is to request the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s concurrence with
the conclusions of the enclosed Biological Assessment (BA) for the Construction of a New East
Jetty, Mouth of the Colorado River Project. This BA addresses the project’s potential to affect
federally-listed threatened and endangered species and species of concemn. If contains revisions
of the draft BA that we previously submitted to your office. The revisions include the avoidance
and minimization measures recommended by the Service in its January 23, 2008 letter regarding
the draft BA. The project is located in and near wintering piping plover critical habitat and
potential nesting areas for sea turtles. Thus, the proposed action may affect these species and
their habitat. After incorporating the Services recommendations, the overall conclusion of the
assessment is that the project is not likely to adversely affect piping plovers, sea tustles, or any
federally-listed threatened or endangered species, nor will it adversely modify critical habitat.

Pursuant to 50 CFR 402.13, I am hereby requesting your written concurrence with the revised
BA’s conclusion. We appreciate your continued cooperation in allowing us to fulfill our
respongsibilities under the Endangered Species Act. If you or your staff has any questions

regarding this activity, please contact Steve Ireland at (409) 766-3131.

Sincerely,

%W

Carolyn Murphy
Chief, Environmental Section
Enclosure



BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT
FOR FEDERALLY-LISTED
THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW EAST JETTY
MOUTH OF THE COLORADO RIVER
MATAGORDA COUNTY, TEXAS

1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1  PURPOSE OF THE BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

This Biological Assessment (BA) is being prepared to fulfill the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers’ (USACE) obligations under Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of
1973, as amended. It is also being prepared to assist the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) in fulfilling their obligations under
the ESA. The proposed Federal action is the construction of a new east jetty at the entrance of
the Colorado River Navigation Channel in Matagorda County, Texas (Figure 1). This BA
addresses the project’s potential to affect federally-listed threatened and endangered species and
species of concern. '

1.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The proposed action is the construction of a new east jetty between the existing east and
west jetties at the entrance to the Colorado River Navigation Channel. This would reduce the
shoaling rate and provide for safer navigation. Additionally, it would provide erosion protection
to a section of the western shoreline of the channel that is currently eroding due to wave action.
The structure is expected to substantially reduce the wave action in this area.

The existing configuration at the entrance to the Colorado River Navigation Channel
consists of an entrance channel, a navigation channel, a pair of jetties, and a “sediment training
structure” (STS). The construction of the existing jetties and entrance channel was completed in
April of 1990. The design dimensions of the entrance channel were 15 feet in depth and 100 to
300 feet in width. The minimum width between the east and west jetties is 1,000 feet, which is
at the seaward ends if the jetties. The distance between the jetties increases towards land.

The existing jetties were designed with a sand bypass system that was intended to
minimize the interruption of the predominantly east-to-west natural sand transport processes
along the coastline (also known as littoral drift). The 3,500-foot east jetty includes a 1,000-foot
weir section on the shoreward end of the structure to allow sand to pass westward to an
“impoundment basin™ between the east jetty and the entrance channel. Shoaling in the entrance

channel was expected to be minimal. During routine channel dredging, accumulated sand in the -

impoundment basin would be dredged from the basin and pumped over the 2,900-foot west jetty
via dredge pipeline to the surf zone west of the channe] entrance. This would allow littoral drift
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to continue to the west by natural processes. The original design prescribed a 2-year
maintenance dredging interval.

The sand bypass system has not worked as intended. The amount of sedimentation
estimated in the design of the sand bypass system was significantly underestimated. Also, since
the Colorado River flows were diverted into West Matagorda Bay in 1992 and the connection
between the navigation channel and Matagorda Bay through Parker’s Cut was closed, the natural
flushing of the channel by river flows has not been occurring. Sand does not enter the
impoundment basin as expected and tends to accumulate in spits on either side of the river
mouth, particularly on the east side. There is also erosion on the west bank of the river
shoreward of the west jetty.

In 2003, the District constructed a 550-foot “sediment training structure” seaward from
the east shoreline at the coastal inlet. It was intended to direct sand into the impoundment basin
and to diminish spit formation in the channel. However, sand quickly filled to the top of the
structure and subsequently buried it. Wind-blown sand subsequently passed over the buried
. structure. The entrance channel has still been subject to shoaling within 4 to 6 months of
dredging, creating an impediment to safe and reliable navigation of the channel.

The area where the new jetty would be constructed was previously the location of the
navigation channel, which has shifted to the west. The area now primarily consists of
accumulated sand and shallow water. The proposed structure would be approximately 2,750 feet
- long, in three segments, as shown in Figure 2. The entire length of the new jetty would be
impermeable (i.e. there would not be a weir section as with the existing east jetty). It would be
constructed of varied rock sizes. The landward segment, approximately 550 feet long, would be
constructed on top of the existing STS. The middle segment, approximately 700 feet long,
vould angle to the southwest toward the west jetty. This segment would be constructed on the
land. The seaward segment, approximately 1,500 feet long, would be constructed parallel to the
west jetty. The distance between the west jetty and the seaward segment of the new east jetty
would be 400 to 500 feet. The existing east jetty would remain in place.

Construction will be performed by either land-based or waterborne equipment.
Bulldozers, draglines or similar equipment will be used to excavate sand from the construction
- template. Cranes or similar equipment will be used to unload and position the rock. It is also
possible that the rock will be transported to the project site and placed by dump truck. The
duration of construction has not yet been determined.

The District anticipates that sand that accumulates between the new and old east jetties
would be transported to the west of the west jetty at an appropriate frequency to maintain the
littoral drift sand budget. With the construction of the new jetty, the District expects that the
project will perform as originally intended, minimizing shoaling and allowing for less frequent
dredging than is currently needed.
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Figure 2 — Proposed New East Jetty



2.0 FEDERALLY-LISTED THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES AND

SPECIES OF CONCERN

The proposed project area is located at the mouth of the Colorado River in Matagorda
County, Texas. This area is on the mid-coast of the Gulf of Mexico. Table ! includes the List of
threatened and endangered species and species of concern considered by the USFWS and the

NMFS to occur in Texas and/or Matagorda County.

