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Presentation Notes
 Good morning, Mr. Chairmen and distinguished members of the committee my name is Colonel Lars Zetterstrom.  I am the Commander of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Galveston District.  Thank you for the opportunity to discuss the Corps’ role in delivering large-scale federal projects designed to reduce the risks associated with tropical storm surge, improve the resiliency of our coastal environment and maximize shared benefits through partnerships. 


Coastal Risk Reduction and Resiliency

The Corps of Engineers is a leader in
developing and executing large-scale
programs and projects that increase resiliency
and reduce risks from hurricanes and storm
surge in Coastal Texas

Coastal Storm Risk Management (CSRM):

- Federal Levees

- Beneficial Use Program

- Sabine Pass to Galveston Bay Study
- Coastal Texas Study

- Ecosystem Restoration:

- Jefferson County Study

- Coastal Texas Study
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As a national leader in developing engineering solutions to address our Country’s toughest challenges, the Corps is uniquely suited for facing the problems in Coastal Texas. The area of our responsibility stretches from Louisiana to the Texas/Mexico border and in about 150 miles.  We have a variety of programs and projects that address needs and opportunities in coastal storm risk management, ecosystem restoration and beneficial use of dredged material.  Everything we do is done in partnership with state and local entities to ensure we are focused on that shared vision for the future of the Texas Coast.  

Today I will provide a status of Harvey impacts to existing Federal levee systems, an update on beneficial use of dredged material studies and some previously briefed coastal storm risk management, ecosystem restoration studies.     




Harvey Impacts to Existing CSRM Levee Systems

Port Arthur Hurricane Flood Protection
Project

 Pump capacity exceeded

» Electrical motors and controls need
to be replaced

* Pre-Harvey Flood Wall failure

Texas City Hurricane Flood Protection
Project

« Stone shore protection damaged

Freeport Hurricane Flood Protection
Project

* One pump had mechanical failure
 East Brazos River Levee erosion

Matagorda Levee System
» (Gate operators damaged from wind
* Minor levee erosion
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There are eight Federal levee systems along the Texas coast. These systems were constructed with Federal and non-federal funds and are currently maintained by the non-Federal sponsors.  Four of our levee systems were impacted by Harvey: Port Arthur, Texas City, Freeport and Matagorda. The impacts ranged from loss of electrical motors and control panels at pump stations in Port Arthur and Freeport, to displacement of rip rap and erosion along the toe of the levees in Texas City and Matagorda.  Systems at Lynchburg, Alice, Three Rivers and the Galveston Seawall were not impacted.  

Although regular maintenance of the systems is the responsibility of the non-Federal sponsors, post coastal storms, Federal help in means of funding and repair oversight is available through Public Law 84-99 the Flood Control and Coastal Emergency Act.  Under this Act the Chief of Engineers, acting for the Secretary of the Army, is authorized to undertake rehabilitation of flood control works threatened or destroyed by flood and protection or repair of federally authorized shore protective works threatened or damaged by coastal storm.  A Federal flood protection system can be rehabilitated, if damaged by a flood event, to its pre-disaster status at no cost to the non-Federal operator.  An eligible non-Federal system can be rehabilitated at 20% cost to a non-Federal system owner. 




On-going Navigation Channel Dredged
Materials Beneficial Use Program

GALVESTON DISTRICT BOUNDARIES
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A great example of successful partnerships is our beneficial use program where we seek to maximize the use of dredged material to build shallow marshes that create habitat, reduce erosion and increase resiliency along our waterways. We partner with local and state sponsors to nourish beaches in critical areas or create new beaches like we did in Galveston in 2015. 

The slide here gives a quick look at what we accomplished within Fiscal Year 2017. And as you can see there is a significant amount of beach nourishment particularly in South Padre Island and on Sundown Island.  None of this is possible without strong partnerships and state and local commitment of funding. It’s really up to the local stakeholders to work with GLO and others to develop a strategy and plan to fund the cost differential in what the Corps pays to complete the dredging work, and the additional amount of money it takes to put the sand on the beach.  Another benefit is a redirection in dredge material placed in placement areas that extend their usable life. 