Table 1
List of Threatened and Endangered Species and Species of Concern
Common Name ] Scientific Name Listing Status
BIRDS
Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Recently De-listed
Brown pelican Pelecanus occidentalis Endangered
Piping plover Charadrius melodus Threatened
‘Whooping crane Grus Americana Endangered
REPTILES
Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas Threatened
Hawksbill sea turtle Eretmochelys imbricata Endangered
Kemp's Ridley sea turtle Lepidochelys kempii Endangered
Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea Endangered
Loggerhead sea turtle Caretta caretta Threatened
MARINE MAMMALS
Blue whale Balaenoptera musculus Endangered
Finback whale Balaenoptera physalus Endangered
Humpback whale Megaptera novaengliae Endangered
Sei whale Balaenoptera boredlis Endangered
Sperm whale Physeter macrocephalus Endangered
FISH
Dusky shark Carcharhinus obscurus Species of Concern
Largetooth sawfish Pristis pristis Species of Concemn
Night shark Carcharkinus signatus Species of Concern
Saltmarsh topminnow Fundulus jenkensi Species of Concern
Sand tiger shark Carcharias taurus Species of Concern
Smalltooth sawfish Pristis pectinata Endangered
Speckled hind Epinephelus drummondhayi Species of Concern
Warsaw grouper Epinephelus nigritus Species of Concern
White marlin Tetraprurus albidus Species of Concern
INVERTEBRATES

Ivory bush coral | Oculina varicosa Species of Concern
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2.1  BALDEAGLE

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recently removed the bald eagle from the list of
threatened and endangered wildlife in the lower 48 states of the U. S., effective on August 8,
2007 {72 FR 37346 (2007)). This action was implemented because available data indicates that
the species has recovered, primarily due to the reduction in use of certain pesticides (such as
DDT), habitat protection, and management actions. Although the bald eagle is no longer
protected under the ESA, potential effects on this species were considered in this assessment
since the protections provided by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and the Migratory

Bird Treaty Act remain in effect.

The bald eagle is a rare migrant and winter resident in Texas. Migrating and wintering
bald eagles typically arrive in Texas in November and depart sometime in February. They are
found primarily in association with reservoirs, rivers or other large bodies of water where they
feed on fish, carrion, and waterfowl. Breeding populations occur prirnarily in the eastern half of
the state and along coastal counties from Rockport to Houston. Non-breeding or wintering
populations are located primarily in the Panhandle, Central, and East Texas, and in other areas of
suitable habitat throughout the state (TPWD 2007a). Based on this information, bald eagles
could potentially occur in the project area. However, due to the lack of suitable perch sites in the
project area, it is unlikely that there would be any persistent use of the area by eagles.

2.2  BROWN PELICAN

The brown pelican almost completely disappeared from the Texas coast by the 1960's,
largely due to the use of agricultural pesticides that bio-accumulate in the marine food chain and
cause reproductive failure (King et al. 1977; Schreiber 1980). Since then, the use of chlorinated
hydrocarbons for pest control has declined and the brown pelican has slowly recovered and
spread through its original range. After years of unsuccessful nesting attempts in the Matagorda
Bay area, nesting activity has been on the increase since the late 1980’s. It is now common
along the Texas coast and it nests on isolated islands from the southern tip of Texas to Galveston
Bay. Pelicans have been successfully nesting for a number of years on Sundown Island in
Matagorda Bay, about 20 miles southwest of the project site. This species is a common resident
of the project area.

2.3  PIPING PLOVER

The piping plover is listed as a threatened species in coastal Texas. An inhabitant of
coastal beaches and tidal flats, the piping plover is a regular migrant along the Texas coast,
where it may also overwinter (Oberholser 1974; Haig and Oring 1985, 1988; Haig et al. 1988).
Piping plovers feed in moist sand along beaches and sand-mud flats around inlets and estuaries
(Chapman 1984). The two major populations now winter along North and South Padre Island
and Bolivar Flats in Texas (50 FR 50726 (1985)); Haig and Oring 1985). The beach zone in the
project site is located within designated wintering piping plover Critical Habitat Unit TX-27.
Also, Unit TX-23 is located immediately adjacent to the project area to the west along
Matagorda Peninsula (65 FR 41782 (2000)). Therefore, the presence of piping pIover is likely in
the project area, particularly during the overwintering period.



24  WHOOPING CRANE

The Aransas National Wildlife Refuge and vicinity serves as the sole wintering grounds
for the only breeding population of whooping cranes in Texas. Each fall, the cranes fly 2,600
miles from northern Canada to the oak savannas, salt flats and bays of the Texas coast, where
they feed on crabs, clams, shrimp, frogs, small fish, crayfish, snails, roots and tubers of plants,
acoms, sorghum, and other grains (Oberholser 1974). Whooping cranes do not normally stray
from their traditional breeding and feeding grounds. The project site does not have suitable
habitat to sustain whooping cranes. Only the unlikely transient individual would occur in the
project area.

2.5  GREEN SEA TURTLE

Adult green sea turtles are herbivorous, feeding primarily on seagrasses and algae
(NMFS 2007a). The green sea turtle was historically the most abundant sea turtle in Texas
(Hildebrand 1982). Overfishing brought about a rapid decline, although this species can still be
found on the seagrass meadows of the lower Laguna Madre (Rabalais and Rabalais 1980). The
green sea turtles in these areas are mainly small juveniles. It is unlikely that this species would
occur in the project area.

2.6 HAWKSBILL SEA TURTLE

Hawksbill turtles are most commonly associated with coral reef habitats (NMFS 2007b).
Texas and Florida are the only continental U.S. states where hawksbills are sighted with any
regularity. Most sightings involve post-hatchlings and juveniles, which are believed to originate
from nesting beaches in Mexico. Adults are extremely rare, and Hildebrand (1983) believes that
the hawksbills occurring in Texas waters are strays. Due to the lack of preferred habitat along

the Texas coast and the absence of nesting in Texas, it is not likely that this species would occur
in the project area.

2.7 KEMP'S RIDLEY SEA TURTLE

The only endangered sea turtle that might be expected to use the Matagorda Bay System
is the Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle, the rarest sea turtie in the world. Only juveniles are expected in
the bays, as adults seem confined to the Guif. Distribution appears closely related to the
abundance of seagrass beds and blue crabs, a favorite food item (Lutcavage and Musick 1985).
Only one major nesting colony exists, located on an 11-mile stretch of coastline near Rancho
Nuevo in Tamaulipas, Mexico, some 186 miles south of the Rio Grande. A secondary nesting
population has been established on Padre Island National Seashore (TPWD 2007b). In recent
years, there has been an increase in the number of Kemp’s Ridley nests reported along the Texas
coast. During the 2007 nesting season, there were reports of nesting at eleven localities, from
Bolivar Peninsula to Boca Chica Beach, with four nests reported on nearby Matagorda Peninsula

and eight on Matagorda Island (NPS 2007). It is therefore possible that this species could occur
at the project site during nesting season.
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28 LEATHERBACK SEA TURTLE

The leatherback sea turtle is a highly pelagic species, tending to keep to deeper offshore
waters, where it feeds mainly on jellyfish and tunicates (TPWD 2007¢). It is rare along the

Texas coast. Due to its rarity in this area, it is not likely to occur in the project area.

2.9 LOGGERHEAD SEA TURTLE

Loggerhead sea turtles are capable of living in a variety of environments, such as in
brackish waters of coastal lagoons, river mouths, and tropical and temperate waters above 50
degrees Fahrenheit (TPWD 2007d). They are found worldwide. The major nesting beaches are
located in the southeastern United States, primarily along the Atlantic coast of Florida, North
Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia. In Texas, they are found in the Gulf of Mexico and are
occasional visitors to the Texas coast. Only minor and solitary nesting has been recorded along
the coasts of the Gulf of Mexico. Although the major nesting concentrations in the United States
are found in South Florida, loggerheads nest from Texas to Virginia (USFWS 2007). Therefore,
there is potential for this species to occur at the project site.

2,10 'WHALE SPECIES

The five species of whales listed by the NMFS are known to occur in the Gulf of Mexico
off the Texas coast. Since whales are open-ocean species, they normally would not be expected
to enter the shallow water habitat of the project site.

2.11. DUSKY SHARK

The dusky shark is a large shark with a wide-ranging distribution in warm temperate to
tropical waters, including the Gulf of Mexico. It is coastal and pelagic in its distribution, where
it occurs from the surf zone to well offshore. Its diet includes bony fishes, cartilaginous fishes,
crustaceans {(e.g. crabs and shrimp), and cephalopods (e.g. octopus and squid). This shark is
known to make seasonal migrations in response to temperature changes, moving northward in

- summer and southward in fall (Compagno 1984). In NMFS tagging studies, dusky sharks tagged

in New England were recaptured in the southwestern Gulf of Mexico. Known coastal nursery
grounds are located off New Jersey to South Carolina (Cortes et al. 2006). Given the distribution
of the dusky shark, it is possible that this species could occur in the project area.

2.12 LARGETOOTH SAWFISH

Historical occurrences of largetooth sawfish in North America were strictly confined to
shallow (<10 m), near-shore, warm-temperate and tropical waters (>18-30°C), estuarine
localities, partly enclosed lagoons, and similar situations. In the United States, largetooth
sawfish were reported mainly along the Texas coast and east into Florida waters, but it is now
considered extirpated in U. S. waters. The last confirmed largetooth sawfish reported in Texas

was in 1943 (NMFS 2007f). Therefore, it is extremely unlikely that this species would occur in
the project area.



2.13 NIGHT SHARK

The night shark is a deep-water shark reported in waters from Delaware south to Brazil,
including the Guif of Mexico. This shark is usually found at depths greater than 150-200
fathoms during the day and 100 fathoms at night (NMFS 2007g). Since the project area lacks
any deep-water habitat, is very unlikely that this species would occur in the project area.

2.14 SALTMARSH TOPMINNOW

The saltmarsh topminnow is endemic to the north-central coast of the Gulf of Mexico of
the southern United States from Galveston Bay, Texas eastward through Louisiana, Mississippi,
Alabama and parts of western Florida. This species tends to live in salt marshes and brackish
water, It requires shallow, flooded marsh surfaces for breeding and feeding (NMFS 2007h).
Due to the lack of suitable habitat within the immediate project area, which is outside the known
range of this species, it is unlikely that this species would occur in the project area.

2.15 SAND TIGER SHARK

The sand tiger shark has a broad inshore distribution. In the Western Atlantic, this shark
occurs from the Gulf of Maine to Florida, in the northem Gulf of Mexico, in the Bahamas and in
Bermuda. They are generally a coastal species, usually being found from the surf zone to depths
arounid 75 feet. They may also be found in shallow bays. They usually live near the bottom, but
may be found throughout the water column (NMFS 2007i). Given its distribution, it is possible

that the sand tiger shark could occur in the project area. However, given its scarcity, this is
unlikely.

'2.16 SMALLTOOTH SAWFISH

Smalltooth sawfish have been reported in the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans and in the Gulf
of Mexico. Sawfish species inhabit shallow coastal waters of tropical seas and estuaries
throughout the world. They are usually found in shallow waters very close to shore over muddy
and sandy bottoms. They are often found in sheltered bays, on shallow banks, and in estuaries or
river mouths. The U.S. population of smalltooth sawfish is found only in the Atlantic Ocean and
Gulf of Mexico. Historically, the U.S. population was common throughout the Gulf of Mexico
from Texas to Florida, and along the east coast from Florida to Cape Hatteras. The current range
of this species has contracted to peninsular Florida, and they are relatively common only in the
Everglades region at the southern tip of the state (NMFS 2007d). It is very unlikely that this
species would occur in the project area.

2.17 SPECKLED HIND

- The speckied hind inhabits warm, moderately deep waters from North Carolina to Cuba,
including Bermuda, the Babamas and the Gulf of Mexico. The preferred habitat is hard bottom
reefs in depths ranging from 150 to 300 feet (NMFS 2007j). Due to the very shallow water and

sand substrate in the project area, it is very unlikely that this species would be found in the
project area.
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2.18 WARSAW GROUPER

The Warsaw grouper is a very large fish found on the deep-water reefs of the
southeastern United States. This fish ranges from North Carolina to the Florida Keys and
throughout much of the Caribbean and Gulf of Mexico to the northern coast of South America.
This species inhabits deepwater reefs on the continental shelf break in waters 350 to 650 feet
deep (NMFS 2007k). Due to the very shallow water and sand substrate in the project area, it is
very unlikely that this species would be found in the project area.