Corps Project Development and

Implementation Process

The Corps process generates an
executable project that is authorized by

Congressional Congressional Congress and can compete for federal
Study Authorization Project funding for construction and
“New Start” Authorization maintenance

Local or State USACE receives funding
Cost Sharing % Congressional N on an anglé:a_lll_ glétli:get cycle
Sponsor | Appropriations \ 2 )

D
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Before I talk specifically about our Coastal Storm Risk Management and Ecosystem Restoration Studies, I will describe the overall Corps project and study process to help inform your understanding of the work of the Corps of Engineers in Texas. The Corps’ project process relies on two fundamental requirements – Congressional authority and funding. Our process includes the entire lifecycle of the project and begins with a feasibility study or general investigation. The initiation of most studies requires congressional authorization and appropriations as well as a local cost sharing sponsor. Based on the Corps’ annual budgeting cycle, each year funding has to be provided by congress to allow the project to reach completion. Once a study is initially funded, it is prioritized for future funding as long as the project is progressing. The study phase culminates in a Chief’s report and possibly a new authorization for construction if authorized in a Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) Bill. Once the project is authorized by congress it must compete with other projects across the Nation for construction funding. Projects typically compete based upon the benefit to cost ratio of the project. Once a new construction start is determined, the project is prioritized for future funding to ensure completion. To streamline this process, the Corps has endeavored to transform our Civil Works program by reducing the study timeline under a new paradigm referred to as SMART planning. (next slide)



Corps Feasibility Study Process

Complete final analyses:
Engineering, Economics
and Environmental (NEPA)
Initiate Engineering, Economic
and Environmental analyses (NEPA);
Identify tentatively selected plan

Scoping; Identify
Problems and

opportunities Identify Recommended

Plan
Collect Public Input Public Review and Recommendation
Comment to Congress
Locally Preferred
Public input is critical for understanding Plan Input
needs/opportunities and reaching a —
implementable plan for authorization m'.'m
US Army Corps <
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This slide depicts the general study phase timeline and breaks it out into several parts. The study process includes not only engineering and economic analyses, it also includes thorough environmental analysis to ensure that the project meets the 1970 National Environmental Policy Act. This means that at the end of the study process, our projects are fully compliant with federal law and are executable pending authorization and funding. Another important aspect of our study process is that it includes the opportunity for public and local input. The cost sharing sponsor serves as the critical partner throughout the process and additionally there are multiple points for agency and public input. Once the study enters its final stages there is also the opportunity to include a locally preferred plan. Throughout the planning process, the Corps seeks to maximize the use of existing studies and data. So collaborating with other study efforts is critical to informing our study and reducing costs. 






Sabine Pass to Galveston Bay Study.

Recommended Plan

Costs

= Estimated First Cost: $3,248,606,000
= NED Net Benefits: $300,043,000
« Benefit to Cost Ratio of 3.1 @ 2.875%

= Annual O&M: $5,467,000

Construction Sponsors (Letters of Intent)
= Velasco Drainage District for Freeport

= Jefferson County Drainage District #7

= QOrange County for Orange 3 Levee

Improvements to Freeport and Port Arthur Hurricane Flood Ris
Reductions Systems and 1ft raise

Proposed 27 miles of new levee/floodwalls in Orange County

Freeport Hurricane Flood
_ Protection Levee

~ Proposed Orange County

Hurricane Flood Protection Levee ¢
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Now I want to highlight our completed and on-going ecosystem restoration and coastal storm risk management studies.  The Sabine Pass to Galveston Bay Study is a completed feasibility study that includes a comprehensive discussion of problems and opportunities of ecosystem restoration and coastal storm risk management along the upper Texas coast, with focused study to recommend an implementable plan in the Freeport and the Jefferson and Orange County areas.  The study determined that the recommended plan for the Freeport and Jefferson County area includes improvements to existing HFPS and in Orange a recommendation for construction of 27 miles of new levee/floodwalls.  The estimated total cost of construction is $3.2B with a benefit to cost ration of 3.1.  The study is complete and awaiting the signature of the Chief of Engineers.  TX GLO is non-Federal Sponsor.