2.19 'WHITE MARLIN

White marlin are found in offshore waters throughout the tropical and temperate Atlantic
Ocean and adjacent seas. White marlin preferred habitat is deep blue water over 330 feet deep
with salinity around 35 parts per thousand and a surface temperature of about 72 degrees
Fahrenheit. Prey items include a variety of fishes, crustaceans, and cephalopods (NMFS 20071).
Since this is a deep-water species and the project site does not provide any deep water habitat,
this species is very unlikely to be found in the project area.

2.20 IVORY BUSH CORAL

Ivory bush coral is endemic to the southeastern U. S. and ranges from Cape Hatteras,
North Carolina through the Gulf of Mexico and Caribbean, although the main population is of
east-central Florida. Colonies of this coral are found in depths of 160 to 500 feet on substrates of
limestone rubble, low-relief limestone outcrops, and high-relief, steeply sloping prominences
(NMFS 2007e). The shallow water in the project does not provide suitable habitat for this
species 50 it is extremely unlikely that this species would be found in the project area.

3.0 EFFECTS OF PROPOSED ACTION ON LISTED SPECIES AND SPECIES OF
CONCERN

31 EFFECTS ON BALD EAGLE

Since bald eagles are temporary migrants that are not likely to utilize the area due to lack
of suitable habitat, the proposed project will have no effect on this species.

3.2  EFFECTS ON BROWN PELICAN

Foraging brown pelicans are common along the Texas Coast and may be found in the
project area. However, no nesting sites are located in the project area. Further, pelicans are
highly mobile and are able to relocate to avoid any disturbance from construction activities. The
proposed project is not likely to adversely impact this species.

10



3.3  EFFECTS ON PIPING PLOVER

The proposed project is located within and adjacent to designated wintering piping plover
critical habitat. However, the project is not likely to adversely affect the piping plover or critical
habitat. The duration of impacts from construction activity would be relatively short and piping
plovers are adaptable enough to shift foraging areas to avoid the immediate construction site. In
the long-term, the completed structure is expected to be beneficial to designated critical habitat.
Once constructed, it is expected that the new jetty will cause sand to accrete on the beach to the
east of the structure, nourishing the beach and providing additional foraging areas for the piping
plover.

The project is also expected to be beneficial to Critical Habitat Unit TX-23, on the west
bank of the Mouth of the Colorado River. The structure would act as protection to the west bank
of the river, which currently experiences significant erosion along the northern end of the west
jetty. The reduction in shoaling rate would also be beneficial to the piping plover. While
material excavated during maintenance dredging would continue to be used to nourish the beach
- within Unit TX-23, the need to access the site with the construction equipment needed to place
dredge pipelines would be reduced from an annual or more frequent basis to about once every
two years. The location and timing of the placement of dredged materials would be coordinated
with USFWS prior to placement.

The following management measures would be implemented during construction and
maintenance operations to avoid and minimize any adverse impacts to piping plover:

¢ Contractors will have all construction workers trained by qualified personnel to recognize
protected species, including piping plover. Workers will also be trained on the avoidance
and minimization measures required during project construction.

» Contractors will provide USACE with the name of a single point of a single point of
contact (POC) responsible for communicating, monitoring and reporting on endangered
species issues during construction, including an activities log. This POC will ensure that
no piping plovers are affected by work activities and ensure loafing and/or resting birds
are not in the project area during construction.

¢ Materials and equipment required for the project will be staged in upland areas, not on
the beach, and transported as needed to the work sites. There will be no overnight
storage of equipment on the beach.

¢ The number of vehicles transiting from the upland staging area to the project site will be
kept to a minimum, all vehicles will use the same pathway whenever possible, and
vehicle access will be confined to the immediate needs of the proposed project.

e . Placed dredged material will be maintained at a gradual slope and after project

completion, all mud or wind tidal flats and/or project sites seaward of the mean high tide
line will be restored to pre-construction slope or contours and all ruts will be removed.

11
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s Any construction activities conducted during the remainder of the sea turtle nesting
season (from July 15 through September 30} would require implementation of the
following additional avoidance measures:

¢ An independent, qualified monitor or monitors will be hired and trained by the contractor
to monitor all construction activities, escort construction vehicles to and from work sites,
and monitor for the presence of threatened and endangered species, including piping
plovers. The trained monitor will survey the beach daily for piping plovers prior to the
initiation of any construction activity, and periodically throughout the day. The monitor
will keep a daily log, documenting all surveys conducted during the beach construction
project.

3.4  EFFECTS ON WHOOPING CRANE

The winter population of whooping crane remains largely confined to the Aransas
National Wildlife Refuge and only a few individuals have been observed ouiside that area. Since
the project site does not contain suitable habitat for the whooping crane, the project will have no
affect on this species.

3.5 EFFECTS ON SEA TURTLES

While sea turtles may occur in the project area, the proposed project is not likely to
adversely affect any of these species. The species that have the highest probability of being
encountered in the project area are Kemp's Ridley and loggerhead sea turtles. Kemp’s Ridley
turtles nest from April though July (USFWS and NMFS 1992) and loggerheads nest from late
Aopril through September (TPWD 2007d).

Maintenance dredging in the entrance channel would be conducted using cutterhead
dredges, which move at slow enough speeds that turtles would be able to move out of the way of
the cuttethead. If construction or maintenance activities in the beach zone occur during the
nesting season for these species, conservation measures and monitoring of construction would be
implemented to reduce the potential impact on these species and help to ensure that the project is
not likely to adversely affect sea turtles. The following management measures would be
implemented during construction and maintenance operations to avoid and minimize any adverse
impacts to sea turties:

e Contractors will have all construction workers trained by qualified personnel to recognize
protected species, including nesting sea turtles and their tracks. Workers will also be
trained on the avoidance and minimization measures required during project construction.