Once the Chief's Report is signed it is transmitted to the ASA(CW) for their review.  At the same time, the Chief sends letters to Congress to notify them that he has signed a Chief's Report (the report itself is not provided as it still needs to be reviewed by ASA(CW) and OMB).  After ASA(CW) reviews it they send it to OMB for review.  If OMB approves, OMB sends a letter of support to ASA(CW), then ASA(CW) transmits the Chief's Report to Congress recommending approval.  




Jefferson County Ecosystem Restoration Study

Mil E Current
ilestone/Event Schedule g

FCSA Signed 20 JUL 2016 [
Study Kickoff 8 NOV 2016
Meeting
Alternatives 9 MAR 2017
Milestone '
Tentatively Selected |JUN 2018
Plan
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Review
Agency Decision NOV 2018
Milestone
Division Engineer MAY 2019
Transmittal Memo
Chief’s Report OCT 2019
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Jefferson County Ecosystem Restoration Study:
The Non-Federal sponsors are Jefferson County and Sabine-Neches Navigation District.  The study will conduct a comprehensive review of the Jefferson County, Texas coastal area to identify and evaluate alternatives to recommend an implementable solution for ecosystem restoration opportunities, including the potential beneficial use of dredged material from the Sabine-Neches Waterway and to slow or stop the erosion of the Gulf Shoreline, Gulf lntracoastal Waterway shoreline, and marshes.   

Evaluated alternatives include those that would improve salinity regime and increase nutrient inputs into the project area and increase the quality and quantity of marsh habitat to provide for ecosystem sustainability.  In addition the alternatives may create, restore, nourish, and protect a sustainable shoreline system to protect marshes located between the Gulf and the GIWW.  A tentatively selected plan is scheduled for June 2018 followed by public review of the draft report in August 2018 and a Chief’s Report in October 2019.



Coastal Texas Protection and Restoration Study.

"~ Project Area (Coastal Zone)
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The Coastal Texas Protection and Restoration Feasibility Study: 
TxGLO is the non-Federal sponsor for this study. This slide outlines the coastal zone study area, the purpose, the schedule and budget.  The study will include a comprehensive report that will be nested with the State’s Master Plan that was recently released.  In addition, the study is evaluating Coastal Storm Risk Management and Ecosystem Restoration alternatives for the entire coastline of Texas, excluding the areas of the upper Texas coast that are covered in the previously discussed projects, and is an opportunity to generate implementable projects that will provide structural and non-structural recommendations to reduce risks associated with storm damage, and will provide for environmental restoration opportunities that will increase resiliency along the coast. We are leveraging existing information from ongoing studies to maximize collaboration opportunities. Ultimately we are looking to develop alternatives that support the federal interest and will seek to evaluate these alternatives from engineering, economic and environmental perspectives. This study is currently one of the largest studies in the Corps and will cost $19.8 M and will take five and a half years to complete.   Chief’s Report is expected in 2021. 
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Since my last presentation to the Committee in October 2016, we have continued to collaborate with other entities (Texas A&M at Galveston, the Gulf Coast Community Protection and Restoration District (GCCPRD) as we conduct an alternatives analysis and evaluation of four alternatives in the Houston/Galveston Region.  These alternatives include: 

Two adaptions of a coastal barrier – Alternative A with a surge gate in the Bolivar Roads area of the Galveston Entrance Channel and Alternative B with a surge gate connected to a modified Texas City Dike.  These two barriers would include a levee alignment along Bolivar to High Island and from the west end of the Galveston seawall to San Luis Pass.  The exact design and alignments of the levee have not yet been determined.  Alternatives A & B also include a ring-levee on the bay side of Galveston proper, a gate at Clear Lake and non-structural improvements along the SH 146 corridor.  The non-structural improvements could include elevating/raising properties, flood proofing or buy-outs.

Alternative C includes a mid-bay barrier with a levee connecting to high ground on the east and making improvements to and extending the existing Texas City Hurricane Protection System further to the west.  This alternative also includes a ring levee around Galveston proper. 

Alternative D includes a ring levee around Galveston proper, improvements to and a western extension of the existing Texas City Hurricane Protection System, a levee alignment, non-structural improvements, and several gates along the SH 146 corridor and at the Houston Ship Channel.
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In addition to the CSRM alternatives for the Houston/Galveston Region we are evaluating several ecosystem restoration alternatives along the remainder of the coast.  These include several beach and dune restorations, shoreline protection and restoration along the GIWW, beneficial use of dredged materials for beach restoration in Corpus Christi and channel and rookery restoration at Port Mansfield. 