¢ Contractors will provide USACE with the name of a single point of a single point of
contact (POC) responsible for communicating, monitoring and reporting on endangered
species issues during construction, including an activities log. This POC will stop work
in the event sea turtles, their nests or their eggs are found. The POC will safeguard any
turtle eggs until they can be relocated by the appropriate, permitted individuals.
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¢ Material placed on the beach will be predominantly beach quality sand consistent in grain
size, color and composition with the existing beach sand and be free of hazardous
materials.

e Materials and equipment required for the project will be staged in upland areas, not on
the beach, and transported as needed to the work sites. There will be no overnight
storage of equipment on the beach.

e The number of vehicles transiting from the upland staging area to the project site will be
kept to a minimum, all vehicles will use the same pathway whenever possible, and
vehicle access will be confined to the immediate needs of the proposed project.

¢ Placed dredged material will be maintained at a gradual slope and after project
completion, all mud or wind tidal flats and/or project sites seaward of the mean high tide
line will be restored to pre-construction slope or contours and all ruts will be removed.

e No beach nourishment activities will be conducted during the peak sea turtle nesting
season, from April 1 through July 15.

® Any construction activities conducted during the remainder of the sea turtle nesting

season (from July 15 through September 30) would require implementation of the
following additional avoidance measures:

o An independent, qualified monitor or monitors will be hired and trained by the
contractor to monitor all construction activities, escort construction vehicles to
and from work sites, and monitor for the presence of threatened and endangered
species. The trained monitor will survey the beach daily for sea mirtles, sea turtle
tracks, and sea turtle nests prior to the initiation of any construction activity, and
periodically throughout the day. The monitor will keep a daily log, documenting
all surveys conducted during the beach construction project.

o Contractors will smooth out mts in the beach at the end of each construction day.

o Use of night lights will be minimized, directed toward the construction activity
area, and shielded from view outside of the construction area.

3.6 EFFECTS ON WHALES

Whales occur in offshore waters and none of these species are likely to wander into
shallow coastal estuaries. Therefore, the proposed project will have no effect on these species.

3.8 EFFECTS ON SMALLTOOTH SAWFISH

Due to the scarcity of this the smalltooth sawfish and the unlikelihood of cccurrence in
the project area, the proposed project will have no affect on this species.
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3.9  EFFECTS ON IVORY BUSH CORAL

This species does not exist in the project vicinity, nor does suitable habitat for this species
exist in the project area. Therefore, the proposed project will have no effect on this species.

3.10  EFFECTS ON FISH SPECIES OF CONCERN

With the possible exception of the dusky shark, habitat for these species does not exist in
the project vicinity. Therefore, it is unlikely that these species would be found in the project
area. Accordingly, the proposed project will have no affect on the largetooth sawfish, night
shark, saltmarsh topminnow, sand tiger shark, speckled hind, Warsaw grouper, and white marlin.

Although there is a possibility that the dusky shark could occur in the project area, it is a
wide-ranging and migratory species and any occurrence is likely to be brief. The project area
would not represent a significant portion of the dusky shark’s range or habitat. Therefore, the
proposed project is not likely to adversely affect the dusky shark

4.0 CONCLUSIONS

The overall conclusion is that the proposed project is not likely to adversely affect any
federally-listed threatened or endangered species, nor will it adversely modify critical habitat.
Also, the project is not likely to adversely affect any species of concem. Although several
threatened or endangered species may occur in the project vicinity, no regularly used habitat is
known to exist in the immediate project site. Measures would be implemented to avoid and
minimize any adverse impacts to piping plovers and sea turtles. Should any other listed specics
wander into the project vicinity, the size and mobility of these animals would allow them to

* avoid the immediate project site during construction and maintenance operations.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
GALVESTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P. 0. BOX 1229
GALVESTON, TEXAS 77553-1228

October 10, 2007

Environmental Section

r 1":\\.
James E. Bruseth, Ph.D. ‘(_’3"\ ' 'l\\“"‘
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer A '“ﬁ i
Division of Archaeology o o
Texas Historical Commission s :

P.O. Box 12276 W
Austin, TX 78711-2276

Dear Dr. Bruseth:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Galveston District (USACE), in cooperation with the Port of Bay
City, has developed proposed plans to construct a new east jetty at the mouth of the Colorado River in
Matagorda County, Texas. The new east jetty is needed to reduce shoaling, erosion, the frequency of
dredging. The proposed project will be confined to the area previously disturbed by dredging and the
construction of the existing jetties, weir, and impoundment basin system (enclosure 1).

The project area has been surveyed twice before by the USACE. The first survey was conducted by Odom
Offshore Surveys, Inc. and described in the report entitled “Report of Survey, Cultural Resources
Reconnaissance, Colorado River Channel, Texas” and dated 1978, The second survey was conducted by
Fairfield Industries and described in the report entitled “Mouth of Colorado River, Texas, Project,
Cultural Resources Assessment” and dated 1979. As a result of these two surveys, two anomalies were
identified for avoidance (both are located outside of the existing or current project area). In addition, the
proposed project area has been severely altered by the construction of the existing jetties, weir, and
impoundment basin system between 1988 and 1990. These aiterations have modified the area so
extensively that there is no reasonable expectation that historic properties would still exist.

Because previous surveys did not identify significant magnetic anomalies within the project area and the
project area has been extensively modified by previous projects, it is the position of the USACE that no
archeological sites will be affected by the proposed project. Therefore we request your concurrence with a
determination of “No Effect” for the proposed project.

HISTORIC
N2 FECT

for F. Lawerence Oaks '

State HISTOTIC aserration Officer
Date /7 70 !%*
Track# / T ooRoi 2496




‘Thank you for your cooperation. If you have any questions or require additional information, please call
staff archeologist Jerry Androy at (409) 766-3821.

Sincerely,

i

Carolyn Muorphy
Chief, Environmental Section

Enclosure
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Division of Ecological Services
17629 El Camino Real #211
Houston, Texas 77058-3051
281/286-8282 / (FAX) 281/488-5882

s
\f /
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= t{\. )
[}) Q‘{ January 30, 2008
e@“ 11

Colonel Dayid C. Weston

Dear Colonel Weston:

This U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service {Service) Planning Aid Letter provides Service analysis of
impacts and mitigation for important fish and wildlife resources related to the proposed
modification and construction of the Mouth of the Colorado River, Texas Major Rehabilitation
of the East Jetty Project. I is in fulfillment of our joint Scope of Work on this project, dated
September 13, 2007.