Path Forward: Detailed Feasibility

Study Analyses

Impacts to physical environment and
processes
» Circulation/salinity/flooding/erosion

Damages to property
- Personal and public
damages from flooding
Project costs
- Study, design,
construction and O&M
Benefit-to-cost ratio
- National Economic
Development (NED)
Life/health
- Social impacts

Constructability / operability
» Engineering feasibility
» Real Estate requirements

NEPA compliance Habitat

Impacts to natural environment Fish and wildlife

Hazardous material spills Cultural Resources

National Ecosystem Restoration (NER) Plan [@
US Army Corps '
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Preliminary feasibility analyses of the Engineering, Economic and Environmental requirements have been conducted as we work towards identifying the TSP.  In May 2018 one of the CSRM alternatives along with the Ecosystem Restoration alternatives will be identified as the tentatively selected plan (TSP).  A draft feasibility report discussing the evaluation of the alternatives leading up to the selection of the TSP will be released for public review and comment in July of 2018.  Public meetings to review the findings and collect public comment will be held at that time.  

Post identification of the TSP and public comment period the TSP will be further refined by detailed feasibility analyses.  Those analyses will include detailed engineering, economic evaluation and environmental analyses to meet the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements.  The final design will be presented in a final report to the Chief of Engineers.  Once approved, the plan will be eligible for congressional authorization. 

We are fortunate to have a strong partner in the Texas GLO.  We received our full capability in funding in FY16 and 17.  We expect to be prioritized for future funding based on the progress we make in the study and have outlined a funding strategy that was supported during our exemption request. We recognize the importance of this study and are committed to moving forward on a path that will generate an executable plan that meets all of the requirements of federal law to include the National Environmental Policy Act. 

No implementing sponsors have yet been identified for the Coastal Texas Study.  Our goal is to have them identified by 2018.  The entities need to have taxing authority and could be counties, cities, local governmental agencies or a combination of multiple entities.   




SWG Value Proposition for Partnering and Collaboration

« Shared Visioning and Partnering for a vibrant
national/regional economy, resilient coastal
communities, and healthy ecosystem that support
non-Federal investment

« Engineering Solutions on America’s Energy
Coast for addressing infrastructure challenges
across navigation, flood risk management, and
ecosystem restoration business lines

« Addressing authority, policy, resourcing, and
business process challenges for Strengthening
the Foundation

* Leveraging new authorities for studies and
projects to derive Value to the Nation in
Delivering the Program

« Competing strong for sustainable budgets to
Achieve the Vision of Integrated Water _
Resources Management " US Army Corps

of Engineers.
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In summary I want to highlight that the Corps of Engineers and the Galveston District are committed to supporting a shared vision of the Texas Coast. We are a recognized leader in bringing federal authorities and resources to address the toughest infrastructure challenges across navigation, flood risk management and ecosystem restoration in this dynamic region.  We have the unique ability to deliver executable projects that are policy compliant.   And we are very proud to be partnering with the state on two of the largest and most significant studies in the Nation.  Thank you for the opportunity to speak today and I look forward to our continued partnership to support this vital region.


ON FACEBOOK
www.facebook.com/GalvestonDistrict

ON TWITTE
www.twitter.com/USACEqgalveston

ON YOUTUBE
www.YouTube.com/Galveston
District

ON DVIDS
www.dvidshub.net/units/USACE-GD

D,
D
T
|:
<
'—
O
LU
Z
Z
o,
O

ONLINE
vvwvv.svvg.usace.army.mil-lﬂ

[y ¥
N T



http://www.facebook.com/GalvestonDistrict
http://www.twitter.com/USACEgalveston
http://www.swg.usace.army.mil/
http://www.dvidshub.net/units/USACE-GD
http://www.dvidshub.net/
http://www.dvidshub.net/
http://www.youtube.com/GalvestonDistrict

	Slide Number 1
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Slide Number 9
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11
	Slide Number 12
	SWG Value Proposition for Partnering and Collaboration
	Slide Number 14