Project Location :
The project area lies in the Lower Colorado River Authority (LCRA) Matagorda Bay Nature
Park, eastern edge of Matagorda Bay, where the lower Colorado River channel meets the Gulf of

- Mexico. The LCRA acquired the park in 2001 and now works together with the community of

Matagorda to develop the park and its many recreational programs. The park is comprised of
1,600 acres and has a natural science center, a recreational vehicle park, pavilions and a fishing
pier (east jetty owned and maintained by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)). Tourists
can participate in outdoor activities such as fishing, bird watching and beach combing,

Project Environment

The project area occurs on East Matagorda Peninsula, a 31 mile long barrier peninsula that
remains relatively undeveloped. Impacts have been limited to hunters, recreationists, all-terrain
vehicles, and grazing interests. There is a housing development to the east of the project area
along the coastline.

Vegetative communities range from barren beaches to sparsely vegetated sand dune and back
dune areas to salt tolerant prairie to small freshwater swales to near barren algal and salt flats to
intertidal marsh and mudflats. Brush and tree mottes are common in prairies more inland but
adjacent to the estuary are largely absent from Texas Gulf barrier islands due to salt spray and
wildfires. Dominant plants found in the below listed communities, were verified during the
interagency site visits.

TAKE PRIDE +
INAMERICA%
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Common species to sand dunes and back dune areas are beach morning glory (Calystegis
soldanella), salt grass (Distichlis spicata), smooth cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora), sea oats
(Chasmanthium latifolium), sea rocket (Cacile edentula) and marsh fimbry (Fimbrystilis
litorallis).

Common species to the salt tolerant prairie are big bluestem (Andropogon gerardii), bushy
bluestem (Andropogon glomerulantus), marsh fimbry, marsh hay cordgrass (Spartina patens),
Gulf cordgrass (Spartina spartinae), false indigo plant (Bautista fuiticsosa), wooly croton
(Croton punctata), Indian blanket {Gaillardia pulchella), and coneflower (Echinacea purpura).

Common species to the fresh water swales include biack needlerush (Juncus roemariamus),
sedges (Carex sp.), cattail (T3pha latifolia), bulrash (Scirpus sp), marsh hay cordgrass, big
cordgrass (Spartina cynosuroides), water hyssop (Bacopa monera), smartweeds (Polygomim sp.)
spikerushes (Echinocloa sp.), and marsh aster (Aster tenuifolia).

Common species to the agal and salt flats include blue green algae (Lyngbya confervoides),
saltwort (Batis maritime), glasswort {(Salicornia virginica), shoregrass (Monanthocloe Hitoralis),
sea rocket, sea blite (Pseuda sp) and marsh fimbry.

Species common to the intertidal marsh are smooth cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora).

The project area is home to many migratory bird species that use the area as a stopover site.
Many game and non-game birds can be found along the Texas Coast during the winter months as
~ they either winter here or stop over as part of a migration. Species found in the project area
include the Canada goose (Branta canadensis), white-fronted goose (Anser albifrons), snow
goose (Chen hyperborea), blue goose (C. caerulescens), pintail (4nas acuta), gadwall (4.
strepera), blue and green winder teal (4. discors, A. carolinesis), mallard (4. platyrhynchos),
motiled ducks (4. fubvigula), shovler (4. chpeata), lesser scaup (Aythya affinis) redhead (4.
americana), and American wigeon (Mareca americana). In addition, the bay and marshes are
home to many shore and wading birds, including pelicans (Pefecanus spp.) black skimmer
(Rynchops niger), white faced ibis (Plegadis chihi), roseate spoonbill (4jaia ajaja), plover
(Charadrius spp.), sandpipers, gulls terns, herons, and egrets.

Common wildlife species found in these habitats are the Texas diamondback terrapin
(Malaclemys terrapin), Gulf saltmarsh snake (Nerodia fasciata), diamondback rattlesnake
(Crotalus horridus), cottonmouth (Crotalus piscivorus), Texas horned lizard (Phrynosoma
douglassii), northemn rice rat (Oryzomys palustris), hispid cotton rat (Sigmodon hispidus) raccoon
(Procyon lotor), coyote (Canis latrans), and white tailed deer (Odocoileus virginiamus), nuttia
(Myocaster coypus), otter (Lutra canadensis), muskrat {Ondatra zibethicus), skunk, rabbit
(Sylvilagus spp.), and armadillo (Dasypus novemcinctus).

Common fish species to the shallow bay are red drum (Scigenpos ocellatus), black drum
(Pogonias cromis), spotted seatrout (Cynoscion nebulosus), southern flounder (Paralichthys
lethostigma), sheepshead (Archosargus probatocephalus) and croaker (Micropogonias
tmdulatus). Other common fish include the sea catfish (4rius felis) mullet (Mugil cephalus), bay
anchovy (Archoa mitchilli), and squid (Lofigo sp.). Important commercial crustaceans species
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found in the area include brown shrimp (Farfuniepenaeus aztecus), white shrimp (Litopenaeus
setiferus) and blue crab (Callinectes sapidus).

Project Backgronnd :

The Mouth of the Colorado River Jetties were constructed in 1985, The east jetty included a
1,000 foot weir on the shoreward end that was to allow sand to pass into an impoundment basin.
This basin was to be maintenance-dredged with the sand “bypassed” over the west jetty at 2 year
intervals and placed on to the beach, thus re-nourishing the beach. However, the basin did not
function as planned, and, as a result, sand spiis have accumulated on both sides of the river
mouth, impeding safe navigation through the channel. A sediment training structure (STS) was
constructed in 2003 to help alleviate the formation of the spits and direct the sand into the
impoundment basin. Shortly after construction, the STS failed and was buried by sand.
Virtually all commercial fishing vessels that once flourished in this area had to be relocated due
to limited channel access.

Service and resource agency (Texas Parks and Wildlife and National Marine Fisheries) biologists
visited the site on two occasions (May and November 2007) to assess impacts of the project to
fish and wildlife resources.

Proposed Work

The USACE is currently considering a re-modification of the east jetty. The new jetty would be
constructed west of the existing east jetty and would be partially built on the footprint of the
existing STS. The new jetty would extend to a total fength of 2,750 feet and would! consist of
three segments of varying sizes of rock. The landward section will be approximately 550 feet
tong and will be constructed on top of the existing STS. The second segment will be
approximateiy 700 feet long and will be constructed on land. The final segment will be
approximately 1500 feet long, with 350 feet constructed on land and the remainder in water. The
newly constructed east jetty and the west jetty will be 500 feet apart at the seaward end. The
rock to be used for the new jetty will be transported via truck or barge. Cranes, draglines and
other heavy equipment will be used to remove and place the rock. Construction is currently
anticipated to last between 500 and 700 days. The existing east jetty would remain in place. Total -
dredge material excavated during jetty construction is an estimated 400,000 cubic yards to be
bypassed to the west into the surf zone.

A temporary flotation channel may be needed for barges carrying rock to access the construction
site. However, this has not been determined as of the writing of this document. In the event that
a channel may be necessary, the channel would be dredged using a hydraulic dredge o a depth of
9 feet below mean sea level (MSL), approximately 1000 feet long and a channel width of
approximately 70 feet. Expected volume to be dredged from this temporary channel would be
14,000 cubic yards. It is anticipated that this dredge matesial will be pumped on to the beach and
surf zone west of the west jetty. The COE will allow natural littoral drift to £ill the temporary
channel.

Once the project is complete, the USACE expects to maintenance dredge the entrance of the
channel every 2 years using a cutter head dredge. An average of 100,000 cubic yards of dredge
material will be placed on the beach and into the surf zone some 2000 to 5000 feet west of the
west jetty. In addition, there is expected to be some dredging of material between the existing
east jetty and the new east jetty. This dredging would be completed at the same time dredging is
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done on the channel mouth. Total dredge material to be placed west of the west jetty would be
400,000 cubic yards every dredge cycle.

The completed project would encompass approximately & acres, which includes the 0.8 acres
8TS.

Endangered Species and Critical Habitat

A review of Service files indicates that the federally listed threatened piping plover (Charadrius
melodus) is known to winter along the beaches of the Texas Guif Coast. Texas has the highest
wintering population of piping plovers, which exhibit strong site fidelity and territoriality. In
winter, piping plovers use beaches, sandflats, mudflats, algal mats, and dunes along the Gulf
Coast and adjacent offshore islands, as well as spoil islands in intra-coastal waterways. A
International Piping Plover Census was conducted for wintering plovers along the Texas coast in
February and March 2006. In the 18 miles of similar gulf beach habitat immediately west of the
project site, 11 piping plovers were observed. East of the project, 20 snowy plovers were
observed in similar gulf beach habitat in the 22.7 miles of Matagords Peninsyla beach. In
addition, the endangered Kemp’s ridley sea turile (Lepidochelys kempii) is known to nest in the
vicinity of the project area. The range of the Kemp’s ridley includes the Guif coasts of Mexico
and the U.S., and the Atlantic coast of North America as far north as Nova Scotia and
Newfoundland. Most Kemp’s ridleys nest on the coastal beaches of the Mexican states of
Tamaulipas and Veracruz, although a very small number of Kemp’s ridleys nest consistently
elong the Texas coast.

According to Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act and the implementing regulations, it
is the responsibility of each federal agency to ensure that any action they authorize, fond, or
carry out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any federally listed species.
Therefore, you should use this and other current information to evaluate the project for its
potential effects to listed species. The Service’s Consultation Handbook

(hitp://endangered. fws.gov/consultations/s7hndbk/s7hndbk.htm) is available to assist you with
further information on definitions, process, and fulfilling Endangered Species Act requirements.
In addition, the NOAA Fisheries Protected Resource Branch (David Bernhart, 727/551-5767)
should be contacted for additional information on listed species under their jurisdiction.

Alternatives

The USACE has analyzed several alternatives ranging from no action tq opening Parker’s Cut, to
extending the west jetty, elevating the weir, and constructing a series of groin fields along the
shoreline east of the jetties and channei entrance. The Locally Preferred Plan, which consists of
the construction of a new east jetty, is a result of a study performed by the Coastal and
Hydraulics Laboratory, Engineer Research and Development Center, USACE. In addition, the
local sponsor favors this alternative.

Tmpacts of the Locally Preferred Plan

The USACE will dredge from the channel and place 200,000 cubic yards of sand to the west of
the west jetty. Preference is 1o place the sand on the beach for erosion control. However,
impacts and avoidance measures to the piping plover and Kemp’s ridley sea turtle must be
evaluated prior to placement of dredge material. Discharging the sand in to the surf zone will
cause temporary water turbidity, and the impacts to fish in the area are expected to be minimal.
Fish are highly mobile and have the ability to quickly leave an area if disturbance is sensed.



Colonel Weston

USACE

Page 5

Similar fish habitat is found adjacent to the project site. In addition, temporary sand bars may
form barriers and prohibit or alter fish movement or migration until the sediment is carried by
natural littoral drift processes.

Piping plovers winter on the gulf beach and forage on invertebrates found in the sand.
Discharging dredge material onto the beach will cause temporary impacts and displacement of
the piping plover due to lost foraging opportunities. Fortunately, similar beach quality habitat is
found adjacent to the project site.

CBRA Zone

The Service has determined that the project site lies partially within Unit T07 of the Coastal
Barrier Resources System. The Coastal Barrier Resources Act prohibits, with limited exceptions,
the expenditure of federal funds within a unit of the System. The federal agency, after
consultation with the Service, may make federal expenditures for the maintenance of existing
federal navigation channels and related structures, including the disposal of dredge materials
related to such maintenance. A federal navigation channel or a related structure is an existing
channel or structure, respectively, if it was authorized before the date on which the relevant
System unit or portion of the System unit was included within the System, which in the case of
TO7 was September 30, 1982, .

Recommendations

* The Service requests that the USACE continue to coordinate with the Service as plans are
developed for this project.

«#+ While the Service is generally in favor of beach nourishment, the area is designated as
critical habitat for one species, the piping plover, and is a nesting area for another, the
Kemp’s ridley sea turtle. Impacts to both species will need to be evaluated by the COE
under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act,

% The USACE consult with the Service to determine whether the proposed project
conforms with the exemptions of the CBRA.

% All construction workers be trained by qualified personne! to recognize protected species
including shore birds, nesting sea turtles and their tracks, and on the avoidance and
minimization measures required during project construction.

% The USACE have a single point of contact (POC) responsible for communicating,
monitoring and reporting on endangered species issues during constraction, including
keeping an activities log. This POC will stop work in the event sea turtles, their nests or
their eggs are found; the POC will safeguard them until they can be relocated by the
appropriate, permitted individuals. In addition, this POC will ensure that no piping
plovers are affected by work activities, and ensure that loafing and/or resting birds are not
in the project area during construction.

% Material placed on the beach will be predominantly beach quality sand consistent in grain
size, color and composition with the existing beach sand and free of hazardous materials.

< Materials and equipment required for the project be staged in upland areas, not on the
beach, and transported as needed to the work sites. There be no overnight storage of
equipment on the beach.

% The number of vehicles transiting from the upland staging area to the project area will be
kept to a minimum, all vehicles use the same pathway, where ever possible, and vehicle
access be confined to the immediate needs of the proposed project.
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< Placed dredge material be maintained at a gradual slope, and after project completion all
mud or wind tidal flats and /or project sites seaward of the mean high tide fine be restored
to pre-construction slope or contours, and all ruts leveted.

< No beach nourishment/dune restoration activities be conducted during the peak sea turtle
nesting season, from April 1 through July 15.

% Any construction activities conducted during the remainder of the sea turtle nesting
season (from July 15 through September 30) implement the following additional
avoidance and minimization measures:

o An independent, qualified monitor or monitors be hired and trained to monitor all
construction activities, escort construction vehicles to and from work sites, and
monitor for the presence of threatened and endangered species. The trained
monitor should survey the beach daily for sea turtles, sea turtle tracks, sea turtle
nests, and shore birds prior to the initiation of any construction activity, and
periodically throughout the day. The monitor keeps a daily log documenting all
surveys conducted during the beach construction project.

o Smoothing out ruts in the beach at the end of each construction day.

o Use of night lights will be minimized, directed toward the construction activity
area, and shielded from view outside of the construction activity area.

% Monitoring of the invertebrate community found at the beach discharge site to determine
duration of impacts to foraging activities of the piping plover.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input to assist the USACE in planning projects which
protect and restore these important native Texas coastal fish and wildlife habitats. Please contact
staff biologist Donna Anderson at (281) 286-8282 if you have questions concerning these
recommendations.

Sincerely,

Lshon B, s

Stephen D Parris
Field Supervisor, Clear Lake Ecological Services

cc:
Rebecca Hensley, Texas Parks and Wildlife Dept, Dickinson, Texas

Gary McMahon, Texas General Land Office, LaPorte, Texas

Mark Fisher, Texas Commission On Environmental Quality, Austin, Texas
Jim Herrington, Environmental Protection Agency, Dallas, Texas

David Bernhart, National Marine Fisheries, St. Petersburg, Florida
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Distribution of the Public Notice
for the Draft Environmental Assessment

Honorable Ron Paul
200 West Second St.
Freeport, TX 77541

Honorable Rick Perry
Governor of Texas
P.O. Box 12428
Austin, TX 78711

.Upper Coast Conservation Program Leader
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

1502 FM 517 E

Dickinson, Texas 77539

Railroad Commission of Texas
Environmental Services

P.O. Drawer 12967, Capitol Station
Austin, TX 78711

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
TCEQ-MC150

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, TX 78711-3087

Texas Office of State-Federal Relations
PO Box 13005
Austin TX 78711

George Deshotels

Precinct 2 Commissioner

Commisstoner’s Court of Matagorda County
P.O. Box 571

Matagorda, TX 77457

Coastal Coordination Council
P.O. Box 12873
Austin, TX 78711-2873

Honorable Kay Bailey Hutchison
1919 Smith St., Suite 800
Houston, TX 77002

Executive Director

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
4200 Smith School Road

Austin, TX 78744

Director, Coastal Division
Texas General Land Office
1700 North Congress
Austin, TX 78711

Governor's Office of Budget & Planning
State Single Point of Contact

1100 San Jacinto, Room 441 A

Austin, TX 78701

Texas Water Development Board
Environmental Systems Section
P.0. Box 13231

Austin, TX 78711

Texas Department of Transportation
125E. 11th
Austin, TX 78701-2483

State Historic Preservation Officer
Texas Historical Commission

105 W. 16th Street

Austin, TX 78701

Matagorda County Navigation District 1
P.O. Box 551
Palacios, TX 77465



National Marine Fisheries Service
Environmental Assessment Branch
4700 Avenue U

Galveston, TX 77550

Chief, Ecosystems Protection Branch
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1445 Ross Avenue

Dallas, TX 75202-2733

Field Supervisor

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
17629 El Camino Real, Suite 211
Houston, TX 77058

U. S. Coast Guard

Eighth Coast Guard District
Hale Boggs Federal Building
500 Poydras Street

New Orleans, LA 70130

Bay City Chamber of Commerce
PO Box 768
Bay City, TX 77414

Senior Environmental Coordinator
Lower Colorado River Authority

- P.O.Box 220

Austin, TX 78767-0220

Jerry Mohn

ASBPA

4210 Silver Reef, PBW #1
Galveston, TX 77554

Nick Kraus, Ph.D.

U. 8. Army Engineecr Research &
Development Center

Coastal & Hydraulics Laboratory

3909 Halls Ferry Road

Vicksburg, MS 39180

Sierra Club
P.O. Box 1931
Austin, TX 78767

Assistant RA for Protected Resources
Southeast Regional Office

Nattonal Marine Fisheries Service
0721 Executive Center Drive, North
St. Petersburg, FL. 33702

NEPA Compliance Section (6EN-SP)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1445 Ross Avenue

Dallas, TX 75202-2733

Natural Resource Conservation Service
1716 Briarcrest Dr. #510
Bryan, TX 77802

Mike Griffith

Port of Bay City Authority
P.O. Box 1426

Bay City, TX 77404-1426

City of Bay City
1901 5th St.
Bay City, TX 77414

National Audubon Society
2525 Wallingwood

Suite 1505

Austin, TX 78746-6932

Matagorda County Courthouse
Room 326
Bay City, TX 77414

The Nature Conservancy
Coastal Office

P. O. Box 2563

Corpus Christi, TX 78403





